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Senate
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. To-
day’s prayer will be offered by our 
guest Chaplain, Dr. Donald A. Harp, 
Jr., of the Peachtree Road United 
Methodist Church, Atlanta, GA. 

PRAYER 

The guest chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
O God, our help in ages past and our 

hope for years to come, we offer our 
words of thanksgiving for our Nation 
and the freedoms that are ours. Hear 
our words of thanksgiving for those 
men and women who gave their lives 
that this freedom is ours today. 

Inspire this body to reach decisions 
based on truth, wisdom, compassion, 
and fairness for all. Bless each Senator 
with the ability to reach decisions re-
flecting our heritage as a ‘‘nation 
under God.’’ 

Bless our President and the decisions 
he reaches on behalf of our Nation. 
Watch over and care for those men and 
women in our military and bring them 
home safely. We offer this our prayer 
in God’s Holy Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore led the 
pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
majority leader is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today the 
Senate will work toward completion of 

our consideration of S. Con. Res. 95, 
the budget resolution. There are 14 
hours remaining under the statutory 
time limit for debate. Under the Budg-
et Act it is in order to yield back time, 
and that may occur at the managers’ 
discretion over the course of this morn-
ing and early afternoon. 

Once time is used or yielded back, we 
would expect to begin a series of roll-
call votes which would include passage 
of the resolution. Again, the timing for 
that final vote will be determined by 
the number of amendments and how 
soon we get to the series of rollcall 
votes. I do want to encourage our col-
leagues that once we begin that series 
of rollcall votes, we do it in a very 
timely, orderly fashion. 

We made very good progress on the 
resolution yesterday, conducting six 
rollcall votes and disposing of eight 
amendments. The chairman and rank-
ing member are here today on the floor 
ready to work through the amend-
ments to the resolution. Therefore, 
Senators should expect a very busy 
day, as we all know and have appro-
priately planned for a late evening to-
night, with rollcall votes throughout. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—H.R. 1997 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I under-
stand that there is a bill at the desk 
that is due for a second reading. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 1997) to amend title 18, United 

States Code, and the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice to protect unborn children from 
assault and murder, and for other purposes.

Mr. FRIST. I object to further pro-
ceedings. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be set on the calendar. 

Mr. FRIST. I yield the floor. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved.

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET FOR 
THE UNITED STATES GOVERN-
MENT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. Con Res. 95, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 95) 

setting forth the congressional budget for 
the United States Government for fiscal year 
2005 and including the appropriate budgetary 
levels for fiscal years 2006 through 2009.

Pending:
Corzine amendment No. 2777, to eliminate 

tax breaks for those with incomes greater 
than $1 million and reserve the savings to 
prevent future cuts in Social Security bene-
fits.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the pending amend-
ment be laid aside. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I have yet to 
have a chance to review the amend-
ment of the Senator from California. I 
object at this point and I expect in the 
near future I will be happy to accom-
modate our friend. She can begin her 
debate and maybe that will help clarify 
the intention of her amendment. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. I am so sorry. I was sure 
Senator NICKLES had seen this amend-
ment. I don’t think there is anything 
surprising. It is essentially a jobs 
amendment, initiatives that have been 
introduced by other Senators. We pack-
aged it in one package. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from California seek time 
from the manager on your side for pro-
ceeding? 
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Mrs. BOXER. I ask Senator CONRAD if 

he wants me to take time by discussing 
Senator CORZINE’s amendment and 
making other remarks or take time off 
the managers’ time? Either way he 
wants it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. How 
much time would the Senator need? 

Mrs. BOXER. I was hopeful, when I 
spoke last night, that I could have 20 
to 30 minutes for the entire amend-
ment. That would be fine for me. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. Chairman, might 
we agree to a time on her amendment 
of 30 minutes equally divided? 

Mrs. BOXER. No, no, 30 minutes on 
my side, or 20 minutes on my side. 

Mr. CONRAD. Then 40 minutes equal-
ly divided? Is that what the Senator is 
seeking? 

Mrs. BOXER. No, 20 minutes a side. 
Mr. CONRAD. Yes, 40 minutes equal-

ly divided. 
Mr. NICKLES. I still haven’t re-

viewed the amendment. I will do this: I 
tell my colleague I am happy to enter 
into time agreements on a lot of 
amendments but I will state I want to 
see the amendments first. I know there 
is a whole package of amendments. I 
suggest we go under the assumption it 
will be that. I will grant you that in 
just a moment. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 20 minutes to 
the Senator from California at this 
point, just for her side. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague 
very much. I have been looking forward 
to offering this amendment. I hope at 
the appropriate moment in time I will 
be able to send it to the desk. 

Mr. President, if you were to go out 
all over this country and ask most of 
our constituents from every State in 
the Union what is on their minds, they 
are going to say it is the economy; it is 
jobs; it is their security. In this par-
ticular budget we should do much more 
to ensure that jobs are created and 
that our families are protected. So 
what we do in this amendment, which 
we pay for, is a number of initiatives 
which will help us create and retain 
jobs in this great country. 

First of all, I want to give my col-
leagues a sense of why this is so impor-
tant. The amendment I am offering is 
cosponsored by Senators DASCHLE, 
SARBANES, CLINTON, SCHUMER, KEN-
NEDY, KOHL, DURBIN, LEVIN and DODD. I 
see Senator KOHL is here. I am hopeful 
he will want to make a few comments 
as well. 

Let me paint a picture of where we 
are. I think the best way to do it is just 
show a series of charts, that are very 
clear:

Private sector jobs decline: Three million 
jobs lost since January 2001.

We see the incredible graph that just 
shows, essentially, almost a straight 
line down. We did see in February we 
had a little increase of 21,000 jobs, as I 
understand it, in the public sector. 

There is very little in the private sec-
tor. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I will if I can reserve 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we 
have entered into a time agreement 
where the total time consumed on the 
Boxer amendment will be 20 minutes 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2783 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside the 
Corzine amendment and send my 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from California [Mrs. BOXER], 

for herself and Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. SARBANES, 
Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KOHL, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. 
DODD, proposes an amendment numbered 
2783.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To create jobs, to discourage the 

shipping of jobs overseas, and provide ad-
justment assistance for dislocated workers, 
by changing the tax treatment of certain 
income from runaway plants and by reduc-
ing tax breaks for individuals with incomes 
in excess of one million dollars per year, 
without affecting middle-class taxpayers) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$16,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$8,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$16,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$24,000,000,000. 
At the end of title II, insert the following: 

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR JOB CREATION. 
The Chairman of the Committee on the 

Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-

gates, functional totals, allocations, discre-
tionary spending limits, and other appro-
priate levels and limits in this resolution by 
up to $24,000,000,000 over the total of fiscal 
years 2005 through 2009 for a bill, joint reso-
lution, motion, amendment, or conference 
report that would provide resources for job 
creation, discourage outsourcing of jobs, pro-
vide a tax credit for the creation of new 
manufacturing jobs in the United States, 
provide small businesses with a tax credit for 
health care coverage, restore funding to the 
Manufacturing Extension Program and to 
the Advanced Technology Partnership, in-
crease spending on federal science research 
activities, prohibit the use of tax dollars to 
outsource non-defense and non-homeland se-
curity government contracts abroad, require 
employers to provide workers advance notice 
of any intention to move their jobs offshore, 
and expand Trade Adjustment Assistance to 
include service workers and improve access 
to affordable health care.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, let me 
continue with the story that is not a 
very happy story about job loss. We 
have seen 3 million jobs lost in the last 
31⁄2 years. We see unemployment for 27 
weeks or longer. We see that 1.9 million 
workers are unemployed for more than 
6 months. We have statistics that say 
although the unemployment rate looks 
to be 5.6 percent, in reality it is over 9 
percent if you factor in the people who 
have given up their search for jobs. We 
see the smallest share of the popu-
lation at work since 1994, with 62.2 per-
cent of the population unemployed. 
These are startling statistics. 

Manufacturing jobs in America: 
From 1993 to 2000, 385,000 manufac-
turing jobs created; and from 2001 to 
2003, 2.785 thousand jobs lost. That is 
75,270 jobs lost per month. For my peo-
ple in California, we have seen an enor-
mous drop in manufacturing jobs. 

I want to show my colleagues the 
context of this job loss if we look back 
to other administrations. This is the 
average number of jobs created or lost 
per month. Under Ronald Reagan, we 
had 165,000 jobs per month; under 
George H. Bush, we had 47,604 jobs cre-
ated every month; under Bill Clinton, 
we had 236,625 jobs created per month; 
and under George W. Bush, 58,815 jobs 
per month on average lost. 

By any standard, this is a unique 
time. We have a chance to do some-
thing about it with this budget resolu-
tion. 

California jobs: From 1993 to 2000, 
under the Clinton administration, 
25,644 jobs were created per month in 
my State of 35 million people. Under 
George W. Bush, 284,900 jobs lost. That 
is 7,913 jobs lost per month. Nearly 
8,000 jobs are lost per month in my 
State. That is about 8,000 family mem-
bers coming home to tell their families 
they are in big trouble. We ought to do 
something about it. The good news is 
we can do something about it with this 
amendment I offered. 

I want to show one more chart. 
President Bush promised a whole dif-

ferent story—promises, promises, wish-
ful thinking on jobs. The Bush admin-
istration has consistently over-pre-
dicted job growth for 2002, 2003, and 
2004. 
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Today, I read in the paper that the 

President is going to appoint a manu-
facturing jobs czar. He came to a deci-
sion about the individual he wants to 
appoint. We have learned that this par-
ticular individual built a plant in 
China. Whether he will continue with 
that nomination, I do not know, but 
clearly that sends a very mixed signal, 
to be polite about it. 

Let me talk for a moment about the 
amendment I am offering to protect 
America’s jobs. 

How much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator has 15 minutes 42 seconds. 
Mrs. BOXER. Thank you. 
Our amendment creates a $24 billion 

job reserve fund for the following pur-
poses: 

The Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership Program, $110 million cost; Ad-
vanced Technology Program, $125 mil-
lion cost; Federal science at $1 billion 
cost; new manufacturing jobs tax cred-
it at $7 billion cost; small business 
health insurance tax credit at $14 bil-
lion cost; stop jobs from moving over-
seas and end the runaway plant tax 
break, which saves $2 billion; the Dodd 
amendment with no Federal funds for 
outsourcing, no cost; worker notifica-
tion, which is Senator DASCHLE’s 
amendment in relation to jobs moving 
overseas, no cost; and worker assist-
ance and trade adjustment expansion 
for service workers and expanded 
health insurance, $2 billion. 

The way we pay for this amendment 
is the following: We end the runaway 
plant tax break, which brings in $2 bil-
lion, and we reduce tax breaks for mil-
lionaires, which brings in another $1 
billion. 

I want to spend just a moment ex-
plaining why I think that is fair. If you 
earn over $1 million, under the Bush 
tax cut you are going to get a refund of 
about $140,000 every single year. 

Let me rephrase that. You are going 
to get a tax cut of $127,000 every single 
year. We reduce that refund to $85,000 
for a very noble purpose. That purpose 
is to get America back to work and to 
help our middle-class families. 

I think if you ask the average person 
in your State, just from what I can tell 
by looking at polls and talking to peo-
ple, they will say even if they were in 
that millionaire category, we will have 
a stronger economy and more people 
working by not giving millionaires 
$127,000 a year from their taxes. 

We reduce it to $85,000. Let us talk 
about that. They will now get back 
$85,000. How much is that? That is 7.5 
times the annual income of a min-
imum-wage worker, just in the million-
aire tax cut. We are, in fact, cutting it 
to $85,000, but that is 7.5 times the an-
nual income of a minimum-wage work-
er. It is also two times the median 
household income. If you are a million-
aire and get back $85,000 a year instead 
of $127,000, you are still getting back 
every year twice the median household 
income and 7.5 times the annual in-
come of a minimum-wage worker. 

I want to briefly tell you about each 
of these job creation plans. 

Be providing a tax credit for creating 
new manufacturing jobs—this is a tax 
credit that goes to businesses that cre-
ate jobs in manufacturing, originally 
sponsored by Senator JOHN KERRY—the 
manufacturing jobs tax credit gives the 
tax cut to companies that create a new 
factory job in 2004, 2005 and 2006. This is 
a good thing for business. It is a great 
thing for workers. It is a good way to 
deal with this issue. 

We increase the funding for the Man-
ufacturing Extension Partnership. It 
sets aside $110 million of the reserve 
fund for the Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership Program. In 2003, this pro-
gram helped create or retain 35,000 
jobs. 

The administration only asks for $13 
million in 2004, and it is requesting 
only $39 million for 2005. They say they 
care about jobs, but they ought to do 
more, and $110 million will create a lot 
more jobs. 

For the Advanced Technology Pro-
gram, this amendment sets aside $140 
million in the reserve fund. The admin-
istration proposes zeroing out this ATP 
program. The ATP helps companies get 
to market and grow, and that means 
jobs. Of the first 33 small companies to 
complete ATP programs, 60 percent 
doubled in size, and 4 grew more than 
1,000 percent. The ATP program bridges 
the gap between the research lab and 
the marketplace. We need to see that 
go up to this $140 million level. I might 
say, even with that, it is still less than 
we have spent in the past on the pro-
gram. George Bush, in 2005, requests 
zero for this important program. 

Then we have Federal research and 
development, which is so key, at the 
National Science Foundation. It falls 
$1 billion short of what is called for in 
the bill we passed 5 years ago. It is 
very important. When President Bush 
says he increases Federal research by 5 
percent, the problem for our Nation’s 
researchers and research institutions is 
that increase is largely targeted for 
weapons development. However, we 
have other things we need to do which 
will create jobs, as well. That is the 
purpose of this amendment. 

The health insurance tax credit for 
small business is clear. If business pays 
health insurance for its people, we 
think they ought to get a tax break. 
That is the kind of tax break we be-
lieve in on this side of the aisle because 
it is to encourage businesses to help 
employees with their health care. 

We end tax subsidies to U.S. compa-
nies that send plants overseas. This is 
a Dorgan-Mikulski idea. This amend-
ment includes language bringing to an 
end tax subsidies for employers that 
ship production of goods abroad. This 
part brings $2 billion. 

We prohibit Federal funds from being 
used for offshore jobs. This is Senator 
DODD’s amendment that passed the 
Senate 70 to 26. When we give State 
and local governments Federal funds 
and when we decide to issue contracts, 
the jobs ought to stay here. 

In my own State, the Defense Depart-
ment wanted to buy rice for Iraq. In-
stead of buying it from California, 
which has the best rice in the world, 
they bought it from a foreign country. 
That is my farmers, taxpayer dollars, 
and all my people’s dollars going into 
the war effort. We give a contract on 
rice to a foreign country when the sons 
and daughters of our farmers and our 
people are going to war. I don’t get it. 

This is an important amendment. We 
are improving the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program and extending it 
to service workers. That means help 
for people who are pushed out of a job 
because of trade agreements. 

I will save some time for colleagues. 
How much time remains? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator has 7 minutes 24 seconds. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 4 minutes to 
Senator KOHL. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sen-
ator KOHL is recognized for 4 minutes. 

Mr. KOHL. I come to the Senate 
today as a cosponsor to the Boxer-Dodd 
amendment.

I thank my colleague from California 
for pulling together this package—and 
for including a provision I authored to 
restore the funding for the Manufac-
turing Extension Program, MEP. I 
hope my colleagues will join us in re-
sounding, bipartisan vote for the 
amendment. It remedies a serious fail-
ing of the budget before us. 

A budget worthy of the Senate’s sup-
port should have vision. It should point 
the way to a better world for our work-
ers, our families, and our communities. 
Senator BOXER’s amendment has a vi-
sion for bringing good jobs back to our 
shores—and training a workforce able 
to fill and create such jobs. Without 
the Boxer amendment, the budget will 
remain a document whose only answer 
to the deterioration of the manufac-
turing job base is upper income tax 
cuts cloaked in discredited trickle-
down economic theory. 

I am particularly pleased that Sen-
ator BOXER’s amendment provides the 
resources to increase funding for the 
Manufacturing Extension Program 
from the $39.6 million suggested in the 
President’s budget to $100 million, fully 
funding the program for fiscal year 
2005. I intended to offer this as a free-
standing amendment, but in the inter-
est of time, I will defer to my colleague 
from California. I commend her for al-
lowing the Senate to go on record on 
this vital program. 

Manufacturing makes up 25 percent 
of Wisconsin’s economy—making Wis-
consin the fourth largest manufac-
turing State in the Nation, tied with 
Michigan. While that statistic may 
conjure up images of huge businesses, 
in Wisconsin, 89 percent of our manu-
facturers have fewer than 100 employ-
ees. These small- and medium-sized 
firms are consistent forces for manu-
facturing job creation and are less like-
ly than larger firms to outsource jobs. 
Smaller manufacturers pay good wages 
and contribute to the overall vitality 
of the local economy. 
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In Wisconsin, the unemployment rate 

dropped to 5 percent, but these figures 
hide the disappearance of the solid 
manufacturing jobs on which Wiscon-
sin’s prosperity once rested. In Janu-
ary, the number of factory jobs in Wis-
consin fell to the lowest level in more 
than a decade—even as unemployment 
fell. Since 2000, we have lost one out of 
every seven manufacturing jobs—79,000 
in total. 

In Wisconsin, and across our Nation, 
MEP is one Federal program actively 
and effectively combating this deterio-
ration of the manufacturing base. By 
helping small- and medium-sized man-
ufacturers streamline production, inte-
grate new technologies, and improve 
competitiveness, MEP has created or 
saved more than 35,000 manufacturing 
jobs nationwide during the last fiscal 
year. In Wisconsin, the program is sup-
ported—and used—by scores of manu-
facturers and the largest business asso-
ciation in my State: Wisconsin Manu-
facturers and Commerce. 

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter of support for the MEP from Jim 
Haney, President of Wisconsin Manu-
facturers and Commerce be printed in 
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:

WISCONSIN MANUFACTURERS 
& COMMERCE, 

Madison, WI, February 27, 2004. 
Hon. HERB KOHL,
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR KOHL: It was a pleasure to 
tour Berntsen International with you last 
week in Madison. This company is just one 
example of many WMEP success stories that 
I have personally witnessed in Wisconsin. I 
completely agree with you that MEP is one 
of the best government investments around, 
and it should be fully supported at the state 
and federal level. 

Wisconsin Manufacturers and Commerce is 
an association representing 4,300 members. 
As the largest business association in Wis-
consin, we are first and foremost concerned 
about the business climate in the state. Our 
primary priorities are to reduce the tax and 
regulatory burden on our businesses. But we 
also recognize where smart and appropriate 
investment of public dollars can produce re-
sults for business in the state. 

We need to prioritize our economic devel-
opment initiatives and judiciously place tax-
payer dollars in those investments that pro-
vide the best return for our state and our 
country. There are many programs that 
should not make the cut. However, MEP is 
one government investment that ranks at 
the top when evaluated against criteria of 
national need, effectiveness and results. We 
should not shortchange or undercut this ex-
cellent program. 

I understand the Senate Commerce, Jus-
tice, and State Appropriations Committee 
will be reviewing manufacturing support pri-
orities with Secretary Evans this week. 
Please urge Secretary Evans to do what he 
can to restore MEP funding support to the 
FY03 level of $106 million. 

Feel free to call me at 608–258–3400 to talk 
more about MEP and its impact in Wis-
consin. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES HANEY, 

President.

Mr. KOHL. Let me quote from that 
letter:

We need to prioritize our economic devel-
opment initiatives and judiciously place tax-
payer dollars in those investments that pro-
vide the best return for our state and our 
country. There are many programs that 
should not make the cut. However, MEP is 
one government investment that ranks at 
the top when evaluated against criteria of 
national need, effectiveness and results. We 
should not shortchange or undercut this ex-
cellent program.

I ask my colleagues, isn’t MEP ex-
actly the sort of program a budget with 
vision would support, a program, as 
Mr. Haney says, that brings real re-
turns—jobs, economic growth, hope—
from our scarce taxpayer dollar, a pro-
gram that has received strong bipar-
tisan support at the State and national 
level, a program that faces our chal-
lenges head on—and taps the innova-
tion and work ethic of American busi-
nesses to solve them? 

The Boxer amendment in so many 
ways adds vision to a budget that is 
blind when it comes to the trials of the 
American manufacturing sector. It 
adds courage to a budget frightened to 
acknowledge the serious jeopardy our 
economy faces. And it adds common 
sense to a budget that calls for short 
sighted cuts in programs, like MEP, 
that offer a tenfold return on taxpayer 
dollars. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Boxer amendment. I urge the Senate to 
continue to work to amend this Budget 
resolution to turn it into the plan that 
our Nation needs and deserves.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized 
for 2 minutes. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I wish to 
ask the Senator from California a ques-
tion. I have been reading in the busi-
ness magazines and the newspapers 
about the jobless recovery we are hav-
ing and I wonder, if the Senator from 
California feels so passionately about 
creating jobs in this country, if she 
could give me a historical perspective 
about what we are talking in job cre-
ation in the last 3 years. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator for 
asking this question. I have never 
known that we have offered such a 
comprehensive jobs amendment on a 
budget resolution. These are not ordi-
nary times. 

My friend is right when he asked this 
question. If we go back over time to 
Herbert Hoover in the Depression years 
in the 1930s, that is the only time we 
have actually lost jobs. We have cre-
ated jobs under Roosevelt, Truman, Ei-
senhower, Kennedy, Johnson, Nixon, 
Ford, Carter, Reagan, George H.W. 
Bush, Clinton, and now we are down to 
this and we have seen 3 million jobs 
lost. We need a jobs amendment. 

Mr. PRYOR. If the Senator will yield 
for another question, I notice in all the 
statistics, small business is the sector 
of the economy that creates jobs and 
R&D is critical for creating jobs; also, 
the area we are struggling in in this 
country is manufacturing jobs. 

Again, the Senator from California is 
so passionate on this issue. I would like 
to hear the Senator’s perspective and 
how this amendment will help those 
sectors. 

Mrs. BOXER. Clearly, we give tax 
breaks in this amendment to small 
businesses that pay or help pay for 
their employees’ health benefits. 

When we talk to people, they are 
scared about the cost of health insur-
ance. They are frightened. They are 
frightened that the costs are going up, 
that they may lose it, not to mention 
their entanglements with HMOs that 
want to walk away. 

We say to employers, employees, we 
will help if, in fact, you pay for your 
employees’ health care, or at least part 
of it.

We also give a manufacturing jobs 
tax credit. And this is Senator KERRY’s 
idea. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). The Senator’s time has ex-
pired. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, do I 
have a remaining minute on my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time has been used. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
yield an additional 20 minutes off the 
resolution to the Senator from Cali-
fornia. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friend. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for 20 minutes. 
Mrs. BOXER. So I say to my friend 

from Arkansas—because I would like to 
continue this give-and-take—what we 
are seeing is a devastating change in 
what has been known as economic 
progress in America—a devastating 
change—something we have not seen 
since Herbert Hoover. This is serious 
business. 

For our small businesses that are 
creating whatever jobs are being cre-
ated—although we still are not seeing a 
net increase in those jobs—we need 
them to get help. So in this amend-
ment not only do we suggest a reserve 
fund to help our workers, but we sug-
gest tax credits and tax breaks to our 
businesses that create manufacturing 
jobs. For every job they create, they 
get a tax credit, and also for those 
businesses that pay for health care for 
workers. 

So I think the question was right on 
the mark. 

I would be glad if my friend has any 
other questions. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, will 
the Senator would yield for another 
question? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. PRYOR. So it seems you are pro-

viding tax relief for companies that are 
trying to, in effect, stimulate the econ-
omy and trying to create jobs in this 
country. Again, as I understand eco-
nomic principles and the reality of this 
economy, it is small businesses that 
create jobs in this country. With all 
due respect to the top 500 or 1,000 com-
panies—we love to have them, and I am 
proud of what they do—it is the small 
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businesses, when you are talking about 
the bread-and-butter job creation, that 
do that. 

I know the Senator’s amendment 
would help small businesses consider-
ably, not just in the manufacturing 
sector but in other areas. 

I would just like you to comment on 
that. 

Mrs. BOXER. Absolutely. 
This health care tax credit is very 

important as well. 
In my State, my small businesses 

that do the right thing by their em-
ployees are being hurt. We ought to 
recognize if you do the right thing, you 
ought to get rewarded for it. So that is 
why we do this. 

I say to my friend, he is right; this 
jobs amendment helps workers and 
helps businesses. It is a balanced ap-
proach. 

Here is how we encourage the cre-
ation of American jobs: We provide tax 
credits to companies that create new 
jobs. We provide tax credits to help 
small businesses pay for health insur-
ance. We expand funding to the Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership and 
the Advanced Technology Program, 
which really helps small businesses in 
an enormous way. What we do with 
these programs is we help them go 
from the research part of things to the 
marketing part of things. It has been a 
huge success.

Unfortunately, the President has ze-
roed out the ATP. I cannot understand 
it. This is something our 
businesspeople really want. 

Also, as to basic scientific research, 
we see it in the budget, but it is mostly 
for defense weapons programs. We do 
not have it on the civilian side. 

Again, coming from a State—I am 
sure your State has them, as well—
with very entrepreneurial people, who 
really can take off from scientific re-
search, it is very important. 

I say to my friend, we pay for this. 
We pay for this by ending—this is Sen-
ator DORGAN’s idea—we end the tax 
break for companies that move off-
shore. Oh, yes, they are creating jobs, 
but they are creating jobs offshore. 
And we pay for it by saying to the mil-
lionaires—people who make over $1 
million a year—we are saying to those 
folks: Instead of getting $127,000 a year 
back, can you take $85,000 a year back? 
That is still 7.5 times more than a 
worker at the minimum wage. 

So this is a golden moment for this 
Senate to come together across party 
lines on behalf of our small businesses, 
on behalf of our workers, and create 
jobs. 

I have already shown my colleague 
the historic proportions of this mo-
ment in history in which we find our-
selves: the worst record since Herbert 
Hoover, the only Presidency since Her-
bert Hoover not to create jobs. This is 
an extraordinary moment. We need to 
take a moment to realize if a million-
aire gets back $85,000 instead of 
$127,000, that is not a great sacrifice to 
make for putting people to work, for 
giving a lift to small business. 

Mr. PRYOR. Madam President, I just 
have one more observation to make, 
and I will be glad to yield the floor. It 
seems to me our economy is changing. 
As a Congress, we need to recognize 
that, we need to understand that, and 
try to harness that change in a positive 
way for our economy. 

One area our economy has changed 
quite a bit in the last several years is 
we have gone more and more to a serv-
ice-oriented economy rather than just 
purely a manufacturing economy. Back 
in the 1960s, the Congress passed some-
thing called Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance. What it did is it provided sort of 
a package of various programs for 
workers who had been dislocated—who 
had been downsized, in today’s 
vernacular. 

What I think we ought to do, and 
what this amendment does—and I 
think it is very smart to do this and 
move in that direction—is it gives 
workers in the service industries those 
same TAA benefits. 

The reason I think that is important 
is because a much larger percentage of 
our economy is now based on the serv-
ice industries, and what we are seeing 
is the trend that those service jobs are 
moving offshore. We have heard about 
call centers and other things going off-
shore. That is exactly what we are see-
ing. 

So, here again, the Boxer amendment 
acknowledges the economic reality 
today and tries to help people who need 
help most. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
thank my friend because he is exactly 
right. This outsourcing is a very tough 
issue. I say to my friend, before he goes 
to his committee hearing, I met a 
young man in California who had an 
excellent job as a computer program 
manager. He is a newlywed and very 
excited about his life. He finds out he is 
being fired, not because he is not a 
good employee—he is a great employee, 
terrific—but because his job is being 
outsourced to another country. And 
the person over there is going to get a 
quarter of what he makes. Now, here is 
the real kicker. He is told he has to 
train his replacement. 

I have to say, this is what is hap-
pening all over America. If we cannot 
take a stand in this budget which re-
flects all of our priorities as a nation, 
if we cannot take a stand for America’s 
workers and America’s small busi-
nesses, I do not know why we are here. 
What are we here for? 

I ask my friend again to look at this 
chart which shows that the smallest 
share of the population is at work since 
1994. This is not a good chart when you 
translate it into real lives of real peo-
ple—and we know the stories in our 
States: a mother wakes up worried be-
cause her company says it no longer 
will pay health care—that is why we 
give a health care tax credit in this 
amendment—a gentleman, as I de-
scribed, is told by his boss: You are los-
ing your job. It is being outsourced, 
and you have to train your replace-

ment. This is what is happening in 
America. 

I know some colleagues are here who 
would like to be heard on this amend-
ment, which I am very pleased about. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
this Washington Post article from 
today: ‘‘Bush Choice for Manufacturing 
Post in Question.’’

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 11, 2004] 
BUSH CHOICE FOR MANUFACTURING POST IN 

QUESTION 
(By Mike Allen and Jonathan Weissman) 
Six months after promising to create an of-

fice to help the nation’s struggling manufac-
turers, President Bush settled on someone to 
head it, but the nomination was being recon-
sidered last night after Democrats revealed 
that his candidate had opened a factory in 
China. 

Several officials said the nomination may 
be scrapped because of the political risk but 
said that had not been decided. Bush’s oppo-
nent, Sen. John F. Kerry (D-Mass), has made 
job losses his chief point of attack, and some 
administration officials feared the nomina-
tion could hand him fresh ammunition. 

In late afternoon, the administration an-
nounced that the new assistant secretary of 
commerce for manufacturing and services 
would be named at a ceremony this morning. 
Industry officials were told that the job 
would go to Anthony F. Raimondo, chairman 
and chief executive of a Nebraska company 
that makes metal buildings and grain silos. 

But Kerry’s campaign, tipped off about the 
impending nomination several hours earlier, 
hastened to distribute news reports that 
Raimondo’s firm, Behlen Manufacturing Co. 
of Columbus, Neb., had laid off 75 U.S. work-
ers in 2002, four months after announcing 
plans for a $3 million factory in northwest 
Beijing. 

Bush aides said Behlen, founded in 1936, 
has four U.S. plants employing 1,000 people 
and a 150,000-square-foot plant in China em-
ploying 180. 

A senior administration official, who re-
fused to be named because Raimondo has not 
been nominated, said Behlen has exported 
products to China since 1984 but was losing 
market share to other U.S. firms. The offi-
cial said that half the equipment used to 
build the factory was made in the United 
States. 

‘‘This is not a case of making goods more 
cheaply in China to sell back in the U.S.,’’ 
the official said. 

Democrats contended, however, that 
Raimondo’s record helps illustrate why the 
nation has lost 2.2 million jobs, most of them 
in factories, during the Bush presidency. The 
layoffs have been concentrated in such swing 
states as Pennsylvania, Michigan and Ohio. 

Seventy-five minutes after the administra-
tion announced a news conference with Com-
merce Secretary Donald L. Evans to name 
the official, an advisory went out saying the 
event had been ‘‘postponed due to scheduling 
conflicts.’’

By last night, three senior administration 
officials said Raimondo’s nomination might 
be scuttled but said they did not know for 
sure. Bush announced the new office with 
fanfare on Labor Day, and Democrats had 
been saying for weeks that the long delay in 
naming the new assistant secretary reflected 
the low priority that Bush puts on pre-
serving jobs. 

An aide close to Bush said last night the 
uncertainty about the nomination had 
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‘‘nothing to do with Senator Kerry or his 
baseless charges.’’ This aide, who thought 
the nomination would go forward, said the 
delay ‘‘more has to do with congressional no-
tification issues and things like that than it 
does anything else.’’

The congressional issues concerned one of 
the senators from Raimondo’s home state, 
Sen. Chuck Hagel (R). An aide said last night 
that Hagel had no comment. 

Bush’s White House prides itself on orderli-
ness but has been on the defensive on eco-
nomic issues. Last month, the White House 
had to disavow its own estimate that 2.6 mil-
lion jobs would be created this year. The 
same economic report, issued under Bush’s 
signature, touted the economic efficiencies 
of sending certain types of U.S. work over-
seas. 

Business groups praised plans for the new 
position, which quickly became known 
among industry officials as a ‘‘manufac-
turing czar.’’

Raimondo, who is chairman of the Omaha 
Branch Board of the Kansas City Federal Re-
serve Board, contributed the maximum of 
$2,000 toward Bush’s reelection in June, a 
month after the campaign opened for busi-
ness. 

Raimondo is a longtime board member of 
the National Association of Manufacturers. 
Michael E. Baroody, the group’s executive 
vice president, called Raimondo ‘‘a class act 
who understands manufacturing and under-
stands public policy.’’

When Bush announced the new position 
Sept. 1, he noted that the nation had ‘‘lost 
thousands of jobs in manufacturing . . . 
some of it because production moved over-
seas.’’ He made the announcement in Ohio, 
which last year suffered the second-worst job 
losses of any state, mostly in manufacturing.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I 
will only read the first paragraph, and 
then I would like to yield 5 minutes to 
my friend from New Jersey, Senator 
CORZINE. 

Here is what it says:
Six months after promising to create an of-

fice to help the nation’s struggling manufac-
turers, President Bush settled on someone to 
head it, but the nomination was being recon-
sidered last night after Democrats revealed 
that this candidate had opened a factory in 
China.

Now, I ask you, what signal are we 
sending to the workers of America, to 
the businesses of America, when the 
President’s No. 1 choice for manufac-
turing czar has opened a business in 
China?

So if you put together this fact with 
this fact, with the chart I showed you 
that illustrates the worst problem in 
job creation since Herbert Hoover, we 
have an explosive situation on our 
hands. The vote on this amendment 
should not be about parties; it should 
be about our people, whether they are 
in Alaska, Wyoming, New Jersey, 
Michigan, or California. 

I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
New Jersey and ask, after yielding that 
time, how much time would be remain-
ing on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator would have 41⁄2 minutes on her 
side. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield Senator CORZINE 
3 minutes and Senator STABENOW 4 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
say to the Senator from California, I 

would be happy to yield time off the 
resolution to the Senator from Michi-
gan so it would not come out of her 
time. 

Mrs. BOXER. Excellent. So how 
much time will the Senator yield off 
the resolution? 

Mr. CONRAD. I could yield 10 min-
utes off the resolution to the Senator 
from Michigan. How much time does 
the Senator from New Jersey seek? 

Mr. CORZINE. I would use 3 to 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield 5 
minutes off the resolution to the Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. CORZINE. Madam President, I 

thank the Senator from California for 
both raising the issue and addressing it 
with resources through this budget res-
olution. There is hardly an issue in 
America that is more important than 
that which has been very ably dem-
onstrated by the series of charts the 
Senator from California has provided. 

We have before us the worst record of 
job creation in the last 70 years. It is 
one that is not getting better anytime. 
The only observation I will add to the 
presentation of the Senator from Cali-
fornia is that not only are we losing 
jobs, but when we lose those jobs it 
makes the competitive market for 
wages and real income for Americans 
go down. 

The reality is for those people who 
lose their jobs—and there have been 
roughly 3 million in the private sec-
tor—their likelihood of retaining an-
other job that pays the same as the one 
they have lost or the benefits they had 
in the job they have lost is virtually 
nil. You see about 75 or 80 percent of 
the equivalency of the compensation 
for individuals who lose their jobs. 

The problem is, we are putting more 
people on the job market. The normal 
economics of supply and demand are 
undermining the real wages of the peo-
ple who remain in the workforce. So 
not only are we getting more unem-
ployed and fewer people working in the 
overall workforce, but we are seeing a 
reduction in real wages in the econ-
omy. 

This is an extraordinarily negative 
cycle that is being set up. It is abso-
lutely important that we reverse it. 
That is why this amendment is so im-
portant. It will encourage the creation 
of American jobs in a way that begins 
creating greater demand which is going 
to raise the wage of what we pay for 
the jobs we have. 

Certainly, we need to stop this mad 
rush of sending jobs overseas which is 
undermining also not only the number 
of jobs in America but, as I say, is low-
ering the real cost of real wages, which 
is undermining the quality of life for 
everyone, not only the people who are 
unemployed but those who are work-
ing. 

This is a dangerous phenomenon. The 
Senator from California has absolutely 

focused on the right thing, making 
sure we are using our tax system to 
generate jobs. It is one of those issues 
that is going to resonate most strongly 
with the American people in 2004 be-
cause it matters in people’s lives more 
than anything else. 

We have the worst job creation 
record in 75 years. Contrast that with 
what went on in the previous 8 years up 
through 2000, where we created 22.5 
million jobs with an entirely different 
tax structure. We were focused on mak-
ing sure we were increasing the real 
wages, increasing the earning power of 
Americans. We did it by increasing the 
demand. 

The Senator from California has fo-
cused on just the right issue. Frankly, 
as the chart now before us illustrates, 
in job creation not only for the 1990s 
but all the way back through President 
Bush 1 and President Reagan as well, 
there was a serious effort to try to cre-
ate jobs. We have a series of economic 
policies right now that are under-
mining not only job creation but the 
real wages of American workers. It is 
time we all take steps to try to correct 
that. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will the Senator yield 
for a question before his time expires? 

Mr. CORZINE. Certainly. 
Mrs. BOXER. When my friend goes 

home to New Jersey and talks to peo-
ple, does he find what I find; that peo-
ple are anxious, they are insecure, they 
are concerned about retaining their 
job, retaining a good job, retaining 
health benefits? What I find is, even if 
people have good jobs, they are fearful 
of the cost of health insurance. 

As the Senator knows, in our Demo-
cratic jobs alternative, we give a tax 
credit to businesses that pay for all or 
part of health insurance. I wondered if 
my friend has that same sense when he 
goes to talk to his people at home? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has used 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask my friend if he 
will yield an additional minute to the 
Senator. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 3 
minutes to the Senator from New Jer-
sey off the resolution. 

Mr. CORZINE. I appreciate the op-
portunity to respond. 

First, a week ago Friday in New Jer-
sey, we closed our next to last oil pro-
duction facility. At the end of 2005, an 
industry that used to have several hun-
dred thousand workers in New Jersey, 
as recently as 10 years ago, will have 
zero autoworkers now. We closed a 
Ford plant a week ago Friday. At the 
end of 2005, our final auto production 
facility for GM will close. 

We have seen the shrinkage of work-
ers in the telecommunications indus-
try, Lucent, and AT&T, which have 
been truly remarkable. Over 100,000 
telecommunications jobs have been 
lost over the last 4 years. It is incred-
ible the tension and the anxiety that 
people feel about both their ability to 
work and to care for their families. But 
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then to think about the responsibility 
of health care and their retirement se-
curity is overwhelmingly a part of the 
concerns that middle-class Americans 
have. The kind of proposal the Senator 
from California is putting forth ad-
dresses those real concerns. I reempha-
size, it is not only the people who lose 
their jobs; it is the people who live 
next door to those folks who see their 
real wages being depleted to low levels. 
We are undermining the economic 
health and well-being of the Nation. 

Mrs. BOXER. If the Senator will 
yield, he is so right. Consumer con-
fidence is almost everything in our 
economy, which is a consumer-based 
economy.

I took economics, so I have an eco-
nomics background from my college 
years. But my friend practiced econom-
ics and did very well at it. What he 
says is so important. If your next-door 
neighbor is suffering because of a loss 
of jobs or downward pressure on job in-
come, it has a contagious impact. A lot 
of this lack of consumer confidence is 
what we are seeing today. 

I wish to ask my friend another ques-
tion that has to do with the fact we 
paid for this amendment. We paid for 
this in two ways. First, we eliminate 
the tax loophole for companies that 
send their jobs overseas. That brings in 
$2 billion to pay for this reserve fund 
for jobs. We also say to millionaires, 
we know you are going to get back 
$127,000—and people who earn more 
than that will get exponentially 
more—so instead of getting back 
$127,000, you get $85,000. That difference 
is more than a minimum-wage work-
er’s salary for an entire year. 

As my friend looks as his people in 
New Jersey and knows the median in-
come level there, do you think this is a 
fair thing we do here, ask everybody to 
sacrifice? 

To reiterate, we are saying to the 
millionaires of this country, we are 
proud of you, that you got the Amer-
ican dream; and you worked for it—
most of them did, not all of them. 
Can’t you make that sacrifice so we 
can put people to work and turn around 
these numbers? 

Look at this chart. We talked about 
this before, going back to Ronald 
Reagan. We haven’t seen this kind of 
deal since Herbert Hoover. Looking at 
New Jersey and the people making over 
$1 million who would be impacted, does 
my friend not believe we pay for this in 
a fair way? 

Mr. CORZINE. I think the Senator 
from California is talking straight 
common sense. I think even those who 
are doing very well in our society can 
understand it. 

First, the millionaires you are talk-
ing about are two-tenths of 1 percent of 
the total amount of the taxpayers who 
would be impacted—two-tenths of 1 
percent. What the Senator is talking 
about is moving marginal tax rates 
back to the level where they were dur-
ing the nineties, at a time when 22.5 
million jobs were created. 

Think about it. Moving it back on 
two-tenths of 1 percent of the popu-
lation, to a point in time when eco-
nomic growth was the highest and the 
most sustained we had in the 20th cen-
tury, the most expansionary period we 
had in the 20th century. 

What we are trying to do is turn 
around the economic performance of 
the Nation so all will benefit as the 
performance of our economy spreads 
out. I think it is fair. It is smart be-
cause it actually has been exhibited by 
history that these kinds of rate struc-
tures are not inhibiting to the econ-
omy; they were a part of the economy 
at the most successful period in the 
20th century. 

Mrs. BOXER. I have one more ques-
tion and that is it. First, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senators MIKULSKI 
and DORGAN be added as cosponsors of 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORZINE. Will the Senator make 
the Senator from New Jersey a cospon-
sor? 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask for that as well. 
When we look at the promises made 

and the reality, I would like my 
friend——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ini-
tial time has expired. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will wait on that. I 
thank my friend from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I 
rise to speak in strong support of this 
amendment. I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor. I, first, thank my friend from 
California for her ongoing leadership, 
her eloquence, her understanding of 
these issues, and also my friend from 
New Jersey, who speaks with such 
common sense about what this is all 
about. 

There are several pieces to this 
amendment that are critical for my 
State. Frankly, there is nothing more 
important right now in Michigan than 
creating a level playing field for our 
businesses and our workers, helping 
them to lower the cost of their health 
care, helping and supporting those ef-
forts to invest in innovation and edu-
cation, and the ability to move forward 
with increased skills and productivity 
and compete in the world economy. 

I am very pleased that in this amend-
ment is the type of manufacturing tax 
credit I first introduced last fall and 
have been working with the Finance 
Committee on to make sure we are re-
warding those who are creating manu-
facturing jobs in the United States of 
America. We need to make sure they 
have a lower tax rate, and we need to 
make sure our tax system does not en-
courage those who wish to take our 
jobs and export them. We want to ex-
port products, not our jobs. That is 
what this amendment does. It allows us 
to focus on those things that create 
jobs in America, good-paying jobs, that 
focus on work, not wealth, in our coun-
try. 

It is very common sense to say, rath-
er than another tax cut for the privi-
leged few, we want to invest in jobs and 
strong businesses in America for every-
one. That is what this amendment is 
all about. 

In speaking about this, I want to, 
once again, raise concern that after 6 
months of the President talking about 
putting someone in the Department of 
Commerce to focus specifically on 
manufacturing, we have yet to see that 
person appointed. 

My deep concern is that I read in the 
paper today the person now being con-
sidered, after we have been encour-
aging this month after month, is some-
one who actually has—I don’t know 
this gentleman and this is certainly 
not a personal attack. I certainly don’t 
know him, but I do know of my con-
cern that his company, Behlen Manu-
facturing, of Columbus, NE, laid off 75 
workers in 2002, 4 months after an-
nouncing plans for a $3 million factory 
in northwest Beijing. As Yogi Berra 
said: It’s deja vu all over again. 

This is the kind of headline we get 
every day now in my State. I don’t 
want somebody heading up the manu-
facturing effort who is doing that. I 
want to see someone who has made a 
commitment to America and American 
jobs and to help American businesses 
stay here and be productive. That 
means fighting for a level playing field 
on trade policy, currency manipula-
tion, and tackling health care issues. It 
also means focusing on those issues 
that help our companies be more com-
petitive, more efficient. 

Two of those programs, which I have 
been deeply involved in now for over 7 
years, in the House and now in the Sen-
ate, are the Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership and the Advanced Tech-
nology Program. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for 
a moment? 

Ms. STABENOW. Yes. 
Mrs. BOXER. She was right on target 

about this manufacturing czar, this po-
tential nominee, who may be a very 
lovely gentleman; nonetheless, what a 
poor choice. We should be rewarding 
people and companies that create jobs 
for the American people. 

You know, I wish the world well. I 
want Iraq to have democracy and the 
Haitians to have democracy. I want the 
people of Afghanistan to thrive. Lord 
knows, we spend enough money there 
to help them. What about people at 
home? Isn’t that our first responsi-
bility? 

I am telling you, when I have to hear 
stories from constituents who say, Not 
only was I laid off and my job is going 
to be outsourced to a foreign country 
but I have to train my replacement—I 
say somebody may call that 
outsourcing; I call it painful. I call it 
wrong. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Madam President, reg-
ular order. 

Mrs. BOXER. My friend from Nevada 
wants me to get to the question and I 
will.
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When this gentleman moves his jobs 

to China, does he not get a tax advan-
tage? And are we not closing that loop-
hole—it is the Dorgan idea—and does 
my friend support that, as well as the 
other items on this list? 

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely. This is 
an issue we have to address. We have to 
make sure our tax policy rewards those 
who create jobs here. 

As the Senator from California was 
speaking about individuals, I would 
like to share for the record two of lit-
erally hundreds of letters I have re-
ceived from people in Michigan speak-
ing about their personal situation. This 
is not economic theory. These are real-
life experiences of businesses and indi-
viduals in Michigan who are des-
perately impacted right now by our un-
willingness to have policies that are 
good for American businesses and jobs 
at home. 

One example: A Michigan resident 
from Union City, MI, writes:

My wife and I own a small machine shop in 
Union City, MI. At one time, we had seven 
employees. Now my wife, my son, and myself 
are all that’s left. Most of the time we don’t 
even have enough work for ourselves. I 
watched as many of my friends and competi-
tors have gone out of business and just 
closed their doors or filed for bankruptcy. 
While we fight the war on terrorism, if we 
are not careful, we will lose a much bigger 
war to the rest of the world without firing a 
shot.

This economic war, this need to fight 
for a level playing field for our busi-
nesses and workers, is every bit as seri-
ous to our quality of life as what is 
happening abroad. 

One other part of a letter I will 
share, and this is from a resident in 
Clyde, MI:

My husband, a 25-year mechanical engi-
neer, designer of automotive special ma-
chines, has been laid off seven months. The 
company he worked for was bought by Fiat 
and within two years, began outsourcing the 
engineering to countries such as Bosnia 
where engineers will work for $6 hourly. Our 
workers can’t compete with that obviously. 
The engineering department is now closed 
completely, everything outsourced. He is 55, 
laid off 21⁄2 weeks short of his retirement 
vesting at 100 percent, can’t draw social se-
curity and has been unable to find work. The 
market is flooded with engineers because 
outsourcing is happening all over . . . . 

If we want to maintain the quality of our 
environment and keep our families fed, we 
need legislation to address the inequities in 
manufacturing standards globally, balancing 
tariffs, something. Our workers can’t com-
pete with the salaries outsourcing provides 
from other countries . . . .

And maintain our standard of living. 
I hear this story every single day in my 
State. 

Before my time is up, I wish to ad-
dress a couple of very important provi-
sions from which Michigan has greatly 
benefited, in addition to the issues on 
tax policy and health care, and the 
other provisions. 

The Advanced Technology Program 
is exactly the kind of program we 
ought to be doing in this country and 
we have been doing, although we have 
been fighting to keep it going. Now the 

President this year has zero in his 
budget for this program, even though 
we hear from the administration rather 
than tackling issues such as smart 
trade policies and currency manipula-
tion, they say we should focus on edu-
cation and innovation. Great. But 
when we have the innovative programs, 
such as ATP, they have zero in the 
budget to fund them. 

What does this do? It allows indus-
tries, such as the automotive industry, 
to come together and partner with our 
universities on programs and research 
projects that allow them to be more 
competitive. It allows them to do ac-
tivities such that got a headline yes-
terday in the Detroit Free Press:

Detroit-based automakers can take pride 
in a report on the latest issue of influential 
and assiduously objective Consumer Reports 
magazine that they have surpassed the Euro-
peans in vehicle reliability.

I know some of the ways they do that 
have been to come together in projects 
funded by the ATP to allow them to 
create greater reliability, greater effi-
ciencies, to compete in the world econ-
omy. 

The Boxer amendment makes sure we 
continue this important partnership. It 
is partly funded by the Federal Govern-
ment and partly funded by the busi-
nesses. It is critical. 

Madam President, I ask for an addi-
tional 5 minutes from my esteemed 
colleague on the Budget Committee. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
am happy to yield an additional 5 min-
utes to the Senator from Michigan off 
the resolution. 

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota. 

In Michigan, 154 different businesses 
have been involved with 68 completed 
and ongoing partnerships. They are 
joint ventures as well as single busi-
ness applicants. These are exactly what 
we hear from the administration we 
ought to be doing: partnerships, public-
private sector, working with the uni-
versities, small investment, big results. 

The other important part of this 
amendment that relates to moving for-
ward and being positive is the manu-
facturing extension partnership. It is 
interesting; some of us have been in-
volved with agriculture and coopera-
tive extension. This program is based 
on that model of bringing together the 
best management practices, cutting-
edge information, and working with 
manufacturers to increase productivity 
and efficiency to compete in a global 
economy. A very small amount of dol-
lars is involved in this particular pro-
gram, and it yields tremendous results. 

In Michigan, the Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership funding is credited 
with more than $80 million in sales im-
pact, more than $32 million in cost re-
ductions, and through the regional of-
fices they have assisted over 250 com-
panies in my State alone in achieving 
certification to industry quality stand-
ards. This is important. It helps our 
small and medium-size manufacturers. 

It has had, in the past, strong bipar-
tisan support. I was deeply dis-

appointed in the Budget Committee 
when I offered an amendment to re-
store funding for MEP and ATP, and 
we did not have bipartisan support. It 
was a party-line vote. We certainly can 
correct that today because I know in 
the past there has been good bipartisan 
support for this amendment. 

I simply say to my colleagues this 
amendment gives us an opportunity in 
a very broad sense to focus on what is 
the most critical issue facing our fami-
lies and our businesses today, and that 
is the ability to compete in a global 
economy in a way that keeps jobs and 
our standard of living in the United 
States. 

There is not a business I talk with 
that does not say: Give us a level play-
ing field and we will do the rest. We 
know if, in fact, we have the right kind 
of policies and the right kind of invest-
ments, we can do that. 

This budget is all about choices. It 
always is. We are asking for a small 
change rather than investing, once 
again, in the success of those privileged 
few who have been getting tax cuts and 
are set to get the most tax cuts right 
on down the line; that we take a por-
tion of that and invest it back in the 
health of our U.S. economy and the 
strength of the economy for the future 
and in the quality of life of every 
American, and in those policies that 
will allow us to have the strongest pos-
sible businesses, the best workers, and 
the most successful workers in the 
world, because the Boxer amendment 
gives us the ability to do what we need 
to do to put us on the right track for 
the future and to continue the quality 
of life we all want for our families. 

I strongly support the Boxer amend-
ment. I thank my colleague from North 
Dakota for yielding me time. I am very 
hopeful we will see a strong bipartisan 
vote.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I am 
going to have to oppose this amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Cali-
fornia, Mrs. BOXER, and I would like to 
take a moment to explain why. 

The spending proposed by the amend-
ment is for a good purpose. We can and 
should find ways to fund this impor-
tant goal. 

But I do not believe that we need to 
roll back tax relief that Congress en-
acted in 2001 to fund this amendment. I 
supported those 2001 tax cuts. Congress 
enacted them in a time of massive sur-
pluses. Returning some of those sur-
pluses to the taxpayer was the right 
thing to do. 

We can find other offsets to pay for 
the spending in this amendment. Off-
sets such as the closing of corporate 
tax shelters currently pending in the 
JOBS bill come readily to mind. Before 
we start rolling back the tax relief that 
we enacted in 2001, we should ensure 
that we have taken all reasonable steps 
to obtain revenues through closing 
down abusive tax shelters. 

And so, I shall reluctantly oppose 
this amendment, as I did the amend-
ment offered by the Democratic leader, 
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Mr. DASCHLE, the day before yesterday 
increasing veterans’ funding—and for 
the same reason. 

I shall look forward to working with 
my colleagues to find other offsets for 
their amendments—offsets that as 
much as possible avoid rolling back the 
tax relief that we enacted in 2001.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from California. 
I urge all Senators to side with work-
ing Americans and vote for this amend-
ment. 

There has been considerable media 
attention recently to the dire employ-
ment situation in America, but this 
problem is so acute that I think it 
bears repeating. Eight million Ameri-
cans are currently looking for work. Of 
these, nearly 2 million workers have al-
ready been unemployed for more than 6 
months. 

The Labor Department told us last 
week that almost 400,000 Americans are 
not even counted by the unemployment 
statistics because they have simply 
given up and left the workforce. In the 
last 3 years, the Nation has lost 2.5 
million jobs—2.5 million. 

This situation demands a response 
from the Nation’s leaders that will ac-
tually help create jobs. Unfortunately, 
the Bush administration is failing this 
test. Instead of appreciating the crisis 
facing those who have lost their jobs, 
this administration presses ahead with 
failed economic policies. 

The President continues to call for 
additional tax cuts tilted toward the 
wealthiest Americans. He opposes ex-
tending unemployment benefits to help 
families weather the difficult economy. 
And recently, his administration actu-
ally endorsed the shipment of jobs 
overseas. The budget resolution before 
us today makes the mistake of affirm-
ing the President’s failed policies.

The amendment offered by Senator 
BOXER offers a starkly different direc-
tion. Her amendment includes a series 
of provisions that will respond to the 
employment crisis facing America by 
helping American companies stay here 
and add jobs. 

First, this amendment creates a tem-
porary tax break for businesses that 
create jobs. In order to help employers 
feel more confident in adding new 
workers to their payroll, this amend-
ment would reduce the cost of hiring 
during this uncertain time. 

In addition, the amendment would 
require the Federal Government, when-
ever possible, to hire American work-
ers when spending taxpayers dollars. 
This is the least that we owe workers 
who are struggling to pay their taxes 
as they worry that their jobs will be 
shipped overseas. 

The amendment also ensures that 
our Tax Code does not provide incen-
tives for companies to move their fac-
tories to other countries. American 
businesses should not be allowed to 
avoid taxation on income from produc-
tion that it moves overseas only to 
ship the goods back to the U.S. The 

amendment before us would eliminate 
this perverse incentive in our Tax 
Code. 

In cases where corporate executives 
have determined that it is in the best 
interests of their companies to ship 
jobs overseas, this amendment requires 
that the companies show some respect 
for their workers and communities by 
providing sufficient notice before pull-
ing up their stakes. 

The amendment also calls for in-
creased investment in programs that 
we know help our small- and medium-
sized manufacturing companies benefit 
from new science and technological de-
velopments. Both the Manufacturing 
Extension Partnership and the Ad-
vanced Technology Program help our 
manufacturing companies globally. 
This amendment calls for adequate 
funding for these important programs.

These are just a few of the important 
provisions of this amendment. The 
message that this amendment sends is 
very simple: Congress understands that 
Americans need good jobs and we are 
prepared to support policies that will 
help create and maintain these jobs. 

In my own State of West Virginia, 
hard-working people expect Congress 
to understand how devastating it is 
when factories close their doors and 
ship the jobs overseas. Since President 
Bush came to office, West Virginia has 
lost nearly 10,000 good manufacturing 
jobs. 

Manufacturing jobs have tradition-
ally provided a path to the middle 
class. They offer good wages, health 
care benefits, and pension plans. Hav-
ing worked for years to bring new jobs 
to my State, I know how important it 
is to have public policies that will sup-
port job creation and protect American 
workers. That is what this amendment 
would do, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume off the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from California for 
this very important amendment. It is 
becoming increasingly clear jobs are 
very much an endangered species in 
this economy. It is the No. 1 subject. 
When I go home and go from town to 
town, the No. 1 subject is economic op-
portunities, jobs, economic growth, and 
a deepening concern that we are not 
seeing the kind of economic growth 
and job opportunities all of us would 
like. 

We saw yesterday in the very steep 
selloff in the stock market an increas-
ing concern that economic growth is 
already stalling out.

We have seen in the jobs reports that 
job growth is badly lagging behind 
what all of us would like to see, and 
badly lagging behind what we have 
seen in other recessions. 

On March 9 in the New York Times, 
Paul Krugman, the noted economist, 

had this headlined article: ‘‘Promises, 
Promises.’’ The subheadline was 
‘‘Wishful Thinking on Jobs.’’ He went 
back and looked at the job history 
from 1999 to 2004 and then looked at the 
forecasts of the administration. He 
pointed out that back in 2002, the ad-
ministration said by this time, or Jan-
uary of 2005, we would have 138 million 
jobs. Obviously we do not have 138 mil-
lion jobs. We are at 130 million jobs 
now. 

Then in 2003 they refined that esti-
mate and lowered it substantially and 
said, Well, no, we will not have 138 mil-
lion jobs; we will have 135 million jobs. 
Now this year they revised the esti-
mate again and said, Whoops, we were 
wrong again. We are not going to have 
135 million jobs; we are going to have 
132.7 million jobs. As of the end of Feb-
ruary, we are nowhere close to that. 
We are at 130.2 million jobs. 

I will go to this chart that shows 
what has happened in every recession 
since World War II. In every one of 
these recessions, we have seen on aver-
age, 17 months after the business cycle 
peaked, the job recovery really took 
off. That has been the pattern of the 
nine recessions since World War II. 

Let’s compare it to what is hap-
pening this time. That is the black 
line. Here we are 36 months since the 
business cycle peaked and we still see 
almost no jobs recovery. Something is 
wrong and it is seriously wrong. We are 
now 5.4 million jobs short of the typ-
ical recovery going all the way back to 
World War II. Look at nine previous re-
cessions. In those other recessions, the 
job market was soaring by this time. 
Not now. Something is wrong. 

Even when the administration dra-
matically altered and lowered their 
projection of jobs by January of next 
year, they still said there would be 2.6 
million more jobs by the end of 2004 
than 2003. If that forecast is to come 
true, they will have to generate 520,000 
jobs a month between now and the end 
of the year. The most recent month 
was not 520,000 jobs; it was not 420,000 
jobs; it was not 120,000 jobs; it was 
21,000 jobs and every one of them was a 
Government job. There was no growth 
in the private sector. Something is 
wrong. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SARBANES. The quote stating 
that they expected 2.6 million more 
jobs, was that by the Chairman of the 
Council of Economic Advisers? 

Mr. CONRAD. That was Mr. Mankiw, 
the Chairman of the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers. 

Mr. SARBANES. Is that the same ad-
ministration official, high economic of-
ficial, who told us in the annual report, 
the one President Bush signed off on, 
that outsourcing jobs was a good thing 
for America? 

Mr. CONRAD. He did say that. It is a 
rather remarkable statement. He 
thought it was good for the country 
that jobs were outsourced overseas. 
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Mr. SARBANES. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. I think he has regret-

ted that remark, but that is what he 
said. He is the Chairman of the Council 
of Economic Advisers to the President. 
He is the same person who said there 
were going to be 2.6 million more jobs 
in 2004 than the jobs we saw in 2003. We 
can see that to achieve that goal, they 
would have to be generating 520,000 
jobs a month. In February, they had 
21,000, and not a single one of them in 
the private sector. 

If we think about it, the President 
says his tax policies are working. If his 
tax policies were working, the jobs 
that would be generated would not be 
in the Government. The Government 
jobs are not developed by his tax plan. 
One would expect he would be gener-
ating jobs in the private sector, and 
yet if we look at February there were 
no new jobs in the private sector. The 
only new jobs that were created were 
Government jobs, and it was only 
21,000. 

By the way, they would have to add 
128,000 jobs a month just to keep pace 
with the new people coming into the 
job market, just to stay even. In Feb-
ruary there were only 21,000 new jobs, 
and none of them in the private sec-
tor—all of them in Government. As I 
say, that is 500,000 jobs short of the 
necessary number of new jobs that 
would have to be generated to meet the 
President’s chief economic adviser’s 
forecast. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for 
a quick question before my colleague 
continues? I find this give-and-take 
very helpful. 

I read an economic report that said 
although the jobless rate is officially 
at 5.6 percent, if one factors in the peo-
ple who have given up, it is well over 9 
percent. I wonder if my friend could 
comment on that, because he talked 
about how important it is to just keep 
up with the people who are coming in. 
What about the people who have given 
up? 

Mr. CONRAD. If we just think in our 
own lives who do we know who is out of 
work, and I started thinking about my 
extended family and my close friends, 
and you start adding up the number of 
people who are out of work, in my own 
family there are people who are highly 
educated, have had really excellent ca-
reers who now are approaching 60 years 
of age, are out of work and finding it 
extraordinarily difficult to find new 
work. These are people with advanced 
degrees who have had very successful 
careers, and yet, because of 
outsourcing, because of this job weak-
ness, they are out of work and cannot 
find new jobs. Not only do we see it in 
these statistics, but there is another 
statistic that also tells us something is 
wrong, and that is the wage growth of 
production workers is now starting to 
fall behind inflation. I think that is 
why people feel under so much pres-
sure. 

The Senator from California men-
tioned the number of people who have 

given up looking for work. Once one 
gets past a certain point, they are no 
longer counted as unemployed because 
they have been unemployed so long 
they are no longer included in the sta-
tistics. Being out of work is not just a 
statistic; it is not just a number on a 
page; it is a real person living a real 
life with a real family who has lost 
hope, who has lost an opportunity, who 
has lost a chance. That is why I think 
there is such growing concern about 
what is happening. 

I had a gentleman who is an execu-
tive in the machine tool industry who 
told me, Senator, at this stage of a re-
covery our order books ought to be 
full. They are not. Something is hap-
pening that is structurally different 
than previous recoveries. He said he be-
lieves the jobs are being created, but 
the jobs are being created in China, in 
India, in Mexico. They are not being 
created in America. 

That is why I have to say I believe 
the amendment of the Senator from 
California is important. We need to be 
much more aggressive and proactive at 
creating job opportunity in this coun-
try. 

The Senator from California is offer-
ing amendments to provide incentives 
for businesses to create jobs in Amer-
ica. She is also paying for it, which is 
the responsible thing to do, instead of 
just sticking it onto the debt. I might 
remind my colleagues that the budget 
resolution before us runs up the debt 
by almost $3 trillion over the next 5 
years, and at the worst possible time, 
right before the baby boomers retire.

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. SARBANES. I say to the very 
able Senator from California, who ear-
lier showed a chart about how the rate 
of people participating in the work-
force has dropped, what has happened 
is you have 4.4 million workers today 
who are working part time for eco-
nomic reasons. In other words, they 
want to work full time but they are 
only working part time. 

When you compute the unemploy-
ment rate, they are counted as em-
ployed, not as unemployed, but really 
they are only partially employed. 

Then you have another 4.6 million 
people who are discouraged and not 
currently looking for work who want 
to work. So they have been knocked 
out of the labor force as well. 

Actually, there are 13.3 million 
Americans unemployed, and if you use 
the broadest measure that the BLS 
prepares, they report an unemploy-
ment rate of 10.3 percent. That is fac-
toring in everybody. That is your 
broadest measure and that is not usu-
ally the figure that is focused on. Ordi-
narily, when the unemployment rate 
figure comes down, those other figures 
shrink as well. But it is not all moving 
in the right direction. 

One of the reasons the unemploy-
ment rate figure has dropped just a lit-

tle bit is because people are dropping 
out of the workforce and they are not 
looking for a job or they are being 
shifted from full-time to part-time 
work. I think that is one of the reasons 
why, as the able Senator from North 
Dakota points out, as he moves around 
his State, he is encountering more and 
more people who are concerned about 
the unemployment problem. 

What the administration says is this 
particular rate is the unemployment 
rate, but that only tells part of the 
story. That is only part of the story. 
You have to, in effect, complete the 
story by looking at those who are 
working part time but want a full-time 
job. Of course, if they have been cut 
from full time to part time, that makes 
it more difficult to support their fam-
ily. 

Then there are the people who want a 
job but they are so discouraged and 
pessimistic that they have dropped out 
of the effort to find a job. They don’t 
get counted in that unemployment 
rate. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would say in response 
to the inquiry of the Senator, in terms 
of what I found at home, North Dakota 
has one of the lowest unemployment 
rates in the Nation. We have a very low 
rate of unemployment in our State. 
Yet job anxiety is growing there. Why? 
It is not because the unemployment 
rate is high; it is because good jobs are 
not available. It is because people who 
are more highly educated, more highly 
trained, are not able to get jobs com-
mensurate with their training and edu-
cation, and this is creating a whole 
level of people who are what we would 
call underemployed—underemployed 
based on their previous job experiences, 
underemployed in terms of their edu-
cation and training. 

I say to my colleagues, there was a 
cartoon in the New Yorker magazine 
that my wife drew to my attention the 
other day. The cartoon was two guys 
who kind of looked like deadbeat guys. 

One guy says to the other: You know, 
you are out of work, aren’t you? 

He said to the gentleman: I have quit 
looking. I understand that’s good for 
the economy. 

No, it is not good for the economy. 
That I think is what is increasingly of 
concern to people. These are middle-
class people, people with good edu-
cation, with good training, who had 
good jobs. 

I have a relative who was very ad-
vanced in a major corporation and his 
entire division was laid off. These are 
very highly skilled people, very highly 
trained, very highly paid. They found 
all of their jobs were being shipped to 
India. To add insult to injury, they 
were asked to go to India to train the 
people to take their jobs. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? The President was 
in Ohio a day or two ago. Of course, 
Ohio has been badly hit. They have lost 
manufacturing jobs and they are being 
hard hit by, in effect, the flow of jobs 
overseas.
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This morning’s paper says we ran a 

record trade deficit last month of $43 
billion. That monthly rate translates 
into well over a $500 billion annual 
trade deficit—a $1⁄2 trillion trade def-
icit. Of course, people say we are ex-
porting goods and that is true. But we 
are importing far more than we are ex-
porting, so much so, that we have set a 
record monthly trade deficit figure. 
That only again reflects the flow of 
jobs out of this country, overseas, ex-
actly the point the Senator is making. 
In particular, it is the flow of some 
very good-paying jobs. 

The manufacturing sector has been 
very hard hit. The Administration set 
up this post of an Assistant Secretary 
for Manufacturing. They waited 6 
months, they didn’t nominate anyone, 
and now it looks as if the person they 
are nominating they are not going to 
go through with because it turns out he 
was establishing a factory over in 
China and cutting back on jobs in this 
country. Can you imagine that? 

I thank the Senator from California 
for her amendment. She is right on tar-
get. This is an extremely important 
amendment. The package she has put 
together is a very sensible package to 
try to address this problem. 

Mr. CONRAD. I want to pick up on a 
point the Senator was asking about; 
that is, what are the implications of 
these massive deficits, both budget and 
trade? 

The Senator mentioned yesterday we 
just got the latest month’s trade def-
icit, $43 billion. Over a year, obviously, 
that would be a trade deficit of over 
$500 billion. At the same time we are 
running a budget deficit of nearly $500 
billion. 

This article from the Washington 
Post of January 26 caught my eye 
about the long-term effects of these 
massive deficits, both budget and 
trade. I think these are warning signals 
to us all. We are on a dangerous course 
with these massive deficits. This is 
what the article said: Currency Traders 
Fretting Over That Dependency. 

The dependency they are talking 
about is these massive deficits, the 
trade deficit the Senator from Mary-
land referenced and the budget deficit. 

The currency traders, those who 
trade currency for their living, are con-
cerned over that dependency, the de-
pendency on borrowing—

They have been selling dollars fast and 
buying euros [that’s the European currency] 
furiously. The fear is that foreigners will tire 
of financing America’s appetites. Foreign in-
vestors will dump U.S. assets, especially 
stocks and bonds, sending financial markets 
plummeting. Interest rates will shoot up to 
entice them back. Heavily invested Ameri-
cans will not be able to keep up with rising 
interest payments. Inflation, bankruptcies, 
and economic malaise will follow.

If we look at what has happened to 
the value of the dollar against the euro 
in the last 2 years, it ought to sober us 
up about these deficits. The dollar has 
declined more than 30 percent in value 
against the European currency in just 
the last 2 years. 

I note Warren Buffett, who, as I un-
derstand it, is the second wealthiest 
man in the world, second wealthiest 
American as well, worth tens of bil-
lions of dollars, has now placed a major 
bet against the value of the U.S. dollar.

He has made a $12 billion bet against 
the value of the dollar in part because 
of the economic weakness of our coun-
try reflected in these massive budget 
and trade deficits. 

I believe deeply we have to get seri-
ous about the budget deficit and the 
trade deficit. Why is it the Comptroller 
General of the United States is warn-
ing us these deficits are too large? Why 
is it the International Monetary Fund 
is warning us of the danger of these 
deficits, that they will put upward 
pressure on interest rates, which will 
choke off economic growth, which will 
choke off job creation, and leave us in 
an even weaker position? 

Again, I say this is why I believe the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia is so important. It is an insur-
ance policy to prepare for the economic 
weakness we are already seeing, the job 
losses we are already experiencing, and 
to help us prepare for what might yet 
come. 

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, will 
my friend yield for a question? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am happy to yield. 
Mrs. BOXER. I thank Senator SAR-

BANES and Senator CONRAD for their 
enormous contribution in support of 
this amendment, which is really an 
amendment that is made up by the 
contribution of various members of the 
Democratic caucus, including Senator 
DODD, who has just come to the floor. 
An important amendment ensuring 
Federal contracts should not be 
outsourced passed this Chamber with 
flying colors. It is important. As a 
matter of fact, I met with my local 
elected officials and I asked, Do you 
have any idea whether any of your de-
partment jobs are outsourced? They 
looked at me, and said, I don’t know. I 
will go back and make sure tax dollars 
aren’t being used to create jobs over-
seas. 

I thank my friend for his contribu-
tion to this amendment. I want to ask 
my friend a question. It has to do with 
this whole notion of the anxiety in this 
country. I think anyone watching this 
debate understands there are many 
reasons for people to feel anxious. They 
feel anxious when there are deficits as 
far as the eye can see. It is stunning to 
think back to 31⁄2 years ago. There were 
surpluses as far as the eye could see. 
What mismanagement. 

I say to my friend the shocking part 
is—and when I was an economics major 
a long time ago we thought when there 
were big deficits it would create a lot 
of jobs. Here we have a circumstance 
where you have runaway deficits, run-
away debt, and no job creation whatso-
ever. In fact, there is a net job loss. 

I want to say to my friend from 
North Dakota, when he talks about the 
budget deficit, the trade deficit, the 
twin deficits, there is also the job def-

icit. Now you have the tripling. I think 
my friend made a good point when he 
talked about people being laid off and 
then having to train their replacement 
workers. I met such a gentleman who 
was a newlywed. He had a job as a com-
puter program manager and he had to 
train his replacement. I cannot tell you 
the look on this man’s face. He is leav-
ing my State. He thought for sure this 
could never happen in the Golden 
State. As we know, it is happening in 
California and all over this country. 

This is a stunning moment in his-
tory. That is why this amendment is so 
important. 

The budget document is in fact the 
priority of the country. If we turn our 
back on the people of this country who 
need to work for a living, we shouldn’t 
be here, to be honest, because that has 
to be an essential part of what we do to 
protect the country, from the stand-
point of defense, protect workers and 
make sure they have jobs. 

I want to ask my colleague this point 
about the anxiety in the land. I think 
what is feeding it is when your next-
door neighbor loses a job, or someone 
in your family loses a job, you begin to 
feel anxious. When your next-door 
neighbor loses his health insurance or 
pension, you begin to get anxious your-
self. Then when you pick up the pa-
pers—I put a lot of this together last 
night, and you can read this. ‘‘Analysts 
Gloomy Over Job Creation’’; ‘‘Growth 
In Jobs Is Still Sluggish’’; ‘‘Job Growth 
Falls Short of Forecast’’; ‘‘Jobs 
Slump’’; ‘‘Fewer Small Businesses Plan 
To Hire’’. 

I am saying to my friend I think all 
of this is creating an anxiety in the 
land. 

I will ask this question: Given every-
thing we said—it is not rhetoric; it is 
reality; we have shown the numbers. 
They are real. We have talked about 
real families. We have seen what is 
happening. I ask my friend, is not this 
the time, if there was ever a time, we 
should say to the American people 
whom we care about and their families, 
their ability to have a quality of life, 
their ability to educate their children 
and send them to college, and their 
ability to look at the future with hope 
and optimism—wouldn’t it be the mo-
ment we should be united as Repub-
licans and Democrats and Independents 
here today in passing the amendment 
we put forward which not only will 
stimulate jobs directly but will stimu-
late small businesses by giving them 
the tax credits they deserve, so they 
can pay for health care insurance or 
create jobs? I ask my friend, is this not 
the moment in time to make this a pri-
ority for this Senate across party 
lines? 

Mr. CONRAD. Madam President, I 
think it is undeniably the case. Some-
thing is very wrong with the economic 
strategy we are pursuing as a Nation. 
We see the evidence in the job market 
as clearly as it can be seen. The fact is 
we are now 5 million jobs behind what 
we would normally see in a recovery. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:14 Mar 12, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00011 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G11MR6.023 S11PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES2602 March 11, 2004
Looking at the nine recessions since 
World War II—I will put that chart 
back up—this should tell us something 
is off the track. This is the average job 
recovery of the nine recessions since 
World War II that you can see 17 
months after the peak of the business 
cycle peak. We see that, for the aver-
age for every one of the 9 major reces-
sions since World War II, the job recov-
ery started soaring 17 months after the 
business cycle peaked. In this case, we 
are 36 months past the business cycle 
peak, and we still do not see job recov-
ery occurring. 

At this point, we are now 5.4 million 
jobs short of the typical recovery for 
all of the recessions since World War II. 
If that doesn’t tell us something is 
wrong—and the President’s forecasts 
over and over have had to be revised on 
jobs. Again, this just appeared in the 
New York Times on Tuesday. In 2002, 
the President said by the end of this 
year there would be 138 million jobs in 
the country. He revised that in 2003 and 
said, Whoops, we were wrong in 2002. 
There will only be 135 million jobs by 
the end of 2004. At the beginning of this 
year, they revised their estimates 
again, and said, Whoops, we were 
wrong again. There are only going to 
be 132.7 million jobs by the end of the 
year, and even now we see we are no-
where close to that forecast. They have 
been wrong in 2002, wrong in 2003, and 
it looks like they are going to be wrong 
again. Their forecast, looking at this 
year, would have to add 500,000 jobs a 
month, and in February only 21,000 new 
jobs were created, a half million behind 
their forecast for that month, and not 
a single one of the new jobs is in the 
private sector. Every one of them was 
a Government job. 

The strategy is not working. I don’t 
know what could be more clear. I think 
it should tell us it is time for a new 
game plan. 

I think what the Senator from Cali-
fornia has offered is entirely construc-
tive and it is the beginning of a plan. 
What this country needs is a plan. We 
need a program to go forward. 

I thank my colleagues. 
At this point, I will yield the floor. I 

have a colleague who has been very pa-
tiently waiting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. EN-
SIGN). The Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 15 minutes off the amendment. It 
should not take me longer than that to 
debunk the rhetoric I have heard on 
the budget for the last hour or the last 
hour and 45 minutes. It actually hasn’t 
been on the budget. It has been an at-
tempt to say they care more about jobs 
than the Republicans do. That is not 
true. There isn’t anything that would 
bear that out. I have to get this in the 
RECORD because I am afraid the college 
students might read this stuff or may 
have been listening. If they use some of 
the information they heard, they could 
fail economics class. I don’t want that 
to happen. 

It has been very depressing listening 
this hour and 45 minutes. This is a 20-

minute amendment. That is a long 
time on a 20-minute amendment. But it 
is the way this process works. It was 50 
hours of time, equally divided, and 
each side can spend it however they 
want. We will probably yield ours back, 
portions of it, to be able to get to some 
final votes and get this completed. 

This has been depressing and wrong. 
The budget document is a few assump-
tions that we use. Granted, it is based 
on a pile of documents, probably 20 
pounds worth of paper. There are all 
kinds of ways to work the assumptions, 
but when it comes down to it, we set up 
a few targets. The specific committees 
get to arrange the bull’s eye in that 
target for the priorities. Then, finally, 
the Appropriations Committee, if we 
ever get to that point, will be able to 
shoot the real bullets at the target, 
spend the real money. 

This is not spending the money. This 
is coming up with some assumptions or 
some real numbers based on assump-
tions. You can use any assumptions 
you want, obviously, if you have been 
listening to the discussion. 

If you listen to the discussion and 
what I have said about assumptions, 
you might think what they are trying 
to do is rearrange the deck chairs on 
the Titanic. It is not the real operation 
of the ship. What we are doing is rear-
ranging the deck chairs on the deck of 
the finest cruise ship in the world. 

I want to be a lot more positive 
about what the possibility is for this 
country and the people of this country 
and what they can do. 

First, I want to know how we pay for 
it. Then I will go into the jobs part. We 
need to know how most of these 
amendments work, where they tell us 
how to pay. The way they will pay is a 
tax increase. They can say this is going 
to be a tax increase just on the rich. 
From the discussions I have heard 
around here, the Democrat definition 
of ‘‘rich’’ is anyone who makes enough 
money to pay taxes. If you pay taxes, 
worry about it; you are part of the 
rich. 

They will say it is those who make 
over $1 million. It would not be the 
first time we did something against 
those who make more than $1 million. 
Congress once passed a law—this fas-
cinates me—that said a CEO could not 
make more than $1 million in cash 
compensation. How could anybody pos-
sibly do that? If the American dream is 
to make money—I really hope that is 
not the American dream—but to make 
enough to provide for their family, to 
buy a home, and to contribute to their 
community, until we get this country 
going down that road, we have prob-
lems. Right now the emphasis is on 
how much you make. We try to limit 
that severely. We have done it with 
laws. 

Now we are saying if you get rich, we 
will take part of your money, and we 
will put it into the economy where we 
think it will do the most good. It does 
not matter what you think. It does not 
matter that you have been investing 

and creating jobs. That does not count. 
The Government will do it for you. By 
golly, we have some great programs. 
These programs will create jobs. Yes, 
they do create jobs because we hire a 
bunch of people to run the programs, 
who tell the successful businessmen 
how to do it better, and a lot of it goes 
into regulation. I will talk more about 
regulation in a bit. 

In order to do a tax increase, the Fi-
nance Committee has to do it. The only 
thing we have allowed so far are things 
that deal with the family. What we 
would be directing them to do is take 
away any family benefits. 

Who are these rich? Some of them 
are the small businessmen. Every dime 
of revenue that is net revenue for a 
small businessman becomes part of 
their bottom line taxes for that par-
ticular year. They have to pay taxes on 
that. When they pay taxes on it, they 
are pulling out a third. Some would 
like it to be a half; some would like it 
to be three-fourths. What do they do 
with what is left? It does not go in 
their pocket. If their business is grow-
ing, it goes right back into the busi-
ness. If we did not tax them as much, 
they would put more back into the 
business. When they put more back 
into the business, that grows jobs. 

Do not tell me you will increase the 
economy by ripping money away from 
people who are creating jobs already. 

Who cares about jobs the most? Who 
wants outsourcing? None of us want 
outsourcing. Why does outsourcing 
happen? Part of it will be because of a 
lack of confidence we create in the 
Senate. We have been talking for 2 
hours now about the rotten economy 
and how jobs are being outsourced. We 
are creating an impression among 
every businessman out there that if he 
is not outsourcing his jobs, he is cheat-
ing his investors. Did anyone hear a 
message different than that? That is 
not right. That is absolutely not right. 
We do not have to have the jobs go 
overseas. 

When we keep talking about a bad 
economy, we help create a bad econ-
omy. I am reminded of the 1960s ad 
that used to run on television that I 
think was partly responsible for pull-
ing us out of a recession. It was a story 
about a guy who had a hot dog stand. 
People loved his hot dogs. So he added 
on to his hot dog stand. Pretty quickly 
he had more hot dog stands. 

Then his son came home from college 
and said: Dad, don’t you realize we are 
in the middle of a depression? How can 
you be expanding? He quit expanding 
and he laid people off and pretty soon 
he was out of business. 

If we keep telling people they should 
not hire because it is tenuous, save 
your money, put it in the mattress, we 
will have a little problem in this coun-
try. We expect to be paid the highest 
wages in the world, and we expect to 
buy everything for the lowest prices. 
Where do you think you are going to 
buy those things from? I hope everyone 
out there does a quick inventory on 
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what they are wearing and where it 
was made; what they are driving and 
where it was made; what they are lis-
tening to and where it was made. 

You have a responsibility, as well. 
Government does not solve these prob-
lems. You solve these problems. You 
buy what is made in America, the jobs 
come back to America, and our people 
get paid more. 

Make a law. Right, we can make a 
law that says you cannot send the jobs 
overseas. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. ENZI. I listened for almost 2 
hours to the other side ask a bunch of 
questions. I would like to get my state-
ment completed in 15 minutes so we 
can move on to the vote. There should 
have been more fairness on give-and-
take at the time. There was not. So I 
will reserve my time to finish my com-
ments. 

Another reason the jobs go overseas 
is regulation. What do we specialize in? 
Regulation. We pile on regulations that 
make it extremely difficult for busi-
nesses in the United States to do work 
in the United States. 

Lastly, one of the reasons we lose 
jobs overseas is skills. There are jobs 
out there that are not being filled be-
cause American people do not have the 
skills to take those. The ones who do 
are already employed in that field. 

I want to tell about a little company 
in Powell, WY. This is what I am hop-
ing for the world. This little company 
in Powell, WY, makes tachometers, 
highly specialized ones for race cars, 
and very durable ones for heavy equip-
ment that vibrates. The guy who de-
signed these and originally made them 
had the parts manufactured in Taiwan 
and the construction of them, the man-
ufacturing of them, in Taiwan. 

He said: Now, wait a minute. Maybe I 
can reduce the error rate putting these 
things together and make more money 
if I use American labor and those great 
people in Powell, WY. He tried that, 
and he was right. Then what does he 
say? He said: Let’s see, I am having to 
manufacture them over there, but they 
have an error rate. Maybe I could man-
ufacture them here. And he is going to 
do that. Wyoming—the United States—
is going to steal a job from Taiwan. 
That is the creative capability of the 
people in this country. That is what we 
can do if we give the people a chance. 

On a more basic level, how can we 
give them the chance? We passed the 
Workforce Investment Act. We got it 
out of the Labor Committee, which is 
usually very contentious, unani-
mously. We passed it on the floor 
unanimously. Where is that now? Well, 
the House has already passed one, too, 
but we cannot do a conference com-
mittee on it. This would be training for 
900,000 jobs a year, better jobs, more 
skilled jobs, the skilled jobs people 
overseas are getting because we cannot 
fill them. 

What is happening to that bill? We 
are letting it languish because we will 

not appoint a conference committee. 
So what are the reasons given for not 
appointing a conference committee? 
Well, we don’t trust the Republicans to 
invite us to the conference committee. 

I want to tell you, I worked with the 
Senator from Washington State and 
the Senator from Massachusetts in 
putting together a bill that passed the 
committee unanimously. I worked with 
them to get it through this floor unani-
mously. You do not do that without 
some degree of trust. I have to believe 
they would trust me to do a conference 
committee and include them in the 
conference committee, and anything 
else is bunk. You do not have to do 
every bill, but I cannot believe we will 
talk about who cares about jobs the 
most in this country and not get a con-
ference committee on the Workforce 
Investment Act that will train 900,000 
people a year for better jobs. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 
much time would the Senator from 
Connecticut like? 

Mr. DODD. Three minutes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Con-
necticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 
good friend and colleague. I know there 
are other Members who want to be 
heard on these matters. I will try to be 
brief.

Mr. President, I will show you a 
chart. I have great respect for my 
friend from Wyoming. He is a knowl-
edgeable and good Member of this in-
stitution, and he cares deeply about 
these issues. 

I cannot help but note, of course, out 
of all the States—if I am wrong maybe 
someone will correct me—one of the 
single lowest job loss of the 50 States 
has been the State of Wyoming, accord-
ing to the analysis we have on job 
losses in manufacturing. 

Mr. President, 1,200 jobs have been 
lost in Wyoming. I am sorry about 
those losses, but when you compare 
that to States of similar size—neigh-
boring States—Utah has lost 15,000, 
Colorado has lost 38,000, Texas has lost 
156,000, Maine has lost 15,000. I am not 
even mentioning large States. Iowa has 
lost 26,000, Missouri has lost 40,000, Ar-
kansas has lost 29,000, Oklahoma has 
lost 26,000. 

The point is, we are watching a hem-
orrhaging on jobs. No one likes to re-
cite all the bad news, but reality says 
you have to know the facts if you are 
going to set policy. 

Unfortunately, no matter what the 
conditions are in this country, the ad-
ministration has one answer: cut taxes 
for the wealthy. When we had a sur-
plus: cut taxes. When we are in a reces-
sion: we need to cut taxes. Job growth 
is weak: we need to cut taxes. It is a 

Johnny-one-note, no matter what the 
economic circumstances are. 

All of us who are involved in sup-
porting Senator BOXER’s amendment 
are pointing out that this is maybe the 
critical issue at this hour. People 
across the country are worried deeply 
about job creation. They are worried 
about jobs leaving the country. They 
are worried about companies making 
that decision, and doing so either 
through tax incentives, where we actu-
ally encourage, through the Tax Code, 
to outsource, or actually using Federal 
taxpayer money. 

I express my appreciation to 75 of my 
colleagues in this Chamber who, last 
week—Democrats and Republicans—
joined on the amendment I offered that 
would prohibit the use of Federal tax-
payer money to subsidize the 
outsourcing of jobs. 

If a private company, with their 
money, wants to outsource, I cannot do 
much about that. But I do not believe 
you ought to incentivize that decision 
by offering someone a tax break to do 
it or providing direct Federal subsidies 
to do it. We think we ought to be doing 
everything we can to encourage job 
growth at home. That does not make 
you an isolationist. That does not 
make you a protectionist. It just indi-
cates to us how serious we think this 
potential problem is. 

It is not just us who say this. I would 
take note that a few days ago, in the 
Washington Post, in a front-page arti-
cle was the story of Clintwood, VA, and 
the loss of 270 jobs. Does anyone think 
a year or 2 or 5 years ago the loss of 270 
jobs in Clintwood, VA, would have mer-
ited a front-page story in the leading 
newspaper in this city or area? I doubt 
it. Yet the Washington Post, obviously, 
has some sensibilities about what peo-
ple care about in this area. And the 
loss of 270 jobs in one small town in 
Virginia, that got sent overseas by 
Travelocity, is yet one more piece of 
evidence that people are worried about 
what is going on in this country, par-
ticularly when it is occurring because 
we encourage it through our Tax Code 
or through direct subsidies. 

I am glad the President finally de-
cided to suggest we have a manufac-
turing czar. But to fail to check to find 
out if the person you are apparently 
going to nominate is involved in ex-
porting jobs to a facility in China indi-
cates a lack of sensitivity about this 
issue. In fact, the other day I read 
where the administration now is going 
to do everything it can to fight the ef-
forts some of us are making to slow 
down the outsourcing of jobs in the 
country, particularly when outsourcing 
occurs through Federal subsidies and 
through tax incentives. 

We do not think the Federal Govern-
ment ought to be in the business of 
promoting job exportation to another 
country or suggesting that somehow it 
is all the same, that it does not make 
a difference if you have the loss of a 
product being produced here or a serv-
ice being performed here and it is now 
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going overseas, watching someone’s job 
go overseas. 

You cannot stop it in every case. We 
are realists. We understand that. But 
Senator BOXER has put together a very 
good amendment which, in part, high-
lights the outsourcing issue. She goes 
into other areas as well. 

The Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership Program is being cut by 63 per-
cent. I listened to the President the 
other day say: I am against 
outsourcing. What we need to be doing 
is investing——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask for 1 
additional minute. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I just 
would note that the Manufacturing Ex-
tension Partnership Program is a sig-
nificant program that helps U.S. manu-
facturers, small manufacturers with 
everything from plant modernization 
to employee training. This cut means 
that 11,000 small manufacturers are not 
going to receive services, and 28,000 em-
ployees will either be laid off or not 
hired. 

So even if you agree with the Presi-
dent that we ought to not be talking 
about outsourcing, not be talking 
about manufacturing job loss, that we 
ought to be investing in small busi-
nesses, what is he doing when he cuts 
63 percent of the budget for the Manu-
facturing Extension Partnership Pro-
gram? That is a complete reversal of 
his rhetoric on these issues. 

He also tries to eliminate entirely 
the Advanced Technology Program, 
which spurs cutting-edge research in 
solving manufacturing problems and 
increasing competitiveness. Here we 
are eliminating that program alto-
gether and slashing by more than 50 
percent the Manufacturing Extension 
Partnership Program. 

That is what we do not understand. 
He is opposed to doing anything about 
outsourcing. He is opposed to doing 
anything to provide tax relief for small 
manufacturers who need help. And he 
is going to cut the budget in the two 
areas that can make a significant dif-
ference to our manufacturers. 

I applaud the Senator from California 
for offering her amendment, and I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 

to the Senator from Texas such time as 
he desires on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 
to talk for a few minutes about the 
Boxer amendment, which would raise 
taxes by $24 billion, and to say why I 
think this amendment is a miscalcula-
tion. Unless, of course, the intent of 

this amendment is to try to convince 
the American people that the Amer-
ican economy is in the tank and offers 
no opportunity, no hope—something 
this economy has always provided to 
American workers, and I believe still 
does today.

If, in fact, our colleagues across the 
aisle believe the economy is doing so 
badly, I wonder why it is that home-
ownership is at an all-time high in this 
country. Interest rates are low. Pro-
ductivity is booming. The gross domes-
tic product is growing by leaps and 
bounds. 

If the economy was really doing 
badly, which it is not, the last thing 
you would want to do with a slow econ-
omy would be to raise taxes to make it 
harder for the job creators in this soci-
ety to create new jobs. I would just ask 
all of my colleagues to consider what is 
being proposed here. I believe it is sim-
ply the wrong answer to the challenges 
that confront us when it comes to en-
couraging further job creation and an 
economy which continues to be the 
envy of the free world. 

The amendment we are discussing 
would do exactly the wrong thing. It 
conflicts with every free market prin-
ciple this country stands for. We know 
that entrepreneurs, the risk takers, 
those who invest their money to try to 
create a profit for themselves and their 
families, are the ones who create jobs. 
When they have more money to invest 
in their businesses, they create those 
jobs. 

Once again, this amendment is the 
best indicator that there are still those 
who believe government really does 
know best, who want to raise taxes on 
the American people by $24 billion and 
throw it around at government’s whim 
and then expect new jobs to somehow 
miraculously appear. 

Let’s just step back for a moment 
and see what the whole picture reveals. 
Sometimes it seems the world is mov-
ing faster every day. New technological 
advancements have given citizens of 
the 21st century access to instant in-
formation; on-demand services are 
available everywhere. We have an abil-
ity to communicate faster and more 
comprehensively than ever before in 
the history of the world. Yet with these 
technological advancements and en-
hanced abilities, many companies have 
come to the conclusion that when it 
comes to manufacturing and customer 
assistance and many other areas, loca-
tion no longer matters. There is not a 
day that goes by that there isn’t an-
other article, another report about a 
company outsourcing some facet of 
what they do to another country, to 
another part of the globe. 

Sometimes these changes are notice-
able to every consumer, and sometimes 
not in a positive way. Indeed, what we 
see with this amendment, and the com-
ments made in the Chamber, dem-
onstrates the backlash that sometimes 
occurs when jobs leave our shores and 
go to other countries. 

The fact is, there is a real and dis-
cernible benefit to consumers from the 

lower prices that come from effi-
ciencies in labor costs. The dollars 
American consumers spend on products 
and services buy them a lot more than 
ever before. 

Yet sometimes these changes are 
hardly noticeable at all. If a small part 
of the newest computer is now made in 
India instead of Abilene, TX, what does 
it matter to the consumer? It may not 
matter to them, but it matters to Abi-
lene and it matters to the people who 
live and work there. 

Yet even as outsourcing continues to 
be a subject of discussion, even as some 
of my colleagues in this body throw it 
out as a trend that is bad for America, 
we all seem to have forgotten that it 
also runs the other way.

I am proud to say that Texas is one 
of the leading beneficiaries of in-
sourcing, which is just a fancy way of 
saying ‘‘out-sourcing by foreign compa-
nies on American soil.’’ According to 
the Texas Department of Economic De-
velopment, Texas benefits from more 
than $110 billion in foreign direct in-
vestment in the state. There are 430,000 
Texans on the payrolls of foreign cor-
porations. There is approximately 
$5,000 in foreign investment in our 
state economy per Texan. That is a 
good thing. That helps create jobs for 
hard- working citizens of my state. 

But I believe we are missing some-
thing important in terms of the overall 
context of the debate. The economy is 
clearly on the right track back to re-
covery. The latest numbers bear that 
out no matter how much some would 
try to disparage the booming economy 
and what is reflected in those numbers. 
That recovery of the economy will take 
care of the joblessness concerns we all 
share, regardless of partisanship, re-
gardless of any other issue. Yet we are 
facing another problem in this recov-
ery, and this recovery is an oppor-
tunity for us to face the problem head 
on: The real motivation behind 
outsourcing, behind the desire of a 
manufacturer of a product or a service 
to find efficiencies in the way they op-
erate so they can grow and continue to 
prosper and hire more people here in 
America has to do with the labor force. 

Given our advanced technological ca-
pabilities, why would a business pay 
someone in America to do a job when 
they can go to another country where 
there is no minimum wage or labor 
laws or other restrictions on what they 
do? The conventional wisdom is that 
no business will choose America mere-
ly out of loyalty, that instead they will 
study the numbers and realize it makes 
more economic sense to run their tele-
phone banks in Malaysia, for example, 
instead. 

In response, some in this body and 
elsewhere have concluded that the an-
swer is more job training and funding 
for education and advanced learning 
programs. Statistics suggest more and 
more people are taking advantage of 
these educational and work-related re-
sources. 

Federal Reserve Chairman Alan 
Greenspan recently commented:
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Generic capabilities in mathematics, writ-

ing, and verbal skills are the key to the abil-
ity to learn and to apply new skills and thus 
to earn higher real wages over time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time on 
the amendment has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator such time as he may 
consume from the resolution to com-
plete his statement.

Mr. CORNYN: I thank the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Alan Greenspan said:
Generic capabilities in mathematics, writ-

ing, and verbal skills are key to the ability 
to learn and to apply new skills and thus to 
earn higher real wages overtime. The ave-
nues to acquiring those skills are many, and 
one effective tool we have developed to fa-
cilitate the transition to a new job or profes-
sion has been our community colleges. These 
two-year institutions have been in the fore-
front of teaching the types of skills that 
build on workers’ previous experiences to 
create new job skills. Currently almost one 
in three of their enrollees are age thirty or 
older, a statistic that suggests that these in-
dividuals have previous job experience.

I support the job training and com-
munity college initiatives the Presi-
dent has endorsed in his State of the 
Union Message and which Alan Green-
span just referred to. They are a good 
and positive thing. They provide much 
of the answer to the global competi-
tiveness we now find with 
globalization. I believe much of the in-
struction they provide ought to have 
been given at the lower levels, but we 
can’t go back and change that. As it is, 
these programs give many Americans 
the opportunity to change their job 
track midstream and to pursue greater 
dreams and more fulfilling careers. 

But that is not enough. If we in Gov-
ernment fail to acknowledge what the 
outsourcing crisis truly means, if we 
think more job training alone is a suf-
ficient answer to the problem, we are 
just fooling ourselves, and we haven’t 
addressed the real problem. 

As Ronald Reagan once said:
We’ve gone astray from first principles. 

We’ve lost sight of the rule that individual 
freedom and ingenuity are at the very core 
of everything we’ve accomplished. Govern-
ment’s first duty is to protect the people, 
not run their lives.

In America today, we are seeing that 
all too clearly.

All too many of our states have 
reached the point where they are sim-
ply no longer friendly toward the free 
market. Why should a business choose 
to stay in America where they will 
have to deal with ever expanding red 
tape and regulation, where they face 
exponential legal risks in states with-
out real commonsense tort reform and 
class action reform, where they are vir-
tually guaranteed to pay higher and 
higher taxes every year? 

No, raising taxes won’t solve this 
problem. Job training and educational 
programs alone won’t solve the prob-
lem either. The knee-jerk response of 
many in government, to take more 
money from the taxpayers so we can 
throw it around, doesn’t work. 

The only way we will solve the prob-
lem is when we in the Federal Govern-

ment work in concert with those in the 
states to effect fundamental change in 
our government’s attitude toward busi-
ness and the free market—not just for 
the benefit of business or indeed for an 
abstract free market, but for the ben-
efit of everybody in this country who 
wants to work and wants to find a job. 
We must once again value the prin-
ciples of free trade and competition. 
We must encourage success and innova-
tion, and not punish it. We must renew 
that old American conviction that pro-
tecting freedom, not restricting it, is 
the highest goal of government. 

The vision of America as a free mar-
ket paradise is a very real one, not just 
the stuff of the so-called overexuberant 
economists. I strongly believe we have 
the best workforce in the world, the 
most dedicated people you can find. We 
have in this country innovators and 
thinkers, we have doctors and sci-
entists, and we have all the resources 
they need. We have people who started 
businesses in their garage and now cre-
ate things that change the very way we 
live and communicate. We have young 
people who are ready to follow in their 
footsteps. That is, simply stated, the 
foundation for a thriving free market 
economy. It is all right here. 

We still hear the voices of those who 
say the bureaucrats really know best, 
and government will take care of you if 
you will give us more and more of your 
tax dollars. But the truth is the people 
across this land know that government 
doesn’t know best, and they know gov-
ernment cannot create prosperity; that 
instead prosperity is created by the en-
trepreneurs and risk takers, and the 
people who work hard every day to pro-
vide for their families. 

The truth is, instead of raising taxes, 
we ought to reduce the tax burden on 
the American people by eliminating 
the tax increases that come with the 
expiration of the tax cuts this Congress 
previously passed. There are people, 
some of whom are in this very body, 
who still honestly believe we can sue, 
tax, and regulate our way to economic 
growth and prosperity. 

Finally, I want to say I realize we are 
in an election season, and there are 
some who have pinned their political 
prospects on America doing badly, on 
unemployment remaining high. When 
they see that the facts are against the 
trend they want, that the economy is 
actually doing better, their only hope 
for their political prospects is to talk 
about a ‘‘jobless recovery.’’ Well, the 
economy is recovering; it is creating 
jobs. But it will not continue to do so 
if we reverse the policies that have 
brought us to where we are today. We 
must ensure that the taxpayers keep 
more of the money they earn, so they 
can save it or invest it in a small busi-
ness—which is a great job-creating en-
gine in this country—the small busi-
nesses that proliferate in this Nation, 
which provide jobs by huge numbers to 
the American people. 

I simply believe we should not let 
ourselves lose confidence in what has 

brought us here today. There are those 
who think they will benefit politically 
from trash-talking the American econ-
omy, from causing a loss of confidence 
by the American people, from saying 
that we are no longer the land of op-
portunity and freedom. But the truth is 
there are people who are dying to come 
into this country because they see this 
nation as their only hope and only op-
portunity. There are not people knock-
ing down the doors to try to leave this 
country, because the truth is people 
are voting with their feet. They under-
stand America remains the last, best 
hope of freedom-loving people every-
where. 

For those who want an opportunity 
to achieve part of the American dream 
in the free market system we have in 
this country—not a government com-
mand-and-control system, but a free 
market system is one that best allows 
them to achieve those hopes and 
dreams—they recognize that system is 
what we need to preserve, not defeat. 
The effect of passing this amendment 
and others that would raise taxes on 
the American people would defeat that 
system. 

I hope we don’t listen to the nay-say-
ers, that we don’t believe those who 
would have us lose confidence in our 
economic system, because I think that 
provides the best opportunity for a 
bright future for all the American peo-
ple. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I love 

everybody in this Senate, but I want to 
finish this bill this week. My guess is 
we have a few amendments in the pipe-
line and we have considered one 
amendment today and we are not quite 
finished with it. That is not the kind of 
discipline we need to finish it. I ask, 
how much time remains on the resolu-
tion on both sides? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six hours 
50 minutes for the Senator from Okla-
homa, and 5 hours 39 minutes for the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. NICKLES. I plan on yielding 
back some time, as I have said. Unfor-
tunately, we started this amendment 
at 9:30 and we have been on it now for 
a couple of hours. It is an interesting 
amendment, but it is not that inter-
esting. I am troubled. I have 6 hours 
and 50 minutes. Mr. President, I yield 
back 4 hours off of our time on the res-
olution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. That time is yield-
ed back. 

Mr. NICKLES. I plan on yielding 
back additional time. I came in today 
thinking we should have 10 minutes on 
each side on every amendment today. I 
don’t want to cut people off from being 
able to debate their amendments. My 
colleague from North Dakota is cor-
rectly wanting to have time agree-
ments on a multitude of amendments. I 
am willing to enter into those, but I 
am insisting on being able to see the 
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amendment. I know my colleague from 
North Dakota is trying to get them. A 
lot of people say I want a time agree-
ment, but they are rewriting the 
amendment as we speak. That is not 
fair. We need to have both sides be able 
to analyze the amendments so we will 
know what we are debating, especially 
if we are going to be in a very trun-
cated timeframe. If I am debating an 
amendment and I say it increases taxes 
by $24 billion, I want to be accurate. I 
actually insist on accuracy. It bothers 
me if we are not accurate. 

Mr. President, I am going to speak on 
the Boxer amendment for a moment. 
We had a time limit of 20 minutes on 
each side on the Boxer amendment. It 
was breached very significantly pri-
marily on the Democrat side, and 
maybe a little bit on our side. This is 
an amendment that says we want to do 
some things to create jobs domesti-
cally, but in effect it says we want to 
sock it to the people creating jobs by 
increasing their taxes. 

Then it says we will give tax credits 
if you do such and such. It is a tax-
spend amendment, $24 billion of in-
creased taxes. Incidentally, the taxes 
we are assuming for next year—and 
this has an $8 billion tax increase for 
2005. What we are assuming in the 
budget for 2005 is $2.6 billion for child 
credit and $5.4 billion on marriage pen-
alty. So this could eliminate the child 
credit and the marriage penalty. I find 
it to be a very flawed concept.

Also, I can’t help but think the reper-
cussions they would have if we actually 
did some of what is contemplated in 
this amendment. We are going to sock 
it to companies that have runaway 
plants. I wonder if ‘‘runaway plants’’ is 
defined by Microsoft or by Intel or 
General Electric or some of our great 
multinationals we have in this coun-
try. If we are going to tax them at 
rates that are greatly to the disadvan-
tage to their competitors, this amend-
ment is more or less saying we would 
like your headquarters, Intel, to be in 
China, or maybe we should have 
Microsoft’s headquarters in Japan. Our 
Tax Code actually encouraged the loca-
tion of Chrysler to be in Germany, and 
this amendment would make it worse: 
Let’s export jobs and headquarters 
overseas. This may be well intended, it 
may be a political amendment, but its 
economic consequence would be a dis-
aster. 

The Finance Committee is working 
on a FSC/ETI bill that has broad bipar-
tisan support. The essence of it is to be 
WTO compliant and also to assist man-
ufacturers. I do not happen to agree 
with preferential corporate rates for 
manufacturers vis-a-vis other corpora-
tions, but it has a lot of positive provi-
sions to help make us competitive with 
particularly our European allies. That 
bill has bipartisan support. We ought 
to pass it. 

I think the proposal that has been 
discussed for the last 3 hours would be 
very detrimental. It is a big tax in-
crease, and since the only tax change 

we are contemplating is keeping the 
tax laws as they are for American fam-
ilies, I am afraid this will be a big hit 
on American families. 

At the appropriate time, I will urge 
my colleagues to vote no on the 
amendment. 

Mr. President, the next order of busi-
ness is the Senator from Maryland, Mr. 
SARBANES, to offer an amendment. I 
ask unanimous consent that we set the 
Boxer amendment aside and consider 
the amendment of Senator SARBANES. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. NICKLES. Not on my time. 
Mr. SARBANES. I was going to try 

to get a time limitation because the 
Senator seemed anxious to do that. I 
am happy to try to cooperate in that 
effort. Would 30 minutes equally di-
vided be acceptable, 15 minutes on a 
side? 

Mr. NICKLES. That will be more 
than acceptable. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be 30 minutes equally 
divided on the Sarbanes amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Might we also lock in 
the Dorgan amendment? We have a 
copy of that amendment, and we have 
gotten an agreement on our side to 
have 20 minutes equally divided on 
that amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. I will agree with that, 
Mr. President. I amend my request to 
include the Dorgan amendment to be 20 
minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The pending amendment is set aside, 
and the Senator from Maryland is rec-
ognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2789 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 

send an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Maryland [Mr. SAR-

BANES], for himself, Mr. DODD, Mr. JOHNSON, 
Mr. BIDEN, Mr. LEVIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
CORZINE, Mr. KERRY, Ms. STABENOW, and Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2789.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To fully fund the FIRE and SAFER 

Acts and reduce the debt by reducing the 
tax breaks for the top one percent of in-
come earners) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,430,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$858,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$143,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 

On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 
$1,430,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 
$858,000,000. 

On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 
$143,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 
$429,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$1,430,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$858,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$143,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$429,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$1,859,000,000. 

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$2,717,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$2,860,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$2,860,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$429,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$1,859,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$2,717,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$2,860,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$2,860,000,000. 
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR FIRE ACT AND 

SAFER ACT PROGRAMS. 
The Chairman of the committee on the 

Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $1,430,000,000 in budget authority for 
fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of out-
lays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years, for a bill, amendment, motion, 
or conference report that provides additional 
fiscal year 2005 discretionary appropriations, 
in excess of the levels provided in this reso-
lution for firefighter assistance grant pro-
grams such as those authorized by Title 
XVII of the FY 2001 National Defense Au-
thorization Act (P.L. 106–398) and by Section 
1057 of the FY 2004 National Defense Author-
ization Act (P.L. 108–136) and are adminis-
tered by the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, I have 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
offer an amendment today to fully fund 
the Assistance to Firefighters grant 
program, and to fully fund the Staffing 
for Adequate Fire and Emergency Re-
sponse (SAFER) Act, which, of course, 
provides for additional staffing. 

As a Co-Chairman of the Congres-
sional Fire Services Caucus, I am 
pleased to offer this amendment. I cer-
tainly underscore and recognize the 
significant role which my colleague, 
Senator DODD of Connecticut, has 
played on both the firefighter grant 
program and the SAFER Act. 

In his budget for 2005, the President 
requested only $500 million for the 
FIRE grant program. This is a cut of 
close to $250 million, a third of the 
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funding for this program from the lev-
els established by the Congress over 
the past two fiscal years. The fully au-
thorized amount for the current fiscal 
year is $900 million, and this amend-
ment would seek to take the program 
to that level. 

The FIRE grant program is a com-
petitive grant process that funds fire-
fighting equipment, firefighting vehi-
cles, fire prevention, and safety pro-
grams. Unlike many other programs di-
rected toward first responders, these 
funds go directly to local communities 
and fire departments and do not pass 
through the States. 

The Staffing for Adequate Fire and 
Emergency Response Act, the SAFER 
Act, would provide 4-year grants to ca-
reer and volunteer fire departments for 
firefighter hiring. The Congress au-
thorized this program in the fiscal year 
2004 Defense Authorization Act at a 
level of $1.03 billion, and this amend-
ment seeks to fund that program at the 
authorized level. 

Regrettably, the budget the Presi-
dent sent to the Congress, despite the 
fact he signed the legislation con-
tending the authorization of the 
SAFER Act, contained no money; in-
deed, no mention of it, as I indicated 
before, while the budget he sent to the 
Congress with respect to the firefighter 
grant program reduces that program 
from the previously appropriated 
amounts in two successive fiscal years 
of approximately $750 million to $500 
million. 

The need for both of these programs 
is very strong; indeed, I would say 
overwhelming. In December of 2002, 
FEMA and the National Fire Protec-
tion Association jointly released the 
congressionally authorized Needs As-
sessment of the U.S. Fire Service. The 
results of this report were startling. 
Among its findings, the report noted 
that an estimated 57,000 firefighters 
lacked protective clothing; half of all 
fire engines are at least 15 years old; 
and approximately one-third of fire-
fighters are not equipped with essential 
self-contained breathing apparatus, one 
of the most important and basic safety 
devices for any firefighter. 

The need for the SAFER program is 
equally evident. OSHA has set a stand-
ard that dictates that four firefighters 
are needed to respond to any structural 
fire, two inside the structure and two 
outside. The FEMA-National Fire Pro-
tection Association Needs Assessment 
estimates that, on average, close to 
half of all fire departments in commu-
nities of less than 1 million people are 
forced to respond to emergencies with 
fewer than the four firefighters man-
dated by these standards. 

The SAFER Act would go a long way 
in ameliorating this severe staffing 
shortage and would provide funding for 
75,000 new firefighters over the next 7 
years.

This amendment, which provides the 
full funding for both the Assistance to 
Firefighters grant program and the 
SAFER Act, will go a long way in pre-

paring our Nation’s firefighters for the 
hazards that face them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield myself 1 ad-
ditional minute. 

Mr. President, I say to my col-
leagues, it is all well and good to run 
ads on the television that show our 
firefighters meeting their duty, car-
rying out their heroic responsibilities. 
But if we really want to honor our fire-
fighters we need to fund these pro-
grams, both to give them the staffing 
and to provide them the equipment 
they so desperately need. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GRAHAM of South Carolina). The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the suggestion of the Senator 
from Maryland, I point out that this 
amendment not only increases spend-
ing but it raises taxes. It is a specific 
assumption that tax levels will be in-
creased and spending will be directed 
with those funds to a homeland secu-
rity function involving first respond-
ers, firefighters. 

The budget resolution submitted by 
the President to the Congress asks for 
$3.6 billion for fiscal year 2005 for first 
responders. During the appropriations 
process, the Congress is going to deter-
mine the exact level of funding for 
each program within that general 
broad category in the budget resolu-
tion, but this resolution before the 
Senate approves and suggests the 
President’s requested level is appro-
priate and that ought to be the level 
the Senate approves. 

Since the events of 9/11, Congress has 
responded with significant and gen-
erous support for our Nation’s fire-
fighters and other first responders. 
Over $1 billion has been specifically ap-
propriated for direct assistance to fire-
fighters since fiscal year 2002. In addi-
tion to specific Federal assistance, 
States and local communities can use 
the funds available through the Office 
of Domestic Preparedness to support 
the needs of firefighters at the local 
level. Over $5.7 billion has been appro-
priated to the State and local grant 
program through the Office of Domes-
tic Preparedness since fiscal year 2002. 

For our most threatened commu-
nities, the funds available through the 
high-threat, high-density urban grant 
program can also be used to assist fire-
fighters. Over $1.4 billion has been ap-
propriated to this account since fiscal 
year 2003. 

I do not think Congress has ignored 
the interests of the first responders, 
nor has this administration. I know of 
numerous announcements that have 
been made in my State, as there have 
been in many other States, of specific 
grant allocations throughout the 
States to the local communities that 
have applied for funds, that have tried 
to upgrade equipment, and improve 
training opportunities. This is all for 

the purpose of making sure our home-
land will be protected in the best pos-
sible way by those who are on the front 
lines; that they will have what they 
need to do their jobs, and that they 
will have the training to do it safely. 

This is a very important matter, and 
I think not only has the Appropriations 
Committee responded through the new 
Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Homeland Security, but so have the au-
thorizing committees that have made 
available these new programs, specifi-
cally authorizing them for the benefit 
of those at the local level who are fire-
fighters and who are called upon to be 
the first person on the scene in the 
case of a disaster, whether it is a nat-
ural disaster or whether it is a disaster 
that is occasioned by the attack of ter-
rorists. 

Like all programs, we are going to 
continue to listen to those who have 
the obligation of meeting these respon-
sibilities to be sure they have what 
they need to do their jobs and to carry 
out their mission successfully. We are 
working hard to assist them to the best 
of our ability. 

Any Senator has the opportunity to 
offer an amendment to a budget resolu-
tion to increase spending for any pop-
ular program, but at some point we 
have to recognize that the committee 
of jurisdiction has a responsibility, too. 
That is the responsibility to make the 
tough decision that it is going to be $1 
billion for this program, or $2 billion 
for that program. 

These are not easy decisions. But 
this committee has gone through the 
process of reviewing the request from 
the administration, listening to all of 
the suggestions made in the com-
mittee, weighing our responsibilities to 
provide the moneys we would like to 
provide and then providing the moneys 
available to us through the tax process 
that we can expect to be available for 
allocation. 

This is a tough job. It is not a fun 
job. I respect the work that has been 
done by the Budget Committee. As 
chairman of the subcommittee that has 
jurisdiction over the funding of the ac-
tivities of the Department of Homeland 
Security, we try to bring to the process 
the same kind of diligence and sensi-
tivity to the needs of those who will re-
ceive the funds but also to the budget 
process and to the integrity of the 
process so we do not undermine our ca-
pacity to get our economy moving 
again and to continue to grow. 

Working within the current fiscal 
constraints and trying to exercise good 
judgment, we must set priorities. I 
urge the Senate to reject this amend-
ment and make the choice to support 
the Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. How much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 81⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. SARBANES. I yield myself 5 
minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, the 

budget submitted by the President re-
duces funding for grants to local police, 
fire and emergency medical agencies 
from $4.2 billion in the current fiscal 
year to $3.5 billion in fiscal year 2005, a 
very substantial cut. 

This cut comes despite a June 2003 
report entitled ‘‘Emergency Respond-
ers Drastically Underfunded, Dan-
gerously Unprepared,’’ issued by a com-
mission headed by our former col-
league, Senator Warren Rudman of 
New Hampshire. The title of that re-
port, again, is ‘‘Emergency Responders 
Drastically Underfunded, Dangerously 
Unprepared.’’ 

The President’s budget for the fire-
fighter grant program, which provides 
this badly needed equipment, asks for 
$500 million. We appropriated $750 mil-
lion in this year’s budget and in the 
previous year’s budget. Yet the Presi-
dent is cutting that figure by one-
third. The President’s budget provides 
no funding for the SAFER Act, which 
this Congress passed last fall, and 
which provides State, local, and re-
gional agencies with funds to hire fire-
fighters, paramedics, emergency med-
ical technicians, rescue workers, ambu-
lance personnel, and hazardous mate-
rial workers for local fire departments. 

These fire departments desperately 
need these funds. The question is then, 
as the Senator pointed out, how will 
they be paid for? Well, the tax cuts 
that have been received by the top 1 
percent are $45 billion annually. A 
small percentage of that in the single 
numbers shifted from that purpose to 
this purpose would enable us to fund 
these firefighter programs at the fully 
authorized level.

These are questions of choice, and 
the choice very directly put by this 
amendment is whether a portion of 
these outsized tax reductions for the 
top 1 percent of the population ought 
not to be shifted to enable our first re-
sponders to get the equipment and 
staffing, and get the training which 
they need in order to handle the situa-
tions that face them. It is not a suffi-
cient tribute to firefighters, in my 
judgment, to show them on TV ads car-
rying out their heroic responsibilities 
and then to fail to provide them with 
the resources they so clearly need in 
order to be able to do the job. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, how 

much time remains on the amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-

main 9 minutes on the majority side 
and 4 minutes 18 seconds on the minor-
ity side. 

Mr. COCHRAN. One other point I 
should have made when I was respond-
ing to the remarks of my good friend 
from Maryland was he suggested the 
administration has somehow failed to 

fund the so-called SAFER Act. This is 
legislation that was adopted and signed 
into law last year, at the end of the 
year, almost, November 25, 2003, by the 
President. The budget process for fiscal 
year 2005 had already begun. The budg-
et submissions were on their way, in 
fact, through the pipeline. Given there 
will be an opportunity to review the 
new authorization that was contained 
in the SAFER Act, which was actually 
a part of the Defense authorization 
bill, it will be reviewed as we go 
through the next budget cycle and it 
may be reflected as a specific request 
for funding next year. I don’t want to 
make the presumption as to what the 
administration’s decision will be re-
garding specific amounts for this pur-
pose. It was simply premature, I think, 
to suggest the administration has 
failed to fund the SAFER Act. That is 
the point. 

I mentioned all the other authoriza-
tions the Congress has approved and 
the requests for funding the adminis-
tration has made for additional pro-
grams. I don’t think anyone who has 
been reading the papers or following 
the progress of the financial commit-
ments that have been made by the Fed-
eral Government to State and local 
communities for first responders can 
ignore the fact that there has been a 
gigantic infusion of funding for these 
purposes. Local volunteer fire depart-
ments, communities that have training 
facilities and those who do not, have 
been able to get money to send people 
for specialized training. Some commu-
nities have been able to obtain equip-
ment they had never had an oppor-
tunity to purchase, and wouldn’t, 
under the tax structures of these towns 
and cities, have a chance to obtain. 
The response has been enormous. 

You can say: Well, more needs to be 
done. 

My answer is: More will be done. We 
are continuing to look for ways to sup-
port the activities that are important 
at the local level to equip our first re-
sponders. Firefighters are certainly in-
cluded. I am proud of the aggressive 
way the administration has moved to 
respond and to act in a generous way, 
and to provide the requests and the 
support for these training and equip-
ment activities. We have special funds 
allocated to high-threat urban areas. I 
mentioned that over $1.4 billion that 
has been appropriated to that grant 
program since fiscal year 2003. 

I am hopeful we can continue to see 
the Government respond in a thought-
ful way to make sure we continue to 
set the priorities that need to be set 
and support those who are responding 
to save lives and protect the citizens of 
this country. I am proud of the work 
we are doing, too, here in the Congress 
to support these efforts. There is not 
enough money to satisfy some people, 
and there never will be. But working 
together with local communities and 
State governments to identify the 
highest priorities, to make sure we al-
locate the funds in a fair and reason-

able way is our obligation. I think the 
Budget Committee has done a good job 
sorting through all the requests and 
the suggestions that have been made 
by the Senate for this resolution. I 
think we should applaud them. 

I support the committee and hope the 
Senate will reject this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
again underscore the tremendous need 
for these resources in order for our fire-
fighters to be able to carry out their 
responsibilities. In June of last year, 
not even a year ago, the Rudman Com-
mission, headed by our former col-
league Warren Rudman, issued a report 
entitled ‘‘Emergency Responders Dras-
tically Underfunded, Dangerously Un-
prepared,’’ that found budget shortfalls 
in the tens of billions of dollars. We 
need to address this issue.

The history of the administration on 
this matter is regrettably a sorry tale. 
When we created the Fire Grant Pro-
gram in 2000, the Bush Administration, 
when it came in, moved to eliminate 
the program in its preliminary budg-
etary vision for fiscal 2002. We had to 
fight the administration to put the 
program back in its budget request for 
that year. In the end, it proposed flat 
funding the program. 

After the attacks of 9/11—and as I 
noted earlier, we are now seeing tele-
vision spots showing our firefighters 
carrying out their heroic responsibil-
ities—Congress appropriated an addi-
tional $210 million in emergency spend-
ing for the program, recognizing its 
significance. The administration re-
fused to spend the money initially, and 
eventually and reluctantly did so after 
an outcry from the Congress. 

In the fiscal year 2003 budget they 
proposed rolling this Fire Grant Pro-
gram into the general first responder 
account. There was great concern in 
the Congress about dismantling the 
specific program. We appropriated al-
most $750 million to the program in its 
own account. 

Last year the President sought to cut 
it by a third. Last year the Congress—
and I give credit to my colleagues for 
this—restored the funding to close to 
$750 million. 

This year the budget submitted to us 
again cuts it to $500 million and there 
is no money for the SAFER Program, 
even though it had been authorized 
back in November. 

We need these resources. The Rud-
man Commission has told us in their 
report, emergency responders are dras-
tically underfunded and dangerously 
unprepared. We need to change that 
equation and we can begin the process 
of doing so by providing the resources 
to fund these two programs at their au-
thorized level, paying the firefighters 
the tribute they deserve by giving 
them the protective tools and the staff-
ing with which to do their job. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Okla-
homa. 
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Mr. NICKLES. How much time re-

mains on the amendment? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-

main 4 minutes 20 seconds for the ma-
jority, 34 seconds for the minority. 

Mr. NICKLES. Does the Senator from 
Mississippi mind if I make a couple of 
additional comments and I will be 
happy to yield him additional time if 
he wishes. 

I know some people think we never 
do enough anywhere. Basically they 
will want to increase spending every-
where. In this particular area we are 
increasing spending a lot.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has a 15-percent increase, accord-
ing to the Congressional Budget Office. 
That is counting bioshield. That is 
kind of hard to compute. Take bio-
shield out. It is a 10-percent increase—
a 10-percent increase. Secretary Ridge 
wants to reallocate some of it into 
higher threat areas. I know some peo-
ple want to use homeland security as 
basically revenue sharing and give 
more money to every city in the area, 
or every county in the area, maybe 
every police department or fire depart-
ment and say this is for homeland se-
curity. Secretary Ridge said we should 
reallocate some of these moneys. It is 
still a big increase. Actually, it is the 
largest percentage increase of any of 
our major departments, and we should 
direct this toward the high critical 
threat area. I compliment him for that. 

I also say this is money wasted. A lot 
of money is being wasted. Maybe a lit-
tle tightening might be in order. 

The District of Columbia used this to 
outfit leather jackets on the police 
side; in Maryland, money is used to 
buy the Prince George’s County pros-
ecutor’s office a security system. 

This is homeland security, but this is 
all in one pot. We can try to pretend 
this is going to this or that, but, frank-
ly, we are giving so much money to the 
appropriators. But we are expecting at 
least a 10-percent increase going to 
homeland security. 

In Virginia, a small volunteer fire de-
partment spent $350,000 on a custom-
made fire boat. The Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments 
used some of the money for janitorial 
services. The District of Columbia Hos-
pital Association shows a formula that 
guaranteed every city hospital a share 
of an $8 million grant. Prince George’s 
homeland security funds, instead of 
buying protective gear for police offi-
cers, they chose to purchase a half-mil-
lion-dollar digital camera system used 
for mug shots. The District of Colum-
bia, Leslie Hotaling, director of the 
District’s Department of Public Works 
said, ‘‘If we can tie it to 9/11 and build 
capacity into our core functioning, 
let’s do it.’’ Her agency spent more 
than $55,000 on basic training courses 
such as map reading and handling prob-
lem employees. 

My point is that Secertary Ridge re-
quested—and he has a very difficult 
and challenging job—10 percent more 
money for the Department of Home-

land Security, and we have provided it 
for them. He wants to reallocate some 
of it to higher priority areas. I think 
we are trying to give that to him to 
fulfill that function. Senator COCHRAN 
manages this appropriations bill, and 
he does it very well. 

I urge our colleagues to vote no on 
the Sarbanes amendment. 

Also, I failed to add this amendment 
raises taxes by $2.9 billion. It is an-
other big tax increase. 

The only taxes we are really assum-
ing in the next couple of years are fam-
ily-friendly tax cuts. Maybe that 
means the 20-percent tax credit won’t 
continue to be as broad as it is. Maybe 
it means the child credit won’t be ex-
tended. 

I urge our colleagues not to support 
this amendment.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President. I rise in 
support of this amendment to help the 
Nation’s firefighters safely do their 
jobs. 

Specifically, this amendment does 
three things. First, it restores funding 
to the Assistance to Firefighters Grant 
Program, which I authored in 2000 with 
Senators DEWINE, LEVIN, and WARNER. 
This law stands as the first federal 
grant program explicitly designed to 
help firefighters throughout America 
obtain better equipment, improved 
training, and needed personnel. 

Second, this amendment provides 
funding for the implementation of the 
SAFER Act. This law, which I authored 
with Senator WARNER and was enacted 
last November, authorizes a federal 
grant program to hire an expected 
75,000 new firefighters over the next 
seven years. 

Finally, this amendment allocates 
much-needed funding for deficit reduc-
tion. The Senate budget resolution, 
which largely reflects President Bush’s 
irresponsible fiscal policies, adds a 
staggering $2.86 trillion to the national 
debt over the next 5 years. 

Mr. President, $2.86 trillion dollars! 
These numbers are totally mind-bog-
gling. The Republicans have always 
claimed that they are the party of fis-
cal responsibility. Under their Senate 
Budget resolution, however, $612 billion 
will be added to the gross debt from 
2004 to 2005; the next year $569 billion 
will be added; the next year $553 bil-
lion; the next year $553 billion; the 
next year $563 billion; and the next 
year $564 billion will be added to the 
debt. Despite the claims of President 
Bush and the Budget Committee ma-
jority, I see no significant progress 
being made at reducing the increases 
to the debt. In fact, we’ve gone from 
record surpluses to record deficits in 
only 3 years! 

The offset we are proposing to pay 
for this amendment is a reduction in 
the tax cuts benefiting individuals with 
annual incomes over $1 million. Ac-
cording to the Center on Budget and 
Policy Priorities, the Senate budget 
resolution calls for tax cuts which are 
extremely beneficial to the wealthiest 
Americans such as accelerating the re-

peal of the estate tax by 1 year, and 
making permanent the capital gains 
and dividend tax cuts. With the deficit 
exploding, the country still vulnerable 
to terrorist attack, and our Nation’s 
firefighters in need of the resources 
necessary to respond to emergencies 
and to save lives, it is only right that 
the top one-tenth of one percent of the 
wealthiest Americans pay their fair 
share for homeland security. 

In fact, Mr. President, homeland se-
curity is exactly what this amendment 
is all about. The defenders on our home 
front are not dressed in combat fa-
tigues. They do not drive tanks on the 
streets of the Nation’s cities. They 
wear firefighter uniforms, and they 
drive fire engines. They risk their lives 
to keep us safe just like our troops 
overseas, and I for one appreciate their 
efforts greatly. 

I know that the fire service has men 
and women who are willing to do what-
ever it takes to get their jobs done. We 
have first-rate firefighters throughout 
the Nation, but they are underfunded, 
understaffed, undertrained, and 
underequiped to deal with many emer-
gencies that may arise. 

The responsibilities of America’s 
firefighters have changed. They have 
certainly come a long way from the 
‘‘bucket brigades’’ in colonial America, 
where two rows of people would stretch 
from the town well to the fire, passing 
buckets of water back and forth until 
the fire was extinguished. 

Today, firefighters must do more. 
They still have their traditional re-
sponsibilities of extinguishing fires, de-
livering emergency medical services, 
and ensuring that fire codes are in-
spected. Now the fire service has new 
homeland security responsibilities, 
such as responding to biological and ra-
diological agents. 

The reality, however, is that cash-
strapped States and cities simply do 
not have the resources—financial as 
well as personnel—needed to single-
handedly safeguard their populations. 
Nor do they have the fiscal reserves 
necessary to deal with heightened 
warning levels for any extended period 
of time. 

According to a national Needs As-
sessment study of the U.S. Fire Service 
published in December 2002, most fire 
departments lack the necessary re-
sources and training to properly handle 
terrorist attacks and large-scale emer-
gencies. The study found that: 

Using local personnel, only 11 percent 
of fire departments can handle a rescue 
with emergency medical services at a 
structural collapse of a building with 
50 occupants. Nearly half of all fire de-
partments consider such an incident 
beyond their scope. 

Using local personnel, only 13 percent 
of fire departments can handle a haz-
ardous material incident involving 
chemical and/or biological agents with 
10 injuries. Only 21 percent have a writ-
ten agreement to direct the use of non-
local resources to handle the situation. 
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An estimated 40 percent of fire de-

partment personnel involved in haz-
ardous material response lack formal 
training in those duties, most of them 
serving smaller communities. 

Finally, an estimated 60 to 75 percent 
of fire departments do not have enough 
fire stations to achieve widely used re-
sponse time guidelines. Many fire de-
partments often fail to respond to fires 
with sufficient personnel to safely ini-
tiate an interior attack on a structural 
fire. 

These statistics are startling. The 
risks that firefighters are expected to 
respond to have far outgrown the abil-
ity of city governments to equip fire-
fighters to do what we are asking them 
to do. This situation demands imme-
diate action by the Senate to address 
these concerns. 

Unfortunately, the Bush administra-
tion is talking out of both sides of its 
mouth when it comes to helping fire-
fighters. Secretary Ridge of the De-
partment of Homeland Security talks 
about training and equipping first re-
sponders yet the President’s Budget 
and the Senate budget resolution cuts 
the FIRE Act grant program by $250 
million. This amendment will restore 
these funds to their authorized level of 
$900 million for fiscal year 2005. 

Mr. President, the FIRE Act grant 
program has been one of the most suc-
cessful initiatives in recent years. I am 
currently working closely with Senator 
DEWINE to reauthorize this program 
for the future. The need is certainly 
out there in all regions of the country 
urban and rural, large cities and small 
communities, North and South, East 
and West—for these competitive, 
merit-based grants that assist fire de-
partments with their heaviest burdens. 
For Fiscal Year 2003, the program re-
ceived approximately 19,950 applica-
tions from fire departments across the 
nation, totaling $2.5 billion in grant re-
quests, while only $750 million in fed-
eral funding was available for such 
grants. 

A January 31, 2003 report by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture found that 
99 percent of program participants 
were satisfied with the program’s abil-
ity to meet the needs of their depart-
ment. In addition, 97 percent of the 
participants reported that the program 
had ‘‘a positive impact on their ability 
to handle fire and fire-related inci-
dents.’’ The report concluded that 
‘‘overall, the results of our survey and 
our analysis reflect that the Assistance 
to Firefighters Grant program was 
highly effective in improving the readi-
ness and capabilities of firefighters 
across the nation.’’ The FIRE Act 
grant program is truly a success story, 
and it deserves the Senate’s full sup-
port. 

It is surprising to me then that 
President Bush and the Senate budget 
resolution would slash $250 million 
from this very successful program. It is 
also surprising to me that President 
Bush would show images of firefighters 
in a campaign advertisement when his 

budget, as well as the Senate budget 
resolution, provides not one cent for 
the SAFER Act, which would fund 
75,000 new firefighters over the next 
seven years. It makes no sense. 

The need for additional firefighters 
on our Nation’s streets is great. Ac-
cording to National Fire Protection 
Association standards, a minimum of 
four firefighters is required to initiate 
an interior attack on a house fire. And 
73 percent of departments serving pop-
ulations between 10,000 and 25,000 lack 
such personnel. 

For fire departments serving popu-
lations between 25,000 and 50,000, the 
number climbs to 82 percent. 

For fire departments serving popu-
lations between 50,000 and 100,000, 76 
percent lack the minimum of four fire-
fighters. 

And 56 percent of fire departments 
protecting 100,000 and 250,000 people 
also do not have the necessary four 
firefighters. 

Then it is 41 percent for departments 
serving 250,000 and 500,000 people, 40 
percent for departments protecting 
populations between 500,000 and one 
million people, and 0 percent for de-
partments protecting at least one mil-
lion people. 

Just as the FIRE Act provides the 
equipment and training resources for 
firefighters to do their job, the SAFER 
Act complements it by also providing 
the human resources to meet the chal-
lenge of an extended war against ter-
rorism. Since 1970, the number of fire-
fighters as a percentage of the nation’s 
workforce has steadily declined. Today 
in the United States there is one fire-
fighter for every 280 citizens. We have 
fewer firefighters per capita than 
nurses and police officers. 

We need to turn the trend around 
now more than ever. Understaffing is 
dangerous for the public and for fire-
fighters. Chronic understaffing means 
that many firefighters do not have the 
backup and on-the-ground support they 
need to do their jobs safely. The sad 
consequence is that about every three 
days we lose a firefighter in the line of 
duty. On some days, the losses are un-
imaginably high. Firefighters need re-
inforcements, and the Congress should 
be prepared to give them all the help 
they need. This amendment therefore 
provides funding for the SAFER Act at 
its FY2005 authorized level of $1.03 bil-
lion. 

In closing, it is important to recall 
the important role that firefighters 
have played in American history since 
its earliest days. In fact, firefighting 
can be linked to some of our Nation’s 
most illustrious personages. Benjamin 
Franklin established the first volun-
teer fire department in Philadelphia in 
1735. George Washington himself was a 
volunteer firefighter across the Poto-
mac River in Alexandria, Virginia, and 
he imported the first fire engine from 
England in 1765. 

Of course, on September 11, 2001, 343 
members of the New York Fire Depart-
ment made the ultimate sacrifice in 

their efforts to save thousands of lives 
trapped in the World Trade Center. The 
role played by those firefighters who 
lived and died in the line of duty on 
that tragic day made the Nation proud. 

On that day and on every other day, 
they are the first ones in and the last 
ones out. They risk their own lives to 
save the lives of others. They stare 
danger in the face because they know 
that they have a duty to fulfill. 

The Congress has a duty to the fire 
service as well. We must ensure that 
there is full funding for the FIRE Act 
and the SAFER Act, so I urge my col-
leagues to support this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
want to point out that the examples 
the chairman of the committee used 
for the supposed waste of money, other 
than one, did not involve firefighters. 
You can drag all these cats and dogs in 
from anywhere you want. The only 
firefighter example that was used was a 
purchase of a firefighting boat. On the 
face of it, that may well have been a 
good expenditure. 

In any event, these are competitive 
grants and the judgment on who gets 
the grants and for what purpose is 
made by the administration. To the ex-
tent you can site something, the ulti-
mate responsibility for it comes back 
on the administration. 

Furthermore—will the Senator give 
me 2 minutes? 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Maryland off the res-
olution. 

Mr. SARBANES. Furthermore, the 
Senator says if we are going to get this 
money, $2.8 billion, you would have 
to—then he mentions all kinds of possi-
bilities on the tax side. Obviously, we 
can’t direct specific instructions to the 
tax committee, but we can point out 
what the opportunities are. The top 1 
percent is getting that billion-dollar 
tax credit. The cost of the Bush tax cut 
for those making over $337,000 in 2005—
the top 1 percent, over a $337,000 in-
come—$45 billion. 

We are suggesting very simply that a 
small portion of that be shifted in 
order to help address the challenges 
that confront our firefighters. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will 
speak on time off the resolution. 

My colleague keeps coming back say-
ing we want to sock it to the wealthy. 
You don’t do that in a budget resolu-
tion. You tell the committee to raise 
more taxes. I will tell you that all we 
are assuming the committee is going to 
do is extend present law. This would 
make it so you can’t do that. That 
means low-income people are going to 
see a tax increase, if we don’t extend 
present law. That is what we are as-
suming we are going to do. 

I know my colleagues would like to 
raise the 35-percent rate. That is what 
corporations pay. A lot of us really do 
not think individuals will pay more 
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than Exxon. How about a little fair-
ness? 

I tell my colleagues that this idea of 
tax and spend, we are always going to 
tax that person behind the tree, it is 
going to be that multimillionaire, that 
is not the way the Budget Committee 
works and that is not the way the Fi-
nance Committee works. 

We have defeated these amendments. 
I hope we will continue to defeat the 
amendments that sock it to them by 
raising taxes and increasing spending. 

I hope our colleagues will realize it is 
not going anywhere, and then maybe 
we can eliminate a lot of these amend-
ments so we can get some business 
done. 

I am trying to cooperate with my 
colleague from North Dakota. But we 
are making very little progress. I know 
there are a lot of amendments. I am 
trying to be fair to all colleagues if 
they wish to debate their amendments. 
But this idea of spending 3 hours on 2 
amendments is not very productive. I 
hope we will be more successful in 
moving a little more quickly through 
amendments, especially ones that are 
so close to being repetitive. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

myself such time as I might use off the 
resolution. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment of the Senator from Mary-
land. The amendment of the Senator 
from Maryland does two things: It re-
stores the cuts to firefighters that have 
been made in this budget, and it re-
duces the deficit. It reduces the deficit. 
We have record deficits. The amend-
ment of the Senator from Maryland is 
a twofer. He restores the cuts to fire-
fighters, the first responders. We know 
from the disaster of September 11 that 
one of the biggest failings was our first 
responders, including our firefighters, 
who could not communicate with each 
other. They had units from different 
jurisdictions and they couldn’t commu-
nicate. That has to be fixed. That costs 
money. 

The Senator from Maryland has of-
fered an amendment to restore the cuts 
to firefighters. That makes sense. 

Second, he reduces the deficit. To 
pay for it, he takes a tiny fraction of 
the tax cut going to the wealthiest 1 
percent in this country, those earning 
over $337,000 a year. The total cost of 
the tax cuts for that group in 2005 is $45 
billion. The Senator from Maryland re-
duces the deficit and restores the cuts 
to firefighters by using 1.6 percent of 
that money over four years. 

This amendment is a serious amend-
ment and it deserves support. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized 
to offer an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2793 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr.President, I send 

an amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. DOR-
GAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2793.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase funding for COPS, 

Byrne grants, and Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grants, and reduce the debt by re-
ducing the President’s tax breaks for tax-
payers with incomes in excess of $1 million 
a year) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$344,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$632,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$510,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$610,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$104,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$344,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$632,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$510,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$610,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$104,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$344,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$632,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$510,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$610,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$104,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$344,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$976,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$1,486,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$2,096,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$344,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$976,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$1,486,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$2,096,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$2,200,000,000. 
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR COPS AND OTHER 

LAW ENFORCEMENT GRANT PRO-
GRAMS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $1,100,000,000 in budget authority for 
fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of out-
lays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years, for a bill, amendment, motion, 
or conference report that provides additional 
fiscal year 2005 discretionary appropriations, 
in excess of the levels provided in this reso-
lution for the Community Oriented Policing 
Services (COPS) program, the Edward Byrne 
formula grant program, and the Local Law 
Enforcement Block Grant program at the 
Department of Justice.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
agreed to a rather short time limit for 
a debate on my amendment. I know we 
are facing a lot of votes in the later 
hours of today and perhaps even tomor-
row. So I have agreed to 10 minutes on 
each side. 

This budget that is brought to the 
Senate deals with choices. We make 
choices. I have great respect for people 
who have a differing view than mine on 
the choices of where to spend money 
and where to save money. They have 
every right to share views. I respect 
their views. There are times with re-
spect to this budget document where 
we disagree. This is one of them. 

My amendment deals with law en-
forcement. The budget that is before 
the Senate, consistent with the Admin-
istration’s wishes, proposes to cut $1.6 
billion of proven, critically important 
domestic law enforcement programs; 
then it would restore about $500 mil-
lion in funding, leaving the budget $1.1 
billion short for law enforcement pro-
grams. This includes the COPS Pro-
gram. We know that works, but it 
would be eviscerated by this budget. 
The Byrne grant program, that is the 
most important program to help local 
law enforcement agencies around this 
country, would be eliminated. The 
local law enforcement block grant pro-
gram would be eliminated. We will be 
$1.1 billion short for these critical law 
enforcement needs. 

My amendment restores that money, 
and, in addition, reduces the Federal 
budget deficit by $1 billion. We simply 
restrict, just restrict, a very small 
amount of the tax cut that goes to the 
folks in this country earning more 
than $1 million a year. 

This is just a choice that we have to 
make, one that says a lot about our 
priorities. 

Last month I held a meeting in North 
Dakota, as I have on previous occa-
sions. I had county sheriffs, the high-
way patrol, local police officers there. 
We were talking about the scourge of 
methamphetamine. What a devastating 
scourge to this country. Methamphet-
amine is destroying lives. Anyone can 
buy the ingredients for methamphet-
amine at the local stores. Then you can 
cook it up in a trunk or abandoned 
farmhouse. It is literally like a prairie 
fire out in rural America. It is an enor-
mous challenge to local law enforce-
ment officers. The equipment, the com-
munications opportunities, the man-
power, needed to fight this new meth 
scourge is very substantial. This is the 
wrong time to be cutting the law en-
forcement assistance to the states that 
we have given previously. So I suggest 
we restore this money and provide the 
funding from the tax cut that has been 
given to those earning over $1 million a 
year. 

This choice that we have to make is 
also about terrorism. We talk a lot 
about the terrorist threat in this coun-
try. The first responders to the next 
terrorist attack will not come out of 
the Centers for Disease Control or the 
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FBI or the Secret Service. The first re-
sponders are going to be the local po-
lice officers on the scene, the fire-
fighters on the scene. The question is, 
Do they have the training? Do they 
have the equipment? Do they have the 
capability, the manpower to deal with 
these issues? The Edward Byrne grants 
and the COPS Programs and the Local 
Law Enforcement Block Grants go a 
long way in making sure that our first 
responders are ready. 

Now we discover the priority of the 
majority and also the administration is 
to cut that funding. That is, in my 
judgment, a very significant mistake. 

You know, I was here months ago 
leading the fight to try to stop sending 
$20 billion of the taxpayers’ money to 
reconstruct Iraq. Why did I feel that 
way? Because Iraq has the money to re-
construct itself. The Iraqi people can 
pump Iraqi oil and reconstruct Iraq. 
The American taxpayer does not need 
to spend $20 billion for that. 

I lost that vote. This money is on its 
way to Iraq. And we have all these law 
enforcement programs now in Iraq. So 
the American taxpayer is going to pay 
for law enforcement programs for Iraq, 
which Iraqis could pay for themselves, 
and we will cut law enforcement pro-
grams in this country. What kind of 
priority is that? 

There are some who take a look at 
those in politics and say: America first; 
that is pretty selfish. 

It is not selfish, in my judgment, to 
ensure that we protect the American 
public, that we head off future terrorist 
threats, that we support local law en-
forcement and respond to the scourge 
of methamphetamine and other issues. 
If we do not have the funds for that but 
we have the funds to invest in local law 
enforcement in Iraq, which the Iraqis 
could have paid for themselves, there is 
something wrong with our priorities. 
Our priorities need to be changed. 

I have talked about the three pro-
grams that the budget would cut. The 
proposal is to cut a substantial amount 
of money from the COPS Program, $698 
million, $696 million from the Edward 
Byrne grant program, and $224 million 
from the local law enforcement block 
grant. After cutting $1.6 billion, they 
create a new program of $500 million, 
roughly, so you are about $1.1 billion 
short. 

Maybe those who say, let’s do this, 
maybe they really think that tax cuts 
for people who make over $1 million 
are more important than the Byrne 
grant. But if you just held meetings 
with law enforcement officials in your 
State and understand what they face, 
the challenge they face every single 
day, you understand that is a bad 
choice to be cutting these programs. 

I recall that days after the dev-
astating attack on September 11, I 
went to Ground Zero with my col-
leagues. I recall looking into the eyes 
of the law enforcement officers and the 
firefighters who lost brothers and sis-
ters, who were moving up those build-
ings as the buildings were coming 

down. They were not punching a time-
card. They were not asking whether 
they were being paid overtime. They 
were not talking about anything other 
than their job. They ran right into the 
face of danger. Many of them lost their 
lives trying to save people. That is 
what law enforcement does in this 
country. This country takes them for 
granted every day and every night. We 
go to bed at night feeling safe because 
law enforcement is on our streets. This 
country takes it for granted. We ought 
to say thank-you to the men and 
women who wear the badge and keep 
the peace and keep our streets safe. 

It is the wrong way to cut the Byrne 
grant program, the COPS Program, and 
the things that are essential and are 
needed by local law enforcement, and 
to do that in order to preserve a tax 
cut for those who make over $1 million 
a year. It is a bad choice for the coun-
try. And, in my judgment, it is a bad 
political choice for those who have 
done it, as well. 

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will 

make a couple of comments and maybe 
Senator GREGG may want to speak. He 
is more knowledgeable about this pro-
gram than I am. 

What is very clear to me to see is 
that this amendment is another one of 
these amendments on which we had the 
pleasure of voting. This will increase 
spending, yes, and it will also increase 
taxes. We have had that debate several 
times. I guess we will have it several 
more times. I am happy to debate it. 

Some think individuals should pay 
more than corporations. I don’t. I 
think that is bad tax policy. I think 
the power to tax is the power to de-
stroy. If you have to work more than 
half the time for the Government, then 
you lose your personal freedom. 

Looking at the COPS Program, I re-
member the objective of the COPS Pro-
gram was to have 100,000 new cops on 
the street. According to the figures I 
was just handed, we have 118,000 as a 
result of the COPS Program, a program 
that started with an enormous Federal 
subsidy, I believe. I have to refresh my 
memory, but I believe the Federal Gov-
ernment pays 75 percent of the costs of 
the first year and then something like 
50 percent the next year and maybe 25 
percent the third year. Then it is on 
the community. 

In other words, local police are sup-
posed to be paid by local communities. 
But we said we would give them an ad-
ditional incentive to hire additional 
police officers basically by a big sub-
sidy, but that subsidy would curtail 
and it would be the responsibility of 
the community, certainly entirely by 
the fourth year. 

Some want to keep it forever. As Will 
Rogers once said: All Federal programs 
have something in common: a begin-
ning, a middle, and no ending.

We accomplished the objective, I 
guess, but yet some people want to 

continue it. I have no doubt there are 
lots of cities that would say, Hey, we 
would love for you to pay three-fourths 
of the cost of a new police officer, be-
cause they have people retiring, they 
have people leaving, and so on. So, yes, 
we would love to have the Federal Gov-
ernment come in and pay three-fourths 
of it. 

I question, How long are we supposed 
to do that? I do not think that is really 
the Federal Government’s responsi-
bility. Maybe it was a little easier to 
do when we had enormous surpluses. 
We do not have those surpluses today. 
And this really is not the Federal Gov-
ernment’s responsibility to be putting 
police officers in every city. 

I know we had a city in Oklahoma—
I am trying to remember the name of 
the city—that had no police officers. 
Yet when the COPS Program came in, 
they thought: We need to have a police 
officer. We are going to have the Fed-
eral Government pay three-fourths of 
the cost of our police officer for the 
first year. Oh, we have to get him a 
car—and on and on. It was almost com-
ical because they never had a police of-
ficer in this town. It probably had a 
population of 65 or something. 

But my point is, we have significant 
increases for the Department of Jus-
tice. We have significant increases to 
help the FBI, to help law enforcement. 
I do not think this is that high of a pri-
ority for us to try to be subsidizing po-
lice departments all across the coun-
try. Nor do I think it is good economics 
to say, oh, well, we are going to have 
the upper whatever percent. Everybody 
knows. I guess I will repeat this every 
time. All this amendment does is raise 
taxes. And all we have on the assump-
tion in the budget resolution is that 
middle-income taxpayers are going to 
get to keep present law. Now, if that 
goes away because of a tax increase, 
the middle-income taxpayers better 
look out because their taxes are going 
up by this multitude of amendments. 

Incidentally, if it makes any dif-
ference, we are counting how many 
tax-and-spend amendments are being 
offered. And we assume it is going to be 
the millionaires. That is not the way it 
works. You tell the Finance Com-
mittee: raise more money, and the Fi-
nance Committee is going to raise 
taxes. And you know with this Presi-
dent we are not going to be raising 
marginal rates. The marginal top rate 
is 35 percent. When Bill Clinton was 
elected, it was 31 percent. He took it up 
to 39.6 percent. It took us this long to 
get it at 35 percent. 

Who benefits from that? Entre-
preneurs, people who are growing, 
building, and expanding their busi-
nesses. When they expand, they create 
jobs. Let’s not stifle economic growth 
by some of these ridiculous expansions 
to try to grow Government. 

I think these amendments are get-
ting a little redundant, maybe a little 
bit repetitive. If our colleagues want to 
finish, I do not know why we have to 
have so many of them. 
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But I urge our colleagues to vote no 

on the amendment.
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 

myself time off the resolution. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I heard 

my colleague, the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, say that this would 
increase taxes on those who earn over 
$1 million a year. The cost of the tax 
cuts, in 2005, to those earning over $1 
million a year, is $27 billion. 

I point out to my colleague that 
when it is a question of job creation, it 
is an interesting fact. It is true that 
during the Clinton administration the 
top marginal rate was increased from 
31 percent to 39.6 percent. And guess 
what happened to economic activity 
and job creation. We had 22 million 
jobs created in this country with the 
39.6-percent rate. Now we are down to 
35 percent, and under this President 3 
million jobs have been lost. 

If we go back to the Clinton years, 
the fact is, he put increased revenue 
into place, cut spending; and we went 
from 22.6 percent of GDP down to 19 
percent of GDP on spending, and raised 
revenue, because President Clinton in-
herited from the previous President 
Bush the same mess this President 
Bush is creating: record budget defi-
cits. The previous record, before this 
President, was in his father’s adminis-
tration. 

When President Clinton came in, he 
faced a $290 billion budget deficit. He 
put in place a 5-year plan that cut 
spending, raised revenue, balanced the 
budget, stopped the raid on Social Se-
curity. And guess what. We had 22 mil-
lion jobs created, with the longest eco-
nomic expansion in the Nation’s his-
tory, the lowest unemployment in 30 
years, and the lowest inflation in 30 
years. 

Now we have this alternative plan, 
which is to run the biggest deficits in 
history, run up the debt, and lose 3 mil-
lion jobs. I would take the Clinton eco-
nomic years over the economic years of 
this administration. 

I want to say, my office was visited 
this week by State and local officials 
from back home. They told us the pro-
posed levels in the Republican budget 
resolution for law enforcement and for 
the COPS Program is going to do seri-
ous damage to law enforcement in our 
State. That was the message they de-
livered. 

The President’s budget cuts the 
COPS Program 94 percent. It is the 
COPS Program that has put 100,000 po-
lice officers on the streets of America, 
including several hundred in my home 
State. Why we would cut the COPS 
Program when we face a terrorist 
threat eludes me. 

I think the amendment of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota deserves our 
support.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, last year 
right about this time I stood in the 
Senate chamber questioning why an 
administration that talks so much 

about the importance of homeland se-
curity and first responders would sub-
mit a budget that so drastically short-
changes their needs. I find myself 1 
year later still asking the same ques-
tions but hearing no good answers. 

Specifically as it pertains to commu-
nity policing and other law enforce-
ment programs, this budget short-
changes smaller communities and 
grossly under funds programs that 
have put more police officers on the 
street, reduced crime in rural areas, 
curbed drug abuse and put at-risk 
youth back on the right track. 

Instead of strengthening these pro-
grams—programs that we know work—
we are pulling the rug right out from 
under our communities’ feet. Under the 
budget proposal, the COPS program 
would see a reduction from $756 million 
to $44 million—a staggering 94 percent 
cut. 

Let me be clear: Taking away COPS 
funding will mean less police officers 
on our streets; it will mean less re-
source officers in our schools pre-
venting violence and drug abuse; It will 
also mean longer response times and 
higher crime rates. This is tradeoff we 
should never even consider, yet alone 
go through with. 

Since 1994, my State received $88.4 
million in COPS grants, which has 
funded 1,289 additional police officers 
and sheriff deputies, 112 school re-
source officers and more than $11 mil-
lion in crime-fighting technologies. Ar-
kansas is not alone; I ask if there is a 
Senator among us that would contest 
that their State has benefited from the 
COPS program. 

We can’t be serious about law en-
forcement by paring this successful 
program to $44 million. Texas alone re-
ceived nearly $30 million from the 
COPS program last year. How are we 
going to fund the entire country’s 
COPS needs using the budget of what 
just one State received last year? 

When I was the Attorney General of 
my State, I worked closely with law 
enforcement to make Arkansas a safer 
place to live and raise a family. One 
thing I know for sure, these police offi-
cers operate under tight budgets with 
smaller staffs than most of their urban 
counterparts. Nevertheless, they put 
their lives on the line every day and we 
need to make sure they have adequate 
resources to do their jobs properly. 

I recently talked with several Arkan-
sas police chiefs about the proposed 
cuts to the COPS program. They told 
me how important this program was in 
their continuing battle to stop the pro-
duction of methamphetamine through-
out Arkansas. 

Chief James Allen of the Bentonville 
Police department said the COPS pro-
gram has been the biggest single factor 
in helping his region fight the environ-
mental and social problems created by 
methamphetamine use. 

Last year alone, Arkansas police 
shut down 1,208 meth labs, but more 
are popping up each day. 

Methamphetamine spreads so easily 
because it is cheap and easy to 

produce. It is also extremely addictive 
and it is tearing rural communities 
apart. Law enforcement officials have 
told me that if Congress reduces COPS 
funding by 94 percent, we would effec-
tively decimate their ability to battle 
this deadly drug. 

These law enforcement officers are 
making a huge difference in our com-
munities and on top of that, they play 
the integral part in our homeland de-
fense as first responders. 

COPS grants have played a critical 
role in providing additional manpower, 
technology and training—all of which 
are necessary to enhance community 
security and contribute to the overall 
goal of national domestic preparedness. 
The Chief of Police in Pine Bluff, AR 
Daniel Moses characterized his Home-
land Security Overtime grant as a god-
send. 

September 11 made us acutely aware 
of the need of genuine partnerships 
that involve all segments of our com-
munities and all levels of govern-
ment—we all have a role in keeping our 
community safe. 

Our local law enforcement must be 
able to respond to whatever may con-
front them in the future, but how can 
they properly respond, when they are 
given a budget that cuts deep into 
their existence? 

I would also like to note that in my 
State, a number of police officers on 
the front lines of crime prevention are 
also fighting on the front lines in Iraq 
and Afghanistan. They are pulling dou-
ble duty for our country in the Re-
serves and National Guard. But at the 
same time, their absence has spread 
our police forces even thinner. 

We need to build on what we know 
works. These law enforcement pro-
grams work. But don’t take my word 
for it. Take the word of Attorney Gen-
eral John Ashcroft who said not two 
years ago:

Since law enforcement agencies began 
partnering with citizens through community 
policing we’ve seen significant drops in 
crime rates.

Mr. President, our communities, the 
people we represent have truly bene-
fited from these programs and taking 
away its funding would be a major step 
backwards in our efforts to fight crime.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I forgot 
to mention at the start that Senator 
DASCHLE joins me as a cosponsor of 
this amendment. 

Mr. President, it has been suggested 
that my amendment amounts to a tax 
increase. That is just nonsense. The 
question before us is this: next year, 
shall we give a $26 billion tax cut to 
those who receive $1 million or more in 
income and at the same time restore 
the funding for law enforcement offi-
cials around the country—funding we 
know works to fight crime? Or shall we 
instead cut funding for law enforce-
ment officials so we can give a $27 bil-
lion tax cut to those whose income is 
over $1 million a year? 
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This is not about tax increases. I am 

sorry. My friend from Oklahoma, I am 
sure, is familiar with Will Rogers, be-
cause Will Rogers is from Oklahoma. 
What a wonderful man. Will Rogers 
once said: When there’s no place left to 
spit, you either swallow your tobacco 
juice or you change with the times. 

Well, there is no place left to spit 
with respect to these choices. Do you 
want to cut local law enforcement 
funding, the Byrne Grant that helps 
those folks out there today who are 
keeping this country safe, who are 
chasing those people who are producing 
methamphetamine and addicting our 
children? Do you want to invest in law 
enforcement? Do you want to chase the 
criminals? Do you want to apprehend 
them and get them? Or do you want to 
decide we cannot afford to do that? 
Let’s cut back on law enforcement ef-
forts so those who make $1 million a 
year can get an extra $1 billion—from 
$26 billion to $27 billion—next year in 
tax cuts. 

One hundred years from now, we will 
all be dead—everybody in this Chamber 
is likely to be dead—and the only thing 
they will know about us is to look at 
this budget. And they will say: Here 
were their values. Here is what they 
held dear. Here is what they felt was 
important for this country. 

Someone once asked: If you didn’t 
know someone, never met someone, 
and had to write their obituary, and 
you only had their check register with 
which to write an obituary, what would 
you say about them? You would be able 
to tell something about their value 
system. The same is true with the Gov-
ernment. The same is true with choices 
made in this budget. What is our value 
system? What do we hold most dear? 
What do we think makes our country 
strong? 

The question for us is, Will this Con-
gress stand up for the men and women 
who wear the uniform on the street 
who keep this country safe? 

We talk a lot about national security 
and the threat of terrorism. Once 
again, let me say, the first responder, 
in the event of a terrorist attack, is 
going to be a man or woman out there 
in the local sheriff’s office, the local 
police force, the highway patrol. They 
benefit and their programs benefit 
from these grant programs that are 
being proposed to be cut now by $1 bil-
lion. I propose to restore it because I 
think it is the right choice for this 
country. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired.
Who seeks recognition? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, could 

the Chair update us in terms of the 
time status on the Dorgan amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
for Senator DORGAN has expired. Sen-
ator NICKLES has 5 minutes 9 seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. I don’t know if the 
chairman seeks to use time now on 
that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. I will be very brief. I 
was looking at some additional infor-
mation about the COPS Program. The 
grant programs administered through 
the COPS Program were 100 percent 
earmarked in 2004 appropriations bills. 
The administration feels the ear-
marking has gotten out of hand and 
seeks to eliminate funding in favor of a 
new grant program located in another 
account. This new account consolidates 
almost all State and local law enforce-
ment grant programs and activities. 
Rather than have the programs spread 
out over a half dozen accounts, it as-
sumes consolidation in one account 
called justice assistance. A lot of the 
old COPS Program is included in the 
new Justice Assistance Program. 
Maybe it won’t be quite so directed by 
Congress. Maybe it will be more appro-
priate. 

I don’t know if it is the Federal Gov-
ernment’s responsibility to hire hun-
dreds more police officers in North Da-
kota or Oklahoma. I happen to be one 
who says: We all have to do our fair 
share. I just don’t know that it is the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to 
be putting police officers in every little 
town in America. 

We have accomplished our objective 
in hiring and training 118,000 police of-
ficers. We should say a job well done 
and not continue this program forever. 

Mr. DORGAN. Might I ask for one 
minute off the resolution? 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield an additional 
minute off the resolution. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me say my col-
league from Oklahoma talked about 
the COPS Program—which, inciden-
tally, has been a remarkable program. 
It has worked very well to reduce 
crime. He did not mention, for exam-
ple, the Byrne grant program which 
today is aiding law enforcement in 
tracking drug dealers, dealing with 
this methamphetamine scourge. 

My colleague from Oklahoma de-
scribed a new grant program that the 
Administration is proposing, but this 
new grant program my colleague de-
scribed is going to cut funding for local 
law enforcement officials by $1.1 bil-
lion. That is why I felt constrained to 
come and offer the amendment. 

It is about choices. If one feels the 
assistance we have given local law en-
forcement through the Byrne grant 
program and other programs has not 
been effective, then one would want to 
oppose this amendment. But if you 
meet with our law enforcement officers 
at the state and local level, they will 
tell you to a person how incredibly ef-
fective these programs have been in 
bringing them up to speed with train-
ing and equipment and helping them 
pursue drug dealers and reduce crime 
on the streets. If one believes that is 
important, then one must vote for this 
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we have an agreement to next 
consider an amendment by our col-

league and friend from New Jersey, 
Senator LAUTENBERG. We are almost 
ready to enter into a time limitation, 
but I need to consult with the chair-
man of the committee, Senator INHOFE. 
At this point we will not, but I under-
stand there has been a general agree-
ment for 20 minutes equally divided or 
20 minutes a side. Is the Senator from 
New Jersey willing to have a time 
agreement? I cannot enter into it at 
this moment, but is he looking for 20 
minutes each or 20 minutes a side? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. We would like to 
have 20 minutes on each side. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I won’t 
make the request now. I am telling our 
colleagues, the Senator from North Da-
kota has about 5 hours, maybe a little 
less now. 

I ask the Chair, how many hours re-
main? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
hours remaining are 1 hour 50 minutes 
for the majority; 4 hours 46 minutes for 
the minority. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I am 
trying to be fair to everybody, but if 
colleagues keep coming down and tak-
ing 40 minutes or an hour on their 
amendments, that means a lot of peo-
ple are going to get zero debate on 
their amendments. I don’t want them 
to be mad at me, nor do I want them to 
be mad at my colleague from North Da-
kota. People will have to be restrained 
in their request or else people later in 
the queue will have very little debate 
time. I will leave it at that. I cannot 
enter into a time agreement. I will be 
happy to talk to Senator INHOFE. He 
may be more than happy to do that. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I think 
it is important to note at this time the 
situation we face. It is important for 
our colleagues to understand. Senator 
NICKLES could yield back all the rest of 
his time. I would then have 4 hours 46 
minutes left. But he would have a right 
to half of that time. So it is important 
for colleagues to understand, when we 
say there are 4 hours 46 minutes left on 
our side, no, there really are not in a 
functional way. The chairman would 
verify that. 

I understand he is unable to enter 
into a time agreement at this moment 
on this amendment because he has to 
communicate with the committee 
chairman, but I am saying to other col-
leagues who are listening, please un-
derstand, we are rapidly approaching 
the time when we have far more re-
quests for time than we have time. The 
dislocation that occurs here is people 
hear I have 4 hours 46 minutes left. All 
the chairman has to do is give back his 
remaining hour 50 minutes, and then 
he has rights to half of my time. So in-
stead of 4 hours 46 minutes, I would 
then have 2 hours 23 minutes. I now 
have pending requests for 4 hours of 
time. It doesn’t fit together. 

We have to ask restraint on the part 
of our colleagues. I understand we 
can’t enter into a time agreement on 
this amendment. Senator LAUTENBERG 
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has been very gracious in saying he 
will live with whatever time agreement 
we can produce. Perhaps the best we 
can do now is to have Senator LAUTEN-
BERG proceed and at the earliest pos-
sible convenience of the chairman, if 
we can enter into a time agreement on 
this one and subsequent amendments 
that are pending, I think we could 
make real progress. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I con-
cur with everything my colleague and 
friend Senator CONRAD said. I ask 
unanimous consent to lay aside the 
pending amendment and take up the 
Lautenberg amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Chair. 

I want to offer an amendment for 
myself, Senator BOXER, Senator JEF-
FORDS, and Senator CORZINE. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator with-
hold for one moment? I would ask the 
Senator not to send his amendment up. 
I want to make sure we don’t do that. 
I listened to what the chairman said. I 
will yield to the Senator time off the 
resolution. I yield the Senator 20 min-
utes off the resolution and ask he not 
send the amendment to the desk at 
this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for up to 20 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend from North Dakota 
for the generous offer he has made to 
let me have time to describe this very 
important amendment. 

As I said, I will offer this amendment 
for myself and Senators BOXER, JEF-
FORDS, and CORZINE. Other cosponsors 
include Senators LIEBERMAN, BIDEN, 
DURBIN, CLINTON, LEAHY, CANTWELL, 
FEINGOLD, and KENNEDY. 

My amendment would readjust the 
budget resolution so we can reauthor-
ize the Superfund corporate fee. There 
are many reasons why this is an urgent 
matter and the right thing to do. 

When Congress created Superfund, 
the operating principle was the pol-
luter should pay. 

I ask that the Chair remind me when 
10 minutes of my time have been used, 
please. 

The Superfund program was created 
because of a number of blighted toxic 
sites that were located in cities and 
towns across the country, places in 
Montana and Nebraska and Maine and 
New Jersey. New Jersey had over 100 
sites listed on the Superfund list. 
Today 900 sites have been cleaned up, 
turned over to practical use in these 
communities where often land is pre-
cious. To be able to get space that was 
occupied by nothing but toxic mate-
rials can create quite a difference in 
the health and the well-being of a com-
munity.

We started off by saying the people 
who polluted the area should pay for 
its cleanup. It was reviewed in the 
courts and it was challenged and de-
bated all over the place. The fact is, it 

worked. In 1980, Superfund was author-
ized. In 1986, we reauthorized the col-
lection of corporate fees paid by pol-
luters that would be placed in the 
Superfund trust fund to pay for the 
cleanup of these so-called orphan or 
abandoned sites. These are the sites for 
which an actual polluter can be found. 
That way, all the taxpayers would not 
be stuck with the bill for a mess caused 
by corporate polluters. 

Editorials and polls nationwide re-
peatedly showed that Americans want 
the polluting corporations, not the tax-
payers, to pay for the cleanup of prop-
erties contaminated with dangerous 
chemicals. In a March 9 editorial, this 
week, the Philadelphia Inquirer said:

The Senate should put the burden back 
where it belongs: on polluters.

Unfortunately, now the trust fund is 
flat broke and our citizens are feeling 
the impact. They are discouraged by 
the fact these toxic sites are going to 
continue to be in the middle of their 
communities and unusable for any pro-
ductive purpose. Some sites, which 
should be cleaned up in 3 or 4 years, are 
instead now taking 9 or 10 years be-
cause the funding isn’t there. That 
means youngsters living next to a toxic 
wastesite could be graduated from high 
school by the time the site is decon-
taminated. There are children and fam-
ilies in America living around the cor-
ner from toxic dump sites all over the 
place. It is inexcusable. 

As my colleagues know, such expo-
sure to toxic chemicals cannot be un-
done. EPA scientists report that small 
children are 10 times more likely than 
adults to develop cancer when exposed 
to chemicals. Our children are the 
most vulnerable among us. They are 
especially susceptible to dioxin, ar-
senic, DDT, and brain-damaging heavy 
metals such as lead and mercury, 
which are often found in the soil and 
ground water at these Superfund sites. 
Across the country, each site we clean 
up—and so far, we successfully cleaned 
up more than 900 sites—reduces the 
health risks to our children and fami-
lies. Parents don’t want to raise their 
kids under the shadow of a toxic waste 
site, only to worry about the high risk 
for cancer, birth defects, and other dis-
eases. 

The Superfund Program needs addi-
tional revenues now. Just as our 
mounting debt is slowing the economy, 
our failure to adequately fund Super-
fund is slowing toxic cleanups to a 
crawl. The administration claims that 
it supports the ‘‘polluter-pays’’ prin-
ciple and ‘‘aggressively’’ cleans up 
Superfund sites, but the facts speak 
otherwise. 

This year taxpayers will be asked to 
bear virtually the entire cost of clean-
ing up abandoned Superfund sites. In 
the President’s fiscal year 2005 budget, 
the Superfund trust fund column shows 
a zero—the tank is empty. As we look 
at the timeframe, we can see from 1996, 
when we had over $3 billion available in 
the Superfund treasury, almost $4 bil-
lion, now, because we have not replen-

ished it, we have used it, slowed the 
process of cleanups, finally in 2003 the 
fund is down to zero. 

If the people in the communities 
want those sites cleaned up, they are 
going to have to pay for it. All the tax-
payers will have to pay. Superfund is 
not even a fund anymore. There is 
nothing in it. 

It is shameful what the President and 
this Congress have done to the Super-
fund. They have emptied it and told 
polluters: Don’t worry, we will make 
everyone else pay for the mess our 
friendly contributors and political al-
lies created. In 1986, taxpayers paid 
only a small portion, 8 percent, of or-
phan site cleanups. In 1995, only 17 per-
cent of these costs came from general 
revenues. Today, the number is almost 
100 percent. All taxpayers have taken 
on the burden of paying for what pol-
luters should be paying. 

The GAO recently reported that 
funding for the Superfund Program has 
fallen by 35 percent in the last decade. 
It was underfunded by at least $175 mil-
lion in 2003. What does that say? It says 
that whatever work is not going on, be-
cause it is underfunded, the taxpayers 
are going to pay for it. 

It is outrageous to suggest that the 
taxpayers ought to pay for the mis-
deeds of the corporations that polluted 
the area. If they pollute it, they ought 
to clean it up and pay for it. What we 
are talking about is a fee that spreads 
across business lines, where chemicals 
are manufactured, and oil and gasoline 
products are handled. 

Yet one of four Americans, and 10 
million children, still live within 4 
miles of a Superfund site. That sta-
tistic does not include the 40,000 haz-
ardous waste sites which have not 
made it onto the Nation’s priority list. 
The National Priorities List has some-
thing like 1,300 listings. These are the 
especially toxic and dangerous sites—
large sites typically. 

Fewer sites are being listed, and 
many of those listed are not receiving 
sufficient funding. One Superfund man-
ager in my State of New Jersey said 
this: EPA is strangling the program. 

Here are the facts: The rate of site 
cleanup has fallen by 50 percent under 
this administration. In other words, 
they allowed, deliberately, these sites 
to rot where they are and that threat-
ens the people who live in the nearby 
vicinities. 

The listing of new sites on the Na-
tional Priorities List has fallen by 23 
percent. There is no action there. We 
cannot pay our bills. A lot of the peo-
ple who are with the EPA doing that 
kind of work have seen the end of their 
jobs in sight and they don’t want to 
stay there. They want to look to see 
what else is a prospect for them and 
their family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 10 minutes. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I thank the 
Chair. I say to my colleague, since I am 
on the floor, I will allot myself another 
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3 or 4 minutes before I turn the micro-
phone over to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Even when a site finally makes it 
onto the NPL, it will take 11 years, on 
average, to actually decontaminate 
this site. 

My State, unfortunately, has the sec-
ond highest number of Superfund sites, 
second only to California. We have 113 
Superfund sites, and more sites are 
waiting to be listed. My amendment 
would be the first step toward a solu-
tion. It would also reduce the budget 
deficit by $8.3 billion over 5 years. If 
you spread the cost around, it becomes 
infinitesimally small. It has been cal-
culated that two-tenths of a cent on a 
gallon of gas would be the cost to tax-
payers generally. It is a small, but ap-
propriate, step for us to take for fiscal 
sanity. Reinstating the polluter-pays 
principle is fair. It has a proven track 
record. 

I yield 5 minutes to my colleague 
from Vermont. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator for yielding to me. 

This is a very important amendment. 
Inscribed on a wall in a side room of 
the Capitol is a wonderful statement of 
Theodore Roosevelt reminding us that:

The Nation behaves well if it treats the 
natural resources as assets which it must 
turn over to the next generation increased 
and not impaired in value.

The Bush administration is ignoring 
this sage advice and is turning back on 
the Superfund Program. This program 
has successfully removed PCBs, ar-
senic, lead, and other toxic waste from 
almost 900 communities. Yet this ad-
ministration refuses to reauthorize the 
expired Superfund polluter-pays fees 
that were supported by President 
Reagan, the other President Bush, and 
President Clinton. 

As a result, the Superfund trust fund 
that once contained $3.6 billion is now 
essentially bankrupt. The taxpayers 
are forced to pay for the cleanup of 
abandoned toxic dumps, instead of the 
waste-generating chemical and petro-
leum industries. 

The impact of the resulting funding 
shortfall is illustrated by two sites in 
Vermont. The Elizabeth Mine site in 
Strafford has been denied funds for the 
second year in a row to clean up acid 
mine drainage that is leaching into the 
Connecticut River which flows down to 
several States. The delay has forced 
EPA to spend millions of dollars in 
emergency funds to stabilize this site, 
while still failing to pay for actual 
cleanup. 

Only a few miles away lies another 
abandoned Superfund site, the Ely 
Mine site. It was added to the National 
Priorities List in 2001, but the Bush ad-
ministration has yet to fund the inves-
tigation to discover the full extent of 
the contamination, let alone begin 
cleanup. 

These examples illustrate how the 
Bush administration’s refusal to sup-

port reauthorization of the polluter-
pays fees chokes off funds for sites at 
all stages in the cleanup process. 

Not surprisingly, the pace of clean-
ups completed annually during the 
Bush administration has plummeted by 
more than 50 percent. I, therefore, sup-
port the effort to reinstate the Super-
fund fees because every community de-
serves clean soil and water without 
delay. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Lautenberg amendment. I thank the 
Chair, and I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey has 5 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. How much time 
remains of the time that was given to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
minutes forty-five seconds remain. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
what we are looking at is a way to re-
lieve the taxpayers of having to come 
up with $8.3 billion, relieving pressure 
on the budget to the extent of the $8.3 
billion. 

We have so many sites in so many 
places, as I earlier discussed, in States 
such as Montana, Nebraska, and Maine. 
Some of these sites are huge. We see 
the same situation in Utah. I cannot 
believe that in this body at this time 
we would not say the communities 
across the country are being burdened 
by all kinds of discontinued programs, 
by all kinds of reductions in grants 
that went to the communities. A lot of 
the programs have been absorbed into 
grants, single grants, and let the com-
munities use whatever they can for 
whatever they choose to but always at 
a diminished rate. This is a chance to 
set the record straight and let the pub-
lic know this administration does not 
really care about what happens in 
these communities; that this adminis-
tration would rather say to their 
friends, the polluters, many of which 
are listed on the contributors list for 
the campaign: Listen, we excuse you 
big companies from the dirt and the 
mess you made in these communities; 
we forgive you, but we will not pay it 
any other way except through the tax-
payers’ pockets. 

This is a chance to set the record 
straight. I submit that every Senator 
who casts a vote against this amend-
ment is saying to the people in his or 
her State: It is too bad you have those 
polluted sites. So what. Our friends, 
the companies that created this pollu-
tion, are closer to us than you, the citi-
zens, the constituents in our States 
and in our country. 

It is time we face up to the reality. 
We had a program that was excellent. 
It began in 1980. I came to the Senate 
in 1982. I followed it very closely and 
worked very hard on its reauthoriza-
tion, which took place a couple of 
times. The program was going well. 
Cleanups were being done faster. Peo-
ple felt more secure about their jobs, 
those who worked to effect these clean-
ups, because they could see something 

ahead of them in terms of their own 
family security and their own needs. 

When these people leave, it will be 
very hard to find the skills and the spe-
cialities that are required to continue 
this work. They will go, and I do not 
blame them for going. I am sure if it 
came to my own family and I had to 
support them through my job in my 
profession, I would say that is my first 
obligation. It is not to take care of the 
cleanup of the polluted sites. The 
President does not care about it. Our 
friends on the other side of the aisle do 
not care about it. One wonders how 
cynical people have become about vot-
ing, about putting their trust in politi-
cians, their trust diminishes consider-
ably, except now when people are be-
ginning to feel the pressure of job scar-
city, of termination of health plans, 
and retirement plans at risk. It is a 
whole different world. 

I submit that when the vote finally 
comes on this amendment, the people 
who are going to vote against it have 
to examine their conscience very close-
ly to make sure they are doing the 
right thing for their communities and 
for their States. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, I 

rise today in strong support of Senator 
LAUTENBERG’s amendment to provide 
additional resources for the Superfund 
trust fund. I think my colleagues 
would all agree on the success of the 
Superfund Program. Since its inception 
in 1980, we have cleaned up 890 of the 
most hazardous toxic waste sites in 
communities around the country, in-
cluding 44 in my home State of Wash-
ington. The Environmental Protection 
Agency’s enforcement of the ‘‘polluter-
pays principle’’ has helped clean up 
these sites. 

Unfortunately, since the Superfund 
fees expired in 1995, American tax-
payers have picked up an increasingly 
large share of cleanup costs and today 
are bearing almost the entire burden of 
paying for sites abandoned by polluting 
corporations. That is why the amend-
ment before us is really about fair-
ness—it holds polluting industries ac-
countable and protects public health 
and safety. I believe a recent editorial 
in the Seattle Post-Intelligencer 
makes the point well:

Washington taxpayers paid only $7 million 
in 1995 for Superfund program costs. Next 
year, we will pay between $25 million and $30 
million. Americans are now paying for the 
worst toxic waste sites in the country with 
our health and our tax dollars.

This amendment will also help stem 
the ongoing erosion of funding for the 
Superfund Program. According to the 
U.S. General Accounting Office, the 
overall Superfund appropriations have 
dropped 35 percent in real terms since 
1993, even while highly contaminated 
hazardous waste sites continue to be 
added to the National Priorities List, 
the Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s list of the Nation’s most contami-
nated sites. In fact, at the end of fiscal 
year 2002, the National Priorities List 
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had 1,233 sites in various stages of 
cleanup. 

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy’s own Inspector General reported in 
January 2003 that the agency is facing 
Superfund shortfalls exceeding $174 
million. That means the Bunker Hill 
site on the border of Washington and 
Idaho is only receiving $15 million this 
year, even though the Environmental 
Protection Agency estimated a need 
for $37.8 million. To put that in per-
sonal terms, I quote directly from the 
Inspector General’s report:

The impact of reduced funds for the Bunk-
er Hill site is associated with risk to human 
health, particularly for young children and 
pregnant women, from lead contamination in 
a residential area.

I think this quote, directly from the 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
tells us all how critical it is we support 
this amendment. Reinstating the fees 
means that we can shift costs away 
from overburdened taxpayers, protect 
Americans from exposure to dangerous 
toxic chemicals, and revitalize prop-
erties that blight our nation and often 
inhibit urban redevelopment. 

Waste sites still threaten more than 
65 million Americans who live within 4 
miles of a Superfund toxic waste site. 
And there are 40,000 other sites of con-
cern that have not yet been listed on 
the National Priorities List. There was 
a very good reason for initiating a 
Superfund fee 23 years ago, and, until 
the remaining Superfund sites are 
cleaned up, we should reinstate and 
maintain this important environ-
mental fee. I urge my colleagues to 
support this critical amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORNYN). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, for a 
moment I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 
going to try to not let time be wasted 
in quorum calls because time is such a 
precious commodity at this point. I 
will take a moment to talk about the 
budget resolution before us and what I 
think are the deficiencies of that reso-
lution. 

Let me put up this first chart that 
shows the operating deficits under the 
budget resolution that is before us. The 
hard reality is, the budget resolution 
before us will add nearly $3 trillion to 
the debt in just the next 5 years. Al-
ready we have record budget deficits. 
This year the Congressional Budget Of-
fice is saying the deficit will be nearly 
$500 billion. But that does not tell the 
whole story.

Actually, on an operating basis the 
deficit is even larger because nearly 

$160 billion of Social Security money is 
being used for other purposes as well. 
So if one looked at an operating basis, 
the true deficit would be the $477 bil-
lion plus another $160 billion. That is 
approaching $650 billion on a $2.3 tril-
lion budget. That is a big budget deficit 
by any objective measure. 

Here it is, $638 billion. As we see it, 
under the resolution that is before us, 
this operating deficit never gets below 
$500 billion as far as the eye can see. 

Some are saying this budget resolu-
tion will cut the deficit in half in 3 
years. Well, that is a certain definition 
of deficit that does not reveal the full 
story. It does not talk about how much 
is actually being added to the debt. The 
reason for the difference is one in-
cludes Social Security trust funds and 
one does not. 

Right now the Social Security trust 
funds are running very large and grow-
ing surpluses. Under the budget resolu-
tion before us, all of that Social Secu-
rity money is being taken over the 
next 5 years to pay for other things. 

When the chairman of the committee 
talks about cutting the deficit in half 
in the next 3 years and cutting it in an 
even larger way by the fifth year, here 
is what his assumptions are: He says in 
the fifth year the deficit will be down 
to $202 billion. Here are the things he is 
leaving out: Under his resolution, he is 
also going to take $235 billion from So-
cial Security, every penny of which has 
to be paid back and there is no plan to 
do it. He is taking $22 billion out of the 
Medicare trust fund, every penny of 
which has to be paid back and he has 
no plan to do that. 

In addition, it would cost $55 billion 
to fix the alternative minimum tax in 
that year. The alternative minimum 
tax is the old millionaires’ tax that is 
rapidly becoming a middle-class tax 
trap. 

Why do I say that? Well, right now 
only 3 million people are affected by 
the alternative minimum tax. By the 
end of this 10-year budget period, there 
are going to be 40 million people. Those 
people who thought they were going to 
get a tax cut are in for a rude surprise. 

On top of that, he leaves out the re-
sidual war cost in that fifth year 
which, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, will be $30 billion. So in-
stead of adding to the debt by $202 bil-
lion, which one might conclude when 
he says he is going to run a deficit of 
that amount for that year, we see he is 
actually going to be adding to the debt 
by $545 billion. 

Still lots of things are left out. For 
example, on war costs, in the Presi-
dent’s budget he has no funding for the 
war in Iraq, no funding for the war in 
Afghanistan, no funding for the war on 
terror past September 30 of this year. 
To the chairman’s credit, he has put in 
$30 billion, although interestingly 
enough he does not add it to his deficit 
totals. So it is magic money. It is 
money that is on paper, says it is avail-
able, but he does not count it. 

Look at what the Congressional 
Budget Office tells us ought to be the 

money set aside for war costs. They 
say $280 billion is what it is going to 
cost over this next period of time. The 
chairman has $30 billion in his budget 
resolution, although he does not really 
provide the money, he does not count 
it in his deficit calculations. It is, as I 
say, magic money: Now you see it, now 
you don’t. The President has no money.

So I go back to this calculation of 
what this budget resolution adds to the 
debt and what kind of operating defi-
cits it runs, and they are much larger 
than is being revealed. Here is what I 
mean. From 2004 to 2005, it will add $612 
billion to the debt. The next year, $569 
billion is added to the debt. These are 
not my numbers. This is from the 
chairman’s own mark. These are from 
his documents. The third year it adds 
$552 billion to the debt. The fourth 
year, $563 billion to the debt; the fifth 
year another $563 billion to the debt. 
That is a cumulative total of nearly $3 
trillion to the debt, and all at the 
worst possible time, right before the 
baby boomers retire. 

I know my colleague from Idaho is 
waiting so I am going to wrap this up, 
and I know Senator NELSON is seeking 
time as well. This is a final point I 
think is important to understand: The 
deficit on a unified basis, when Social 
Security is included and other things 
are left out, is going down. That is mis-
leading us as to our true fiscal condi-
tion because the additions to the debt 
are basically stable, but if I examine 
the chairman’s proposal he is actually 
adding to the deficit beyond what 
would occur if we did nothing in this 
Chamber. 

I hope my colleagues are listening. 
The chairman’s budget adds to the def-
icit in each of the next 5 years by $177 
billion over and above what would hap-
pen if we did nothing. If we just put the 
Government on automatic pilot, we 
would have $177 billion less in deficit 
over the next 5 years than if we passed 
this budget resolution. 

I hope my colleagues study this docu-
ment very carefully because I think it 
conceals much of the true financial 
condition of our country. 

I yield the floor, because I know col-
leagues are seeking time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak against the Lautenberg amend-
ment and also to speak generally about 
S. Con. Res. 95, which is, of course, the 
underlying budget resolution. I also 
come from a State that has a very 
large Superfund site, so one would 
think I would be in support of the Lau-
tenberg amendment to fund that site, 
but I am not, and here is the reason 
why, and why I think it is important 
we all understand a tax is a tax is a 
tax, and what the Senator proposes on 
Superfund is really a tax on a lot of 
businesses that are having difficulty at 
this moment. 

In fiscal year 2005, the request for 
Superfund is $1.38 billion, and that is 
an increase of about $124 million over 
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fiscal year 2004. The fiscal year 2005 
budget includes a $150 million increase 
in Superfund cleanups, and that $150 
million not only funds the cleanup 
work already underway in Idaho and 
the program we have planned out 
there, but it also includes 15 new con-
struction projects, or cleanup projects, 
involved under Superfund law. 

Democrats will argue to reinstate the 
Superfund tax so that, in their words, 
the polluter pays for the cost of the 
cleanup. Well, the fact is the polluter 
already pays under current law. Where 
there is an identifiable and viable pol-
luter, consistent with the law, they are 
held liable. Congress has exempted a 
few small businesses, but in most 
cases, again, where there is an identifi-
able polluter which has a viable com-
pany that can obviously be held re-
sponsible, they are asked to pay, and 
by law they will pay. 

That was certainly true in the Super-
fund area of Idaho, which was an old 
mining area. While some of those min-
ing companies and smelting companies 
participated in paying, there is also a 
tap on the Superfund itself for that 
kind of pay. In 2003, potential respon-
sible parties, or PRPs, paid about 87 
percent of the cost of new construc-
tion.

Certainly a great deal of money is 
coming out of the business sector to 
pay for cleanup under the Superfund 
law. Historically, PRPs—again, respon-
sible parties—have paid more than 70 
percent of the cleanup itself. So the 
law itself is a tax imposed on those 
companies when they are found respon-
sible for the pollution and are by law 
required to clean up the pollutants. 

Superfund taxes were always unfair. 
The tax goes where the money is and 
not where the responsibility lies. What 
we are doing now is directing it toward 
the responsible parties. This is not a 
tax on polluters. It is an indiscriminate 
tax on business, as proposed by Senator 
LAUTENBERG. The Superfund tax was 
levied against a broad range of busi-
nesses. 

It is interesting there is no correla-
tion between the dollars in the Super-
fund and the level of funding that goes 
to Superfund cleanup. There is no 
delay in cleanups due to a lack of the 
Superfund tax. 

As we work to stimulate this econ-
omy and get it back on line and get 
companies in the business of growing 
and expanding so they can create new 
jobs and hire the unemployed, this tax 
goes, in a broad-based way, right at 
those companies, once again poten-
tially dragging them down. 

I am on the floor today also to 
strongly support S. Con. Res. 95 which 
the Budget Committee has worked so 
hard to produce. This is not the kind of 
budget resolution I wish I was voting 
on. That is not the fault of the chair-
man of the Budget Committee or the 
majority of the committee, and it is 
not the fault of the President of the 
United States, and it is not the fault of 
the tax relief this Congress enacted in 
2001 through 2003. 

Where does the fault lie? There has 
been a lot of fingerpointing by all of 
the amendments that have been 
brought out here in a great rush on the 
part of my Democrat colleagues to 
crank all these taxes back up and stunt 
the growth that is starting. 

Where does the fault lie? With an 
economic cycle that, despite the collec-
tive denial of politicians, bequeaths 
our Nation with a recession at least 
about once every decade. Certainly in 
my time here in the Congress I have 
watched that cycle go forth. Somehow 
in the late 1990s we thought the cycle 
would never come, but it did come. It 
came in the latter years of the Clinton 
administration. We were trying to pull 
it out and then along came 9/11. We all 
know what happened at that time when 
terrorists attacked innocent civilians 
in this country and really threw this 
country into a phenomenal, quick 
slowdown. Some will argue it took over 
$1 trillion out of the economy at that 
time. 

Where does the fault lie? With the 
international terrorist movement and 
the foreign regimes who supported it. 
We saw what happened, tragically, in 
Spain today. No country is immune. 
Certainly we have had to invest might-
ily to begin to develop a level of pro-
tection for the civilian population in 
this country we really had never had 
before. 

With that difficult, perfect combina-
tion of things happening, and I think 
obviously understood by all, what are 
we dealing with? We are dealing with a 
very difficult time. We, as a Congress, 
have worked mightily to work our way 
out of that. These circumstances, most 
of them forced upon us, have really 
been a body blow to our economy, to 
American jobs, and to the current fis-
cal situation. 

Something else is also happening. 
The American people have said, in re-
ality, you have spent about as much as 
you need to spend. We have deficits 
growing. It is time we get those defi-
cits under control. The chairman of the 
Budget Committee has worked might-
ily to do that. 

We are in the aftermath of a market 
slump and an economic slowdown that 
truly began in 2000, before this Presi-
dent took office. Nobody denies that 
today, although some would like to 
point a finger in a rather odd direction, 
at this current President. We are still 
working our way out of this recession 
in all respects. It is not smooth sailing, 
but clearly the wind is now to our back 
and it appears the economy is slowly 
but progressively coming on line. 

We fought a shooting war against 
terrorism on two fronts and continue 
to fight terrorism at home and abroad. 

Unfortunately, in a business world in 
which most folks play by the rules and 
follow the law, something else has hap-
pened: A significant handful of scan-
dals and a legacy of some of the ex-
cesses of the 1990s that shook the con-
fidence of the stock market and further 
depressed the economic downturn. 

That cyclical downturn already was in-
evitable. I think I can well remember 
what Fed chairman Alan Greenspan 
said when he warned us of an over-
valued market and an irrationally exu-
berant attitude, long before the market 
slumped. So the combination of the 9/11 
and bad actors out there in the market 
along with the reality of cyclical 
movements in our country have 
brought us to where we are today and 
brought the budget to where it is, try-
ing to be fiscally responsible and fund 
the needed and necessary services of 
our Government and at the same time 
saying we are controlling our spending 
here and we are not going to overtax 
America’s workforce. 

Quite another message comes from 
the other side at this moment. Some-
how they have an insatiable appetite to 
continually increase taxes on working 
men and women. They will argue they 
would like to direct it at the million-
aires of this country. They never really 
quite define it. We know the vast ma-
jority of the taxes paid in this country 
are paid by average working men and 
women because they make up by far 
the vast majority of the cumulative 
wealth and generated wealth of our 
country. 

Given all the circumstances, I believe 
this is a very good budget resolution. I 
believe we ought to work hard to sup-
port it and to refine it where we can 
throughout the process and get on with 
the business of doing what is respon-
sible here and that is causing our Gov-
ernment to function in the appropriate 
fashion. 

It is a political year. We all know 
that. It would be a nice surprise if the 
Congress of the United States, at least 
on budgetary matters, and at least 
through the appropriation process, 
could show the American people we are 
going to be responsible, we are going to 
finish the budget on time, we are going 
to get our appropriations out on time. 
Then we can get at the business of poli-
tics, of deciding who is going to run the 
next Congress and who the next Presi-
dent of this country will be. But it 
would be amazingly refreshing if we 
could show the American people we can 
work together. 

It doesn’t appear that is going to 
happen and that is a real sadness of 
mine. We are working hard to put a 
budget resolution together and yet we 
see this insatiable appetite on the part 
of my Democrat colleagues to contin-
ually raise the spectrum of more taxes, 
more taxes, more taxes. 

I congratulate Senator NICKLES, 
chairman of the Budget Committee. 
This resolution represents a truly he-
roic effort of responsible management 
of our budget during a time of trial and 
challenge in our country. It is a tough 
time. We all know that. It is under-
standable. It is unfortunate that sev-
eral years of international and eco-
nomic shocks and jolts have produced 
today’s record budget deficits. Our con-
stituents today know it. They under-
stand history. But they also under-
stand responsibility and they have 
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handed us that responsibility and they 
are suggesting we treat it with due re-
spect. 

The American people, especially 
after 9/11, showed tremendous resil-
ience. They met the challenge. They 
expect us to meet the challenge. They 
demand it of us. They demand it of our 
President. In nearly all instances that 
simply has happened. The President 
and Congress did the right thing in 2001 
and 2003. Without tax relief, where 
would we be today? We would probably 
have fewer jobs. Our senior citizens’ 
nest eggs would be lower in value and 
less secure. Millions of low- and mod-
erate-income families would probably 
have less freedom and financial em-
powerment today than they would 
without the tax reduction. Small busi-
ness startups and growth would have 
been stunted. 

Without the leadership and the effec-
tiveness of this President and Congress 
on matters of defense and homeland se-
curity and the economy, we would still 
be in a recession. We are not in that re-
cession now. We are clearly in a recov-
ery mode. This country is struggling 
along, but always upward, building its 
job base and bringing people back into 
the job market in a very progressive 
way.

Lots of challenges remain. None of us 
will argue the difference because chal-
lenges are there. But is the challenge 
simply to go out and burden the econ-
omy again by major tax increases? 
They would suggest that we not extend 
the current taxes. That is not going to 
be a tax increase? You ask the average 
working man or woman, ask the aver-
age family of four, if doing that doesn’t 
constitute a tax increase because it 
takes money away from their spend-
able bottom line. You darned bet it is 
a tax increase. The very least we can 
do is assure that we maintain the child 
tax credit and the marriage penalty re-
lief and the 10-percent tax rate which is 
going to be critical to the working men 
and women of modest means in this 
country. That is what this Congress 
ought to be about. 

If I have heard the rhetoric once, I 
have heard it a good number of times 
in my years here in Congress. Somehow 
Government can do it best; somehow 
an expenditure of the Government dol-
lar is going to cause our lives to be bet-
ter. In instances that is true, such as in 
areas of health care and in Social Secu-
rity. But in instances of good-paying 
jobs, Government doesn’t create them. 
It is the private sector that creates 
them. We ought to be incentivizing in 
every way we possibly can the very job 
creator we know about—small busi-
ness, medium-size business, and large 
business in this country. 

I strongly support what the Budget 
Committee has brought forward. I 
think it is responsible. I am glad we 
are defeating most of these amend-
ments that would simply send us into a 
tax-and-spend spiral, the kind we have 
seen before that more often drove us 
into a recession than drove us out of a 

recession. To tighten our belt, to bring 
the deficit down, and to begin to show 
a pattern of moving us toward a bal-
anced budget again is the right thing. 
The chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee is doing just that. 

The President asked that we begin to 
tighten our belt and curtail our spend-
ing in a variety of areas that are less 
essential to the fundamental respon-
sibilities of our Government. That is 
exactly what we are doing. It is a 
tough budget. It is not an easy budget. 
But it is a budget worth voting for. It 
is a budget worth finalizing so we can 
get on with the appropriating process. 

I hope at the end of the year when we 
adjourn sine die we can say our job was 
complete; that while it was a very par-
tisan year and a highly politicized 
year, the Congress came together, got 
their appropriations bills finished, and 
did their homework. There will be only 
one way that won’t happen—if the 
other side, in an obstructionist way, 
decides it won’t happen; if they decide 
every appropriations bill that comes up 
has to have 50, 60, 90, or 100 amend-
ments and we have to labor day after 
day after we have worked in a bipar-
tisan way to craft the appropriations 
bills, as we always do. 

That is our challenge. Let us get our 
budget resolution complete. Let us get 
reconciliation, the tools that move us 
forward toward the appropriating proc-
ess so we can complete the year as the 
American taxpayer and the voter 
would expect us to do. That is the chal-
lenge. The chairman of the Budget 
Committee and the Budget Committee 
are meeting that challenge, and I hope 
we are worthy of it. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Nebraska is seeking 
time. How much time would he desire? 

I yield five minutes off the resolution 
to the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Thank 
you, Mr. President. I thank my col-
league from North Dakota and com-
mend him for all the work he has done 
on the budget. 

I say to my friend from Idaho I think 
we recognize across the aisle it is im-
portant for us to work on a bipartisan 
basis. I agree with him. I might take 
issue with him when he would suggest 
that any, or all, or always, or never 
with respect to your friends on this 
side of the aisle. I think we are here to 
work together. I hope we can, without 
classifying ourselves one way or the 
other, except to say we are here as 
Americans representing the folks back 
home by working together and getting 
something accomplished. I know that 
is the goal of the Senator from Idaho. 
I think a lot of us share that goal. 

TONY RAIMONDO 
I rise today to come to the defense of 

a great friend, and more importantly, a 

great Nebraskan, Tony Raimondo. As 
many are aware, Tony Raimondo was 
to be nominated this morning as the 
Bush administration’s new manufac-
turing czar. Late yesterday the an-
nouncement was canceled, citing 
scheduling conflicts. 

I realize there have been speeches in 
this Chamber that have been critical of 
Tony’s record as a businessman. I am 
here to say ‘‘nonsense.’’ We all know 
politics runs the days around here. It is 
a very political time with the Presi-
dential election. Much is at stake. Yes-
terday was no exception to that, and 
today is not either. 

I am not going to address what was 
said earlier. Everyone has a right to an 
opinion. No matter who the Bush ad-
ministration decided to appoint to this 
position, he or she is going to be run 
through the ringer. But I am here to 
tell you this Nebraskan isn’t going to 
watch another Nebraskan get treated 
like this. 

Tony Raimondo is a friend of mine, a 
former business partner of mine, and 
he is not the antijobs CEO he is painted 
to be. 

Sure, he has a company in China. He 
expanded there last year. In fact, I had 
the pleasure to be at the ribbon cutting 
of his factory there. Next week I will 
be in Columbus, NE, the headquarters 
of Tony’s business, Behlen Manufac-
turing. I will see many Nebraskans who 
are employed at Behlen, or are related 
to somebody employed at Behlen, or at 
least know someone employed by 
Behlen. 

Tony is a respected member of the 
Columbus business community. He is a 
Nebraska business leader. He has rep-
resented Nebraska business interests 
around the world and here at home as 
a prominent member of the National 
Association of Manufacturers, and he is 
a good employer. 

Sure, his business has struggled in 
recent years. It is hard to find one that 
hasn’t. But he didn’t do what others 
have done. He is fighting to keep his 
business alive and well in Nebraska and 
in the other States where it is located. 
He is fighting to save those jobs. He is 
fighting to not let his employees down, 
his community, his State, or his coun-
try. 

He expanded his business to China. 
He didn’t close it and move it to China. 
With his experience, I think he can 
show others how to keep jobs here at 
home and how to expand and diversify 
their businesses—saving jobs in Amer-
ica. Tony Raimondo should be held up 
as an example, not derided as a pirate. 

I am not sure what is happening with 
the nomination at this point. Obvi-
ously, there is a predictable partisan 
opposition. But what I am not hearing 
is any alternative. Should we leave this 
important position empty and watch 
manufacturing jobs continue to decline 
or should we get someone in place to at 
least try to preserve those jobs, those 
good-paying jobs here in America? 

I came here to get things done and to 
do what is right for Nebraska. I say let 
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us try. Tony Raimondo is not only a 
good choice for this position but, in my 
opinion, he is the best choice. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from the State of 
North Dakota for the time. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Nebraska for taking 
the time. I also thank him very much 
for being flexible about when to come 
so we can keep the business flowing 
and not have dead time. I appreciate 
very much his accommodating the 
managers. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I also 
want to compliment my colleague from 
Nebraska. I very much appreciate his 
comments concerning having partisan 
work on the budget. I have had the 
pleasure of working with the Senator 
from Nebraska. We are very good 
friends. I hope his basketball team goes 
in defeat today against the University 
of Oklahoma. I wanted to make sure he 
is aware that could happen. You never 
know. 

Senator INHOFE, I believe, wants to 
speak on the Superfund amendment of-
fered by our colleague from New Jer-
sey. In a moment, I will ask to set this 
amendment aside, and we will take up 
an additional amendment. But let me 
make a couple of comments. 

This is a tax increase. We have had a 
lot of tax increases. This assumes it is 
going to be reauthorized. I hope and ex-
pect it will be authorized. But the 
taxes shouldn’t be increased until it is 
reauthorized. That should be done by 
the authorizers. Chairman INHOFE is 
chairman of that committee. I want to 
protect his rights. When he returns to 
the Senate Chamber, I will give him 
ample time on whatever amendment 
we are considering to fully debate the 
Lautenberg amendment. I am willing 
to consider additional amendments. 

I tell our colleagues again we have 
spent a lot of time debating. We need 
to be moving more amendments or else 
other people are going to be squeezed 
on time. 

I believe the Senator from Iowa has 
an amendment. It is all right with me 
if we go to that amendment. 

The Senator from Connecticut, I be-
lieve, has an amendment. We are happy 
to consider that amendment. 

I want to notify our colleagues time 
is running and we are going to have a 
very late night tonight and, unfortu-
nately, maybe tomorrow. I happen to 
think it is possible to finish this to-
night, but it will take people not offer-
ing amendments. It will take people 
not making long speeches. I don’t want 
to stifle debate. I enjoy debate. But it 
is important to get our work done. I 
see a fairly lengthy list of amendments 
yet to be handled. 

I am willing to set aside the Lauten-
berg amendment for the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. CONRAD. Senator LAUTENBERG 
never sent the amendment up. 

Mr. NICKLES. I guess I will not set it 
aside. I asked unanimous consent to 
set aside the Dorgan amendment to 

consider the Lautenberg amendment 
but it was not sent to the desk. We will 
save a spot for Senator LAUTENBERG to 
introduce the amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. If I might clarify, I can 
understand why this may be surprising. 
We were not able to arrive at a time 
agreement because you needed to talk 
to the chairman. We thought it would 
be more appropriate to withhold send-
ing the amendment to the desk until 
you had a chance to consult with your 
chairman. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate that. 
Mr. CONRAD. We thought that would 

be more fair to you. 
If we could enter into a time agree-

ment on the Harkin amendment, that 
would help substantially. 

Mr. NICKLES. If my colleague will 
yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think 
it would be most appropriate if the 
Senator from New Jersey did not offer 
his amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. We have a lot of 
amendments that the chairman might 
feel that way about. 

Mr. NICKLES. I will compliment my 
colleague from New Jersey for his 
amendment if he does not offer it. I 
will oppose it strenuously if it is sent 
to the desk. I urge my colleague to 
withhold, if he can. 

Our colleague from Kentucky wants 
to be heard on the amendment from 
our friend from Iowa. I need to consult 
with him before we enter into a time 
agreement. I am perfectly willing to 
enter into a time agreement on several 
amendments. 

Mr. CONRAD. Could we get a general 
understanding of what it is we will try 
to achieve in terms of a time agree-
ment on this amendment so the Sen-
ator from Iowa has some understanding 
of what we would be talking about, 20 
minutes equally divided, as we dis-
cussed earlier? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. As I understand the 
Senator from Iowa, he raises taxes only 
$80 billion over this period of time, so 
if we give a minute per billions, this 
would be 40 minutes a side. I am not 
sure. I would be willing to do 15 min-
utes a side, but I need to consult with 
a couple of colleagues. I am not posi-
tive what this amendment does, if it 
has a reserve fund or if it just is a di-
rect tax increase and assumes spend-
ing. 

Mr. CONRAD. Could we say initially 
that in terms of the advice for our col-
leagues that we try to make this 30 
minutes equally divided, with an un-
derstanding that it may be altered 
somewhat when you have a chance to 
consult? It would just help those who 
are managing the amendment to divide 
up the time in a way that might make 
things go faster. 

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the sug-
gestion by my colleague from North 
Dakota. I would like to have an as-

sumption that no amendment gets over 
10 minutes on each side. I mentioned 
that would be my desire at the begin-
ning of the day. That is still my desire. 
That would be ample time for discus-
sion. That would be my hope. I hope 
the standard amendment does not re-
ceive more than 10 minutes a side. 
That would be my thought. Maybe we 
can do that for the amendment of the 
Senator from Iowa. 

I ask unanimous consent to lay the 
pending amendment aside and to con-
sider an amendment to be offered by 
our colleague from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield to the Senator 
from Iowa 15 minutes off the resolu-
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2799 
Mr. HARKIN. I send an amendment 

to the desk and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself, and Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. BINGAMAN, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN, proposes an amendment 
numbered 2799.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for increased resources 

for medical research, disease control, 
wellness, tobacco cessation and preventa-
tive health efforts including substance 
abuse and mental health services, estab-
lishing a fund for this purpose, offset by an 
increase in the cigarette tax to $1 and pro-
portional increases in other tobacco excise 
taxes and deficit reduction) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$15,600,000,000. 
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On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$23,400,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$31,200,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$39,000,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$7,800,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$15,600,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$23,400,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$31,200,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$39,000,000,000. 
At the end of Title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . FUND FOR HEALTH. 
If the Committee on Appropriations of the 

Senate reports legislation with a level of ap-
propriations for function 550 discretionary 
programs without the use of this Fund that 
at least appropriates the sum appropriated 
for function 550 discretionary programs in 
fiscal year 2004, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may re-
vise aggregates, function totals and increase 
the allocations to the Committee on Appro-
priations up to $6,000,000,000 in new budget 
authority and $6,000,000,000 in new budget 
outlays for fiscal year 2005 and $30,500,000,000 
in new budget authority and $30,500,000,000 in 
budget outlays in fiscal years 2005 through 
2009.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, this 
amendment is offered on behalf of my-
self and the major cosponsor is Senator 
FEINSTEIN; also Senators DURBIN, LAU-
TENBERG, BINGAMAN, LANDRIEU, and 
LIEBERMAN. 

The Nation’s health system is in cri-
sis. There are nearly 44 million unin-
sured individuals. Skyrocketing health 
costs are leaving more and more people 
without insurance. We have shortages 
of health professionals all across rural 
America. Everywhere, health providers 
are stretched to the limit. Finally, as 
the Centers for Disease Control pointed 
out just this week, obesity will soon 
match tobacco use as America’s No. 1 
preventable killer. 

This is not the time to cut Federal 
investments in health care. We stand 
on the brink of fantastic discoveries 
and breakthroughs in medical research. 
This is not the time to cut short this 
vital research, denying hope to tens of 
millions of Americans with chronic dis-
eases. This is the time to increase our 
efforts not only to treat and cure ill-
nesses, but also to dramatically in-
crease our efforts to prevent illnesses. 
We need major new efforts to promote 
wellness in our health care system. 

And yet, the President has proposed 
slashing function 550, the health care 
function in this budget. This is taking 
America in exactly the wrong direc-
tion. 

Accordingly, I am offering an amend-
ment that would increase function 550 
funding by $6 billion in fiscal year 2005 
and $30 billion over 5 years. 

This new funding would go to med-
ical research disease control, wellness, 
tobacco cessation, and preventive 
health efforts. It would help to recruit 
and retain our incredibly talented 
health professionals in this country—
especially in rural areas. It boosts re-

search into new medical treatments 
and cures. It includes funding for men-
tal health and substance abuse pro-
grams. It includes funding for the pre-
vention of chronic diseases, which ac-
count for 75 percent of our Nation’s $1 
trillion in health care costs. 

The Harkin-Feinstein amendment 
fully offsets this new funding by lev-
ying a tobacco user fee of 61 cents per 
pack. That would bring the Federal 
total to $1 per pack. 

This user fee will raise enough rev-
enue both to fund the increase in func-
tion 550 and to reduce the deficit—steps 
that will be good for the physical 
health of the American people and the 
fiscal health of the federal government. 

Bear in mind that tobacco use costs 
this country billions of dollars and mil-
lions of lives every year. Tobacco use is 
the leading cause of preventable death 
in the United States, causing 440,000 
deaths each year and resulting in more 
than $75 billion in direct medical costs. 
Smoking causes chronic lung disease, 
coronary heart disease, and stroke, as 
will as cancer of the lungs, larynx, 
esophagus, mouth, and bladder. In ad-
dition, smoking contributes to cancer 
of the cervix, pancreas, and kidneys. 

This creates an enormous financial 
burden for the federal government. 
Smoking-caused Medicaid expenditures 
amount to a whopping $23.5 billion an-
nually. Smoking-caused Medicare-ex-
penditures are $20 billion per year. Re-
ducing tobacco use in this country 
could save American taxpayers billions 
of dollars annually, while freeing up re-
sources to invest in the country’s pub-
lic health system. 

Study after study tells us that in-
creases in the price on tobacco prod-
ucts have significant positive public 
health effects—especially with chil-
dren. With a $1 user fee on tobacco 
products, we can decrease youth smok-
ing by 18 percent. We can keep 105,000 
young people from starting smoking in 
the first place. 

Despite our efforts in the 1990’s to 
curtail manipulative marketing tar-
geted at children, the tobacco industry 
currently spends more than $11 billion 
a year to promote its deadly products—
that is $30 million per day. We should 
be curbing this threat, this epidemic. 
And this amendment will do exactly 
that. 

Prevention is the key. Today, Ameri-
cans are plagued with more and more 
chronic diseases that are largely pre-
ventable. As I said, 75 percent of the $1 
trillion we spend on health care in the 
United States goes to the treatment of 
these largely preventable chronic dis-
eases. Without question, giving Ameri-
cans an incentive to reduce or quit 
using tobacco products would be an ur-
gent step in the right direction. 

This amendment offers us a trifecta 
of benefits: It increases funding for 
health care services, medical research 
and prevention. It reduces the deadly 
pandemic of tobacco use in America. 
And it makes a solid contribution to 
reducing the budget deficits that are 

destroying our government’s fiscal 
health.

Lastly, let me say that our amend-
ment does not contain any provision 
dealing with the tobacco quota buyout 
and FDA regulation of tobacco. I be-
lieve we need to do both; both must be 
done together. This is one Senator who 
will stand here and do everything I can 
in my power, along with others, to 
make sure there will not be a tobacco 
buyout without FDA regulation of to-
bacco. 

I believe we have to do both because 
I believe we need to help our tobacco 
farmers, those who are struggling to 
feed their families in small, rural areas 
all over the South and sometimes even 
to the Midwest. They need the tobacco 
buyout. But we also need to make sure 
we have meaningful oversight of to-
bacco use and promotion by the Food 
and Drug Administration. 

With that, Mr. President, I now yield 
to the Senator from California. 

Mr. NICKLES addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I just 

checked with Senator MCCONNELL, who 
I think might be involved in leading 
the opposition, and he has no objec-
tion. So I ask unanimous consent that 
the time allotted for the amendment of 
the Senator from Iowa be 30 minutes, 
equally divided—the time allotted from 
the beginning of the debate on the 
amendment. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, just for 
our understanding, the time used so far 
would be charged to the amendment? 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator is cor-
rect. 

Mr. CONRAD. We have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. How much time does 

this side have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine 

minutes remain. 
The Senator from California.
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Iowa for his 
leadership on this issue, and I join him 
wholeheartedly. 

Funding for public health programs 
has never been more critical. The 
President’s budget, for the first time in 
10 years, includes a decrease in Func-
tion 550. This is the portion of the 
budget that covers cancer research, 
AIDS treatments and new discoveries, 
potential health threats, including an-
thrax or other biological or chemical 
attacks—all through the National In-
stitutes of Health, the Centers for Dis-
ease Control, the Indian Health Serv-
ice, and others. If we do not adopt this 
amendment, all of those programs are 
threatened with cuts. Let me speak 
about how this amendment works. It 
increases the budget for discretionary 
public health programs for fiscal year 
2005 by $6 billion. That is a 12-percent 
increase over the fiscal year 2004 level. 

Now, a 12-percent increase in Func-
tion 550 is supported by more than 400 
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health groups. And, this increase is 
also paid for. It is paid for by a 61-cent 
increase in the federal tax on tobacco, 
which will bring in about $8 billion per 
year. Mr. President, $6 billion of the $8 
billion covers the cost of increasing 
funding for public health, and the re-
maining $2 billion goes for deficit re-
duction. It is a prudent step to take at 
this point in time. 

Now, you might say, why? We know 
tobacco kills. And we know that pre-
vention saves lives. For the first time 
in my State—California—we have had a 
drop in lung cancer incidences and 
death among women because of the to-
bacco prevention programs that are 
taking place. So I think an increase in 
the tobacco tax is an appropriate 
means to support a 12-percent increase 
in cancer research. 

Let me speak to that for just a mo-
ment. We now have seen the mapping 
of the human genome. This holds tre-
mendous promise for finding cures for 
diseases like Alzheimer’s, Parkinson’s, 
diabetes, and cancer, by attacking 
their genetic roots. 

We have seen advances in genomics, 
in molecular biology, which have made 
the development of new, targeted can-
cer therapies such as Gleevec, for 
chronic myeloid leukemia; Herceptin, 
for breast cancer; and, most recently, 
Avastin, for colon cancer. 

We now have drugs that are so ad-
vanced that they can target just the 
bad cancer cells and not harm the good 
cells. These drugs are amazingly effec-
tive and are less toxic for the patient. 

I have been vice chair of the National 
Dialogue on Cancer, now called C-
Change, for 4 years, and co-chair of the 
Senate Cancer Coalition for even 
longer than that. If there ever is a time 
to continue the march to solve major 
health problems before this Nation, 
this is that time. 

This amendment allows that to be 
done, with a 12-percent increase for 
public health programs. And it is fully 
offset. It would be funded from an in-
crease in the tobacco tax, a tax that I 
think is an appropriate measure—
about $2 billion for deficit reduction 
and $6 billion to fund this amendment. 

I urge the Senate’s approval of this 
increase in basic health functions 
across the board. 

Mr. President, I yield my remaining 
time to the Senator from Illinois.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

How much time is remaining in sup-
port of the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five and 
a half minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I will 
not use that amount of time, just per-
haps 1 minute, if the Senator will yield 
it. I will just use 1 minute. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of 
this amendment and ask unanimous 
consent to be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is 
an extraordinarily important amend-
ment. It should be strongly bipartisan. 
Is there a person listening to this de-
bate who believes there is a Republican 
or a Democratic approach to research, 
finding cures for the diseases that are 
affecting America? There has been a 
strong, bipartisan commitment by 
Democratic and Republican Presidents 
to invest in research. The Senator from 
Iowa and the Senator from California 
have the courage to stand up today and 
say: We will not allow this effort to 
end; it will go forward; and we will 
fund it in an honest fashion, by raising 
the Federal cigarette tax by 61 cents. 
They will generate the billions of dol-
lars that we need to put back into 
health care and health research so fam-
ilies across America have peace of 
mind that we are doing everything in 
our power to spare their children and 
their loved ones from diseases that are 
threatening them. 

The second part, that is equally if 
not more important, is, as you increase 
the cost of tobacco products, fewer peo-
ple buy them, particularly children. A 
61-cent increase in the price of a pack 
of cigarettes or tobacco is going to dis-
courage children from taking up the 
habit, becoming addicted, and, ulti-
mately, losing their lives to this deadly 
addiction. 

I commend this amendment. I hope 
my colleagues will rise to the occasion, 
on a bipartisan basis, to endorse this 
real investment in health care and re-
search for America. 

I thank the Senator from Iowa and 
the Senator from California for allow-
ing me to speak.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how 
much time does this side have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 
and a half minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will 
yield myself a couple minutes. 

A lot of people might say: My gosh, 
Senator HARKIN and Senator FEINSTEIN 
and Senator DURBIN, a dollar a pack is 
a lot of Federal tax on a pack of ciga-
rettes. But this chart shows the history 
of the Federal excise tax on cigarettes 
going back to 1950. 

Shown on this side of the chart would 
be for 1950. At that time, the Federal 
excise tax was 49 percent of the average 
wholesale price for a pack of ciga-
rettes—49 percent. Today, it is 14 per-
cent. 

So those who say that a dollar a pack 
on that is too much, I point out it only 
brings it up to 30 percent of the aver-
age wholesale price of a pack of ciga-
rettes. That would be 30 percent; and 
that would be less than what it has 
been many times in the past. 

So it is not out of line with what we 
have had as a Federal excise tax on 
cigarettes, as I said, going clear back 
to 1950. Then all the way up until about 
1983 it was more than 30 percent of the 
average wholesale price. So this is not 
out of line. 

But what we get for this, as has been 
pointed out, is we get $30 billion over 5 

years to invest in health research, 
wellness, prevention programs, anti-
obesity programs, smoking cessation 
programs, and keeping our people more 
healthy. Plus, we also get out of this 
amendment about $9 billion in deficit 
reduction. 

So this amendment does two things: 
It raises the Federal excise tax on a 
pack of cigarettes from 39 cents to $1, 
which would bring it up to about 30 
percent of the wholesale price, and it 
takes that money and puts it in the 
health function so we can invest in the 
health of our people in this country. 
That is all this amendment does. It 
does nothing else. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is it not also true, 
with the success of this amendment, 
there will be a dramatic reduction in 
teenage smoking? 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator is abso-
lutely right. We know with this amend-
ment there will be a dramatic reduc-
tion. It is estimated youth smoking 
would go down by at least 18 percent 
with this amendment. 

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts for his support and for pointing 
that out. 

I reserve whatever time we may have 
remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Okla-
homa. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I think 
I may have a colleague who wants to 
speak on this; I believe Senator 
MCCONNELL. I am looking at the 
amendment. I can read the purpose, 
but I will tell my colleagues, you can 
put whatever purpose you want, but 
the net essence of the amendment is to 
increase taxes by $39 billion. I appre-
ciate the assumption. I don’t know if 
that scores correctly. I have no idea. 

I don’t know what the tax raises 
today and I don’t know how much 
money would be raised if it was in-
creased today $1 a pack. I do know a 
lot of States have been doing this. My 
Governor in my State of Oklahoma is 
in the process of trying to increase to-
bacco taxes as we speak. This would 
conflict with that to some extent be-
cause a lot of States have been doing 
that. I believe New York and a lot of 
other States have very hefty taxes. 
This has been primarily an area where 
the States have maybe the heavier tax 
between the Federal and the State. 

This amendment also purports to say 
it will increase spending. Just reading 
the language, it says, ‘‘If the Com-
mittee on Appropriations reports the 
legislation’’ such-and-such, then the 
chairman of the Budget Committee 
may revise aggregates up to. So it 
doesn’t actually directly increase 
spending. It does directly increase 
taxes to the tune of $39 billion over the 
first few years. It assumes there would 
be a lot of new spending. I want to 
make that clear. Some people are as-
suming it is a direct increase in some 
functions. 
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Again, to repeat, my colleague from 

North Dakota and I have done this re-
peatedly. The purpose does not really 
mean the Finance Committee is going 
to get an instruction to increase taxes, 
decrease taxes, keep present law, have 
tax increases. This is a tax increase. I 
have been on the Finance Committee 
for a long time. I don’t remember ever 
voting on an amendment to increase 
cigarette taxes. I guess it has floated 
around, but I don’t remember a serious 
debate on increasing the cigarette tax 
and should this be a function to be re-
served for the States or for the Federal 
Government. 

I will reserve the balance of our time 
for Members who may be more knowl-
edgeable. I didn’t know what the excise 
tax on a pack of cigarettes was until 
my colleague said it is 31 cents. I don’t 
know what the wholesale price of a 
pack of cigarettes is. I don’t know 
what the retail price is. I don’t know, 
don’t care too much. So maybe this is 
a fight for other people.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the Harkin Amendment. 
I’m against raising taxes. And that is 
exactly what this amendment is—a tax 
increase and a large one. Moreover, it 
is very regressive. It raises taxes on 
many people who can’t afford it. 

However, I share the overall goal of 
reducing tobacco use. Smoking is still 
the number one killer in America, 
though obesity is now a close second, a 
should be addressed by Congress. As a 
heart and lung transplant surgeon, I 
know very well the results of this dead-
ly habit, and I have consistently sup-
ported reasonable FDA regulation of 
tobacco which focuses on youth con-
sumption. 

I hope that we can eventually reach 
agreement on a package that will give 
FDA reasonable authority to regulate 
tobacco and provide a buy-out for our 
tobacco farmers. I encourage my col-
leagues who support this amendment 
to work to accomplish that worthy 
public health goal.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from West Virginia is seeking 
time. How much time would the Sen-
ator want? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Five or six min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 5 minutes off 
the resolution to the Senator from 
West Virginia. For the information of 
the chairman, the Senator has agreed 
to talk about an amendment but not 
offer it. That is why we are asking at 
this time that he be given 5 minutes to 
discuss his concern. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
thank the extremely distinguished Pre-
siding Officer, Senator CONRAD, and 
Senator NICKLES. 

Last year we had a very interesting 
scene on this floor in which 75 Sen-
ators, working with Senator COLLINS, 
Senator NELSON from Nebraska, and 

Senator SMITH from Oregon and I, and 
others, passed a $20 billion fiscal relief 
bill for the States. Half of that was de-
voted to Medicaid. It became an ex-
traordinarily important part of what 
States did to be able to survive. 

We are once again in a dire fiscal sit-
uation. States face the prospect of hav-
ing to cut benefits to kids, particularly 
poor kids, needy families, and seniors 
in nursing homes, something which 75 
Senators voted not to do last year. It 
passed the House. The President signed 
it. 

Forty-two States last year were in a 
budget deficit situation with respect to 
Medicaid. It was and is their largest 
problem. Sluggish job growth con-
tinues to add to that problem. Last 
month our economy gained 21,000 new 
jobs. There are 8 million people out of 
work, so that is only one job for every 
380 unemployed workers. The majority 
of Americans get their health care 
through their job, particularly manu-
facturing jobs, so employment is tre-
mendously important. Manufacturing 
has been going down, as the Presiding 
Officer knows. 

Even more depressing, about 400,000 
Americans have dropped out of the 
workforce altogether, which to me is 
the saddest thing that can happen, 
where people just kind of give up. The 
Presiding Officer and I have seen that 
in our States and across America. 

But instead of working to further 
ease the budgetary strain on States, 
Congress has actually made life tough-
er for States fiscally. The new Medi-
care law includes at least $1.2 billion in 
net costs to States in fiscal years 2004, 
2005, and 2006. We should be providing 
States the resources they need to work 
with Medicare, not enacting legislation 
that assumes cuts. 

My amendment, which I will not 
offer formally, would allow Congress to 
enact legislation simply to extend the 
enhanced Medicaid match we passed 
last year beyond June 30 of this year. It 
is not a prescriptive policy, but rather 
a placeholder that will allow us to help 
an awful lot of people down the road. 

Some in this body will argue we did 
this just to be temporary. The eco-
nomic situation has not stabilized. To 
the extent we can say the problem is 
there and there is something we can do 
to help States, it will make an enor-
mous difference to lots of people. It is 
interesting and sad that 30 States are 
projecting budget deficits for the fiscal 
year coming up. Estimates indicate 
those deficits could total as much as 
$41 billion. In eight States—and I won’t 
name them—the budget shortfalls are 
so large for Medicaid that they exceed 
10 percent of the entire budget of the 
State. 

I put this concept, which I believe is 
tremendously important, before the 
Senate. It simply allows fiscal relief 
beyond June 30. It allows an extension 
of what we passed by an enormous 
amount last year. I hope my colleagues 
will look upon it favorably. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Of course. 
Mr. KENNEDY. If I might have the 

attention of the floor manager for a 
minute, does he have 2 minutes for an 
inquiry available? 

Mr. CONRAD. Does the Senator from 
West Virginia have any time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Thirty 
seconds. 

Mr. CONRAD. I am delighted to yield 
the Senator 2 minutes off the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, isn’t 
it true that under this resolution we 
are now considering, there will be no 
expansion of health care coverage 
under the existing program; and if the 
proposal of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia isn’t accepted, then what we are 
going to see are hundreds of thousands, 
even millions of the poorest of the chil-
dren, poorest of the elderly, frailest of 
our seniors, dropped from any kind of 
health care coverage? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator 
from Massachusetts is precisely cor-
rect. The fact is there is not a nickel’s 
increase from what it was we passed so 
unanimously a year ago, not a nickel’s 
increase. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator 
agree with me that one of the great 
concerns across the country is there 
has been increasing numbers of the un-
insured, costs have gone up 43 percent?
And now without the inclusion of the 
proposal of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, we are putting at risk the poor-
est of the poor, poor children, frail, el-
derly people, those in the nursing 
homes of this country. I commend the 
Senator from West Virginia. This 
makes absolute sense and I think it is 
an absolute necessity. I hope we will 
have the opportunity to make sure it is 
part of the budget. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I thank the 
Senator and I thank the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I yield 
myself time off of the resolution. I 
want to say to my colleagues that we 
are rapidly approaching a defining mo-
ment of this year’s budget resolution. 
We have just a few hours left, and we 
have requests for much more time than 
there is available. I remind colleagues 
of the way this works. Even though I 
have 4 hours remaining—how much 
time remains on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four 
hours three minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I have 4 hours 3 min-
utes. Senator NICKLES has an hour and 
30, something like that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. CONRAD. Senator NICKLES can 
yield back all of his time and that 
means we functionally have 2 hours 
left on our side. That is the reality. 

No. 2, we have 50 amendments pend-
ing on our side. That is after we started 
with 98. We have reduced it to 50. I 
have never done this before, but I am 
going to do it this time. At some point 
in the very near future, I am going to 
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start voting against amendments of-
fered on either side that spend more 
money. I don’t think, in light of the 
massive deficits and debt that we have, 
even if the amendments are paid for, 
we should be offering dozens of amend-
ments, other than those of extremely 
high priority. 

We have had amendments thus far 
today that have been of an extremely 
high priority. I don’t believe it is in the 
interest of this country or of this body 
to have dozens and dozens of amend-
ments, even if they are paid for, that 
add to the spending base, given the 
level of deficits and debt that we have. 

I have been approached by many 
members on our side who have asked 
me to deliver this message. I do so at 
this time. We have lined up, in addition 
to the amendment from Senator HAR-
KIN and Senator FEINSTEIN, one from 
Senator BYRD, an amendment from 
Senator LIEBERMAN, an amendment 
from Senator LINCOLN, and there may 
be a few more I am not yet aware of. 
But I hope that the message goes out 
loudly and clearly that we are going to 
show restraint and dramatically reduce 
the number of pending amendments. 

Fifty amendments would take us 17 
hours of voting. We still haven’t gotten 
to the point of beginning the voting. 
Please, colleagues, I ask you to show 
some restraint. There is no need for us 
to come out here and offer 50 amend-
ments. This is the time. I hope the 
phone starts ringing off the hook in the 
cloakroom from colleagues who say 
they have 8 amendments to offer and 
they call back and say, I will reduce 
that to the one that is really a pri-
ority. 

Please, let us not go through another 
vote-a-rama that takes 17 hours. Please 
let’s not do that. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from California is recognized. 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I ask unanimous 

consent that the pending amendment 
be set aside, and I send an amendment 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, we have not 
seen the amendment and we cannot 
agree to any amendments going to the 
desk that have not been presented to 
the ranking member and chairman, 
those managing the bill. I am con-
strained to object until we see the 
amendment. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 
is an amendment from myself and Sen-
ators KYL, BINGAMAN, HUTCHISON, KEN-
NEDY, CORNYN, BOXER, DOMENICI, CLIN-
TON, MCCAIN, SCHUMER, GRAHAM, LAU-
TENBERG, CANTWELL, CORZINE, FEIN-
GOLD, and EDWARDS. It has to do with 
the State criminal assistance program 
for illegal aliens. We have tried to get 
floor time and have been unable to do 
so. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, for the 
advice of my colleagues, we have an 
order here. We have to follow that 

order. Senators have to come to the 
managers and present their amend-
ments and get into the queue. The next 
amendment we have committed to con-
sidering is one from Senator BYRD, 
also, Senator LINCOLN. 

If Senator LINCOLN is ready, we could 
go to her at this point. I ask the Sen-
ator not to send her amendment to the 
desk, but to seek recognition to 
present the amendment. Then we will 
go to Senator BYRD, and then we go to 
Senator LIEBERMAN. That is the order 
that we have. Is Senator LINCOLN ready 
to go? 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Yes. 
Mr. CONRAD. Off the resolution, I 

yield 10 minutes to the Senator. I ask 
her not to send the amendment to the 
desk. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Reserving the 
right to object. Is the Senator saying I 
have no right to introduce my amend-
ment? 

Mr. CONRAD. I am saying I am not 
going to give the Senator time to in-
troduce her amendment at this point. 
We have an order that has been agreed 
to. We have made commitments to peo-
ple as to when to present amendments. 
We have not seen the Senator’s amend-
ment. Until we have seen it and gotten 
it into the queue, other Senators who 
had commitments made to them are 
the only ones that we will give time to. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. For the record, it 
is my understanding that the amend-
ment had been presented to your staff 
yesterday. We have sought time. I rec-
ognize this amendment may not be one 
of your priorities. It is a huge amend-
ment for many States that have very 
high costs, and I have presented it in 
the past. It has been unanimously 
adopted by this body in the budget bill. 
I offered a separate amendment which 
was an authorization for $850 million, 
which passed the Senate and is now in 
the House. There is no number from 
the President in the budget. That is 
why I am submitting it at this time. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I hope 
the point is clear. The Senator has 
every right to offer her amendment. 
The Senator will have a chance to offer 
her amendment. The point is this: We 
have an order. We have an agreement. 
We are working through those amend-
ments where Senators have been put in 
the queue. I am not going to yield time 
to other Senators who break the line. 
We have made commitments to Sen-
ators for an order of recognition. I in-
tend to keep those commitments. 

Again, I yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas 10 minutes off the resolution.

AMENDMENT NO. 2803 
Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I 

thank my colleague. I thank all of my 
colleagues. This is such an important 
issue as we look at the budget in the 
confines of the budget of this country, 
really in the context of priorities. We 
have a lot of choices and we have a lot 
of priorities in this country. Each of us 
as Americans, here in the Senate, our 
constituents who depend on us tremen-
dously to make sure that the priorities 

of this country are recognized—each of 
us in our own homes and families has 
to set priorities within the confines of 
our own family budgets. We have to 
look at the year, the circumstances, 
and we have to figure out what is im-
portant to us as a family, important to 
us as part of a community, and what is 
important in terms of long range goals 
that we have for ourselves, our fami-
lies, our communities and, in this in-
stance, our Nation. 

We also have to recognize that the 
priorities and choices that we make re-
garding those priorities have con-
sequences. They have immediate con-
sequences on our families, commu-
nities, and our country. They also have 
long-term consequences on the things 
that we want to achieve as individuals 
and collectively as a group. That is 
why I rise today to offer an amendment 
to the budget resolution to provide $60 
billion over 5 years to reduce the grow-
ing number of uninsured Americans 
and to reduce the high cost of health 
care. 

I do not know about the other Mem-
bers of this body, but I do know, al-
most to the individuals who come into 
my office, whether they represent cor-
porate America, whether they rep-
resent their families, whether they rep-
resent the interest of their community 
and the small businesses that make up 
that community, but to a person, al-
most every one of them mentions the 
cost of health care in this country, its 
escalation, and the concern it brings to 
them as an individual and to their fam-
ilies, to their businesses, and to their 
communities. 

What are we going to do about it? 
How much of a priority are we going to 
make this issue in terms of the high 
cost of health care in this country? 

One of the most incredible contribu-
tors to this high cost of health care is 
the number of Americans who are unin-
sured, those who are unprepared for 
what may happen to them or to their 
family members. It affects them, it af-
fects their families, it affects their 
jobs, their employers, their commu-
nities, their health care providers—it 
affects absolutely everyone. 

This amendment I offer today will 
dedicate funding to address this crit-
ical issue and to do so in a way that is 
fiscally responsible. Unfortunately, the 
budget resolution before us does not 
specify either an amount to promote 
expanding health insurance coverage or 
a way to pay for it, which leads me to 
believe it simply is not a priority, and 
I am here today to make it one. 

The fact is, the number of uninsured 
in our country is alarming and should 
be a national priority. Based on the 
statements of HHS Secretary Tommy 
Thompson last week, it is clear Presi-
dent Bush’s administration does not 
recognize the severity of this crisis. 
Secretary Thompson was quoted as 
saying:

Even if you do not have health insurance 
in America, you get taken care of. That 
could be defined as universal health care.
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With all due respect to Secretary 

Thompson, I do not know where he is 
getting his information. Just look at 
these simple facts: 20 percent of the 
working-age adults in Arkansas are un-
insured. Nationwide an estimated 44 
million Americans do not have health 
insurance. 

Uninsured families have less access 
to important screenings, state-of-the-
art technology, and prescription drugs. 

Uninsured adults have a 25-percent 
greater mortality risk than adults with 
health insurance coverage. An esti-
mated 18,000 deaths among people 
younger than 65 are attributed to lack 
of health insurance coverage every sin-
gle year. 

Uninsured adults with chronic condi-
tions, such as diabetes, cardiovascular 
disease, HIV infection, and mental ill-
ness, have less access to preventive 
care and have worse clinical outcomes 
than insured patients. 

Uninsured adults negatively affect 
our health care providers and the local 
economy, too. A community’s high 
rate of uninsured can adversely affect 
the overall health status of the entire 
community, the financial stability of 
its health care institutions and pro-
viders, and access to emergency depart-
ments and trauma centers. 

My hospitals in Arkansas will tell 
you how expensive uncompensated care 
can be. These facts make it clear. Peo-
ple without health insurance do not get 
taken care of, as Secretary Thompson 
said. Those who lack health insurance 
do not get access to timely and appro-
priate health care. 

The fact is Americans without health 
insurance—children and adults—suffer 
worse health and they die sooner than 
those who do have health insurance. 

The fact is people who lack health in-
surance are sicker and they die sooner. 
You do not get taken care of if you 
have no health insurance. You simply 
fend for yourself. 

Working families need help with this 
problem. In Arkansas, the No. 1 cause 
of bankruptcy is high medical bills. If 
what we want to do is put our economy 
back on track, let us work to provide 
small businesses and industry the abil-
ity to access health insurance and 
health care for their workers. We know 
that works. 

Last week, I introduced legislation 
with Senator DURBIN and Senator CAR-
PER to help small businesses gain ac-
cess to affordable health insurance for 
their employees. Small businesses are 
the No. 1 source of jobs in Arkansas. 
Small employers say offering health 
insurance has a positive impact on re-
cruitment and retention, employee 
moral, their performance, and the over-
all success of their business, their abil-
ity to succeed and to grow the jobs 
that will help make this economy 
strong. 

What better way to get our economy 
going again than to help small busi-
nesses to succeed? More than half of 
the workers in firms under 100 people 
make less than $25,000. I ask my col-

leagues, How in the world can someone 
afford health insurance in the open 
marketplace on an income at that 
level? Firms with a high proportion of 
low-wage workers are much less likely 
to offer insurance, and the fact health 
insurance for individuals, low-income 
working families to afford it on their 
own does not exist. 

This budget resolution does not 
prioritize this growing problem. It fails 
working families because it does not 
put any money aside. 

In President Bush’s budget, he sug-
gested he wants to work with Congress 
on an offset for this proposed plan. 
Guess what, Mr. President. I have one. 
Let’s eliminate the abusive tax loop-
holes corporations have taken advan-
tage of for years. How long do we have 
to wait, anyway? 

This amendment is about priorities. 
Are we going to choose to help working 
families afford health insurance? Are 
we going to continue to allow corpora-
tions to get away with these abuses? 
We have investigated Enron’s tax shel-
ters activities, but we have done noth-
ing. We have done nothing in those cir-
cumstances. 

We must make the growing number 
of uninsured in our country a priority. 
It is clear working families are not get-
ting the health care they need. No one 
can argue with that point. I challenge 
any one of my colleagues. If they are 
not hearing the same concerns in their 
offices, I would be surprised. 

There are a number of bipartisan pro-
posals introduced in the Senate to ad-
dress the high number of uninsured. 
Let’s come together and do something 
good for the hard-working folks in this 
country who cannot afford health in-
surance, those who cannot get access 
to the most basic of preventive medi-
cine. Congress needs to address this 
issue. 

The high cost of health care in the 
United States is giving other developed 
countries an advantage in keeping and
attracting jobs. If we want to talk 
about losing jobs, look at one of the 
highest costs to industry and to small 
businesses. It is providing quality 
health care and health insurance that 
is going to allow them to keep those 
workers and provide them what they 
need to be good workers and good fam-
ily members. 

For each car they build, 
DaimlerChrysler AG pays out $1,300 in 
employee health care costs. When they 
make that car in Canada, they pay 
hardly anything. They depend on a 
government program to provide that 
health care. That is why the big three 
automakers actually lobbied the Cana-
dian Government to maintain their na-
tional health care system. If we want 
to keep jobs in America, let’s make it 
worth their while. Let’s make their 
quality of life comparable in those in-
stances. 

At a time when jobs are leaving our 
country, at a time when health insur-
ance premiums are rising by leaps and 
bounds and working families are losing 

their jobs and what health insurance 
they may have, Congress must do 
something. 

I do not claim my amendment will 
address every health care need in our 
Nation. Some want to do more, and 
some think we should do less. I believe 
my amendment is a balanced, common-
sense approach that will advance this 
important cause in a meaningful way. I 
ask my colleagues for their support. 

We cannot assume people are getting 
the health care they need, because they 
are not. All we have to do is listen to 
corporate America, listen to small 
business, listen to our health care pro-
viders, most importantly, listen to our 
constituents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, we 
cannot continue to turn a blind eye. 
Let’s get it done. I urge all Senators to 
vote for my amendment and vote on 
behalf of quality health care for all 
Americans. 

I thank the Chair.
Mr. KENNEDY. I am a cosponsor on 

this amendment, and I ask for 11⁄2 min-
utes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I would be glad to 
yield 2 minutes off the resolution on 
this amendment to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Might I ask the chairman if we could 
get a time agreement on this amend-
ment so we can get that amendment 
sent to the desk. We will try to keep 
this queue as orderly as possible. 

Mr. NICKLES. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the debate on the Lincoln 
amendment be limited to 20 minutes 
equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Chair. I 
yield 2 minutes off the resolution to 
the Senator from Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, first, I 
congratulate and commend the Senator 
from Arkansas. She is basically chal-
lenging the Senate, saying that when 
we are considering a $2.4 trillion budg-
et we ought to make a commitment in 
this budget to a downpayment on 
health insurance for working Ameri-
cans. Eighty percent of those who do 
not have health insurance are from 
working families. Working families 
play by the rules, work hard, provide 
for their children, and they are effec-
tively without this coverage. 

In the past, the Budget Committee 
has had a reserve fund that has been 
funded on this. In the last budget, $50 
billion came out of conference for 
health insurance. It was $89 billion the 
year before, but it is zero effectively in 
this budget. 

The Senator from Arkansas is re-
minding us of our responsibility. The 
problem has not gotten less; it has got-
ten worse, and she is challenging this 
body to meet its responsibilities, to say 
to the 43 million Americans, including 
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the children who are out there, we are 
committed to making a downpayment. 
We are not going to have all the an-
swers but we insist, as a matter of na-
tional priority, that we give focus and 
attention to the uninsured. That is 
what the Lincoln amendment is all 
about. 

Goodness knows, of the 43 million 
Americans, there is not a single Mem-
ber of the Senate who does not have 
health insurance. There is not a single 
Member of the House of Representa-
tives who does not have health insur-
ance. Let’s meet our responsibility and 
begin to treat our fellow Americans the 
way we treat ourselves. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to lay aside the pending amend-
ment, and I send my amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows:
The Senator from Arkansas [Mrs. LIN-

COLN], for herself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. DODD, Mr. CORZINE, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. PRYOR, Mrs. CLINTON, and 
Mr. JEFFORDS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 2803.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide $60 billion over five 

years for greater health security for work-
ing Americans and their families through a 
combination of public and private efforts 
to expand quality, affordable health insur-
ance coverage and cut health care costs by 
eliminating abusive tax loopholes) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 

$12,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 12, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 13, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 16, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 17, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 20, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 21, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 24, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 16, line 25, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 17, line 3, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000. 

On page 17, line 4, increase the amount by 
$12,000,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I have 
great respect and esteem for my neigh-
bor from Arkansas, but this is an 
amendment that would increase taxes 
by $60 billion. I think we want to send 
out a clarion call to taxpayers: Look 
out. Our good friends on the Democrat 
side of the aisle are after you. They are 
coming. They are coming after your 
pocketbooks. 

We just considered an amendment 
from our colleague from Iowa for $39 
billion. The Senator from California, 
Mrs. BOXER, offered an amendment for 
$24 billion, and there are a lot of other 
tax increases in a lot of other amend-
ments that I guess we will discuss. The 
$60 billion tax increase that Senator 
LINCOLN is offering proposes to close 
loopholes. 

My colleague from Arkansas is on 
the Finance Committee. We mark up 
tax bills all the time. The Senator 
should introduce her amendment to 
close the loopholes. As soon as I found 
out about the leasing provision, I start-
ed talking about we need to repeal it. 

The chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee put that in the FSC/ETI bill. We 
had that bill on the Senate floor, and it 
will be back in a week. We can make 
that law. There are other loopholes 
that need to be closed, many of which 
the chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee has in that bill, supported by 
Senator GRASSLEY and Senator BAUCUS 
and many of us on the committee, 
most of those in a very bipartisan way. 

Now a lot of that is used to pay for 
the JOBS bill that Senator GRASSLEY 
and Senator BAUCUS are trying to pass. 
The idea of being able to lower manu-
facturing rates, and so on, there are a 
lot of these ‘‘loopholes.’’ If my col-
league has more loopholes, let’s talk 
about them. 

I asked the Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Secretary Snow, if he has some 
ideas about some loopholes that need 
to be closed to give me a list. I like to 
close loopholes. I do not like it when 
there are real inequities and there are 
people cheating who are not paying 
their fair share. There are a lot of un-

reported taxes, for example. So I am 
willing to do it, but this amendment 
just basically increases taxes. 

We can suggest closing loopholes but 
this raises taxes. In the first year, it 
raises $12 billion in taxes. It just so 
happens in the first year we are assum-
ing continuation of present law and 
that will cost us $12 billion. In other 
words, we continue present law for pri-
marily low- and middle-income people, 
and that will be $12 billion. So this will 
totally offset that. 

The net result, if these two amend-
ments are put together, the budget res-
olution and this amendment, it will 
say zero tax relief in 2005; i.e., it will 
say a tax increase for every family in 
America, for every couple in America, 
for everybody who has a child in Amer-
ica. That is what this amendment is. 

I want taxpayers to look out. There 
are a lot of people looking after your 
checkbook and they are looking to get 
in your checkbook. Some of us are not 
going to let that happen. I urge our 
colleagues to vote no on the amend-
ment at the appropriate time. 

I ask unanimous consent that we lay 
aside the Lincoln amendment and now 
take up consideration of the amend-
ment of Senator BYRD and that the 
amendment have 40 minutes equally di-
vided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2804 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished manager of the bill. I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
2804.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide responsible restraints 

on discretionary funding while providing 
adequate resources for education, veterans, 
homeland security, and other critical do-
mestic priorities and fully offsetting the 
cost by closing corporate tax loopholes, 
improving tax enforcement, and reducing 
tax breaks for the top 1 percent without af-
fecting middle-class taxpayers) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$13,365,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$3,596,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$13,365,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$3,596,000,000. 
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On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,200,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$7,361,000,000. 
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 

$13,365,000,000. 
On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by 

$3,596,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 

$1,200,000,000. 
On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$5,656,000,000. 
On page 23, line 9, increase the amount by 

$7,361,000,000. 
On page 23, line 10, increase the amount by 

$13,365,000,000. 
On page 23, line 14, increase the amount by 

$3,596,000,000. 
On page 23, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,200,000,000. 
On page 23, line 22, increase the amount by 

$429,000,000. 
On page 40, line 1, increase the amount by 

$7,361,000,000. 
On page 40, line 2, increase the amount by 

$13,365,000,000. 
At the end of Title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR EDUCATION, VET-
ERANS’ MEDICAL CARE, GLOBAL 
HIV/AIDS, AMTRAK, HIGHWAYS, MASS 
TRANSIT, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF 
HEALTH, FIRST RESPONDER 
GRANTS AND OTHER DEPARTMENT 
OF HOMELAND SECURITY PRO-
GRAMS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $11,223,000,000 in budget authority 
for fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of 
outlays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years for a bill, joint resolution, mo-
tion, amendment, or conference report that 
provides additional fiscal year 2005 discre-
tionary appropriations, in excess of levels 
provided in fiscal year 2004, for Department 
of Education programs in the No Child Left 
Behind Act (P.L. 107–110), Veterans’ medical 
care programs, the Global HIV/AIDS Initia-
tive, Amtrak, Federal-Aid Highways, Mass 
Transit Capital Investment Grants, the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and first respond-
ers (including High-Threat/High-Density 
Urban Area Grants, State Basic Formula 
Grants, Firefighter Assistance Grants, 
COPS, and State and Local Law Enforce-
ment Assistance) and other Department of 
Homeland Security programs.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Senate 
has an obligation to approve a budget 
resolution that addresses the massive 

deficits and debt that now lie before us. 
Such a balanced resolution should rely 
on responsible restraint, on all three 
elements of the budget: revenues, man-
datory spending, and discretionary 
spending. 

The Senate has an obligation to ap-
prove a budget resolution that will per-
mit the Congress to enact 13 fiscally 
responsible appropriations bills. This 
budget resolution utterly fails to meet 
those tests. Instead, the resolution 
puts the Congress on a course toward 
long-term deficits, higher debt, and an 
appropriations process that will inevi-
tably produce gimmicks and delays. 

The budget resolution puts us on a 
course that will prevent us from meet-
ing the needs of the Nation. Rather 
than confront record deficits with re-
sponsible limits on mandatory and dis-
cretionary spending and reassessment 
of the revenue losses produced by the 
tax cut legislation of 2001 and 2003, the 
Budget Committee produced a myopic 
budget resolution that pretends to ad-
dress the deficits with ridiculously low 
limits on domestic discretionary 
spending. 

It is not the spending side of the 
budget that has put the Federal budget 
back into the deficit ditch. Rather 
than restoring some sanity to our rev-
enue base, the budget resolution that is 
before us includes $144 billion in new 
tax cuts. According to the House Budg-
et Committee, the tax cuts enacted 
since 2001 have or will increase our 
deficits by $2.6 trillion for the period 
from 2001 to 2013.

According to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, taxes in 2004 are, as 
a percentage of gross domestic product, 
the lowest they have been since 1950. 
Every year, the IRS fails to collect 
hundreds of billions of dollars from de-
linquent taxpayers and corporations. 
In 2001, IRS data showed $49 billion in 
lost revenues from delinquent employ-
ment taxes, penalties, and interest 
owed to the Federal Government. The 
Joint Tax Committee estimates that 
the cost of tax preferences increased by 
twice the rate of spending during the 
last 10 years, from $488 billion a year to 
$730 billion a year, and none of it—
none—is required to be reviewed annu-
ally by the Congress. 

Yet there is nothing in the budget 
resolution to increase tax enforcement 
or to close tax loopholes. Instead, this 
budget resolution heaps more tax cuts 
on top of the huge back-loaded tax cuts 
already enacted. This budget resolu-
tion pretends to reduce deficits by fo-
cusing cuts on one very small piece of 
the budget pie, domestic discretionary 
spending. Unlike the Tax Code or man-
datory programs, discretionary spend-
ing is the only piece of the Federal 
budget required to be reviewed every 
year by the Congress, and it is the only 
part of the budget that is squeezed rou-
tinely for savings, even though there is 
an abundance of potential savings from 
excesses in the other areas of the budg-
et. 

Here are the facts. Domestic discre-
tionary spending comprises less than 17 

percent of the Federal budget. No one 
should believe cutting domestic discre-
tionary spending by itself can produce 
balanced budgets. 

I remind Senators that according to 
the White House’s own budget docu-
ments, if we were to eliminate every 
penny of nondefense spending in fiscal 
year 2004, we would still run a deficit of 
$65 billion. 

The mathematics in this resolution 
just do not work. The budget resolu-
tion cuts discretionary budget author-
ity for fiscal year 2005 by $1.9 billion 
and outlays by $12.1 billion below the 
request of the President. For non-
defense, non-homeland security pro-
grams, the resolution cuts budget au-
thority for fiscal year 2005 by $11.2 bil-
lion below the level necessary to keep 
pace with inflation. Outlays for non-
defense programs face even deeper, 
unsustainable cuts; that is, $11.2 billion 
in cuts in education, health care, vet-
erans medical care, job training, trans-
portation, and other critical priorities. 
Such cuts do not have the support of 
the American people or their Rep-
resentatives in Congress. 

Just 2 weeks ago, the House Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee called upon 
the House Budget Committee to in-
crease veterans spending by $2.4 bil-
lion. Recently, the Senate passed a bill 
increasing funding above the Presi-
dent’s request for highway and mass 
transit programs. The Senate Finance 
Committee has requested more funds 
for tax enforcement. The Senate Small 
Business Committee called for in-
creases in small business loans. The 
Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee called for increases for the 
Coast Guard. None of these increases 
are included in this resolution. Yet we 
engage in this charade, framed by the 
Bush administration, about how discre-
tionary spending is bloated and how 
funding cuts are the absolute one and 
only way to reduce the deficit. 

Under the President’s budget, by 2009, 
education and training programs will 
be cut 7 percent below levels necessary 
to keep pace with inflation. Environ-
mental programs will be cut by 20 per-
cent, law enforcement programs by 16 
percent, veterans medical care by 17 
percent. The President tells us that we 
are in the midst of an energy crisis, but 
his budget cuts energy programs by 27 
percent in 2009. 

Remember No Child Left Behind? In 
2009, the title I program will be cut by 
$260 million below levels approved for 
2004, adjusted for inflation. Overall, do-
mestic programs would be cut by 12 
percent in 2009. 

Does this budget resolution restore 
those cuts? No. No. No. Instead, this 
budget makes it next to impossible for 
the Federal Government to meet its 
obligations to children, to seniors, and 
to veterans. It digs a deep hole for 
funding education; a deep hole for fund-
ing health care; a deep hole for funding 
environmental programs, such as clean 
and safe drinking water. This budget 
puts the President’s political priorities 
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first and it puts the American people 
last. This budget resolution will force 
cuts to domestic discretionary pro-
grams by almost $1 billion below the 
President’s totally inadequate request 
for fiscal year 2005. It is a slash-and-
burn program. Ignore the con-
sequences. We must cut, cut, cut. 

The resolution is $11.2 billion below 
the amount necessary to keep pace 
with inflation. During the next 5 years, 
the budget resolution cuts domestic 
programs such as veterans, education, 
and transportation by $107 billion 
below the amount necessary to keep 
pace with inflation. 

What is going on here? 
This Nation is suffering from ne-

glect—neglect. Our schools are break-
ing apart; our health care system is in 
disarray; Social Security and Medicare 
face bankruptcy; America’s veterans 
have to wait for weeks upon weeks for 
basic medical care; our homeland secu-
rity network is riddled with massive 
gaps. Even though terrorists struck our 
Nation 21⁄2 years ago, this very day pro-
tections at home are little improved 
from that fateful day. 

Why? Why do we face such major cri-
ses in so many critical areas? The an-
swer is simple. The Bush White House 
and this Congress have failed to live up 
to the promises made to the American 
people. 

Today, the President is scheduled to 
participate in the groundbreaking for 
the 9/11 memorial in New York City. It 
was 21⁄2 years ago today that those 
planes struck the two towers, the Pen-
tagon, and the field in Pennsylvania. 
But are we safer? Hardly. The security 
of this Nation is on thin ice. The Bush 
administration has held back support 
for critical investments in homeland 
security, in police officers, in fire-
fighters, in border, airport and seaport 
security. As a result of this White 
House’s foot dragging, America is woe-
fully unprepared to prevent or respond 
to another terrorist attack. 

Police officers, firefighters, and para-
medics throughout this country have 
sent a clear message to this Capitol; 
namely, they need more Federal help 
to best do their job. Law enforcement 
grants are proposed to be cut by $1 bil-
lion. 

The President, in his budget, puts 
first responders last in line for Federal 
funding. The President’s budget pro-
poses to cut grants that equip and 
train police, fire, and emergency med-
ical services personnel by $733 million.
Fire grants alone are to be reduced by 
33 percent. 

These cuts come despite continued 
warnings—from think tanks, from 
commissions, and from first responders 
themselves—that our Nation is not 
adequately prepared to respond to an-
other act of terrorism. 

Congress has a responsibility to pro-
tect the Nation. It must focus on the 
country’s many serious vulnerabilities 
and invest dollars where they are most 
needed. But it seems as though the 
only time this Congress is willing to 

increase funding is for our defense 
forces overseas. Defenses here at home 
are left to scramble and scrape. 

My amendment would increase the 
levels of the 2-year caps on discre-
tionary spending contained in the reso-
lution to sustainable levels. These lev-
els would allow Congress to responsibly 
move forward on the appropriations 
process. 

This amendment provides sufficient 
resources, including $11.2 billion in fis-
cal year 2005 and $7.4 billion in fiscal 
year 2006 to make sure that the level of 
activity for domestic programs that 
the Congress approved and the Presi-
dent signed into law for 2004, can be 
maintained in 2005 and 2006, after ad-
justing for inflation. 

We will hear during the debate that 
spending is out of control. It really is 
not. We have seen an increase in the 3 
years since President Bush took office, 
but what programs have received those 
increases? The increases have been for 
defense, homeland security, and the re-
sponse to the September 11 attack. In 
fact, 91 percent of the spending in-
creases since 2001 have been in those 
three categories. According to staff 
analysis, increases for domestic pro-
grams, excluding homeland security, 
have barely kept pace with inflation 
over the last 2 years. 

If you think the Congress should re-
store the President’s proposed cuts of 
$1 billion in State and local law en-
forcement grants, you should be for 
this amendment. If you voted for the 
Senate highway bill, you should be for 
this amendment. If you think that vet-
erans should not have to pay special 
charges and membership fees for health 
care, if you think that veterans al-
ready paid their dues at Iwo Jima, 
Pork Chop Hill, and the Mekong Delta, 
then you should be for this amend-
ment. 

Anyone who wants to characterize 
this amendment as excessive spending 
is not paying attention to the needs of 
their constituents. Nor are they paying 
attention to the bottom line. This 
amendment would reduce the deficits 
below the levels assumed in the budget 
resolution. The amendment assumes 
additional revenues from the elimi-
nation of waste in tax expenditures, 
through increased tax enforcement and 
compliance, and through the partial re-
peal of the excessive tax cuts for the 
wealthiest Americans enacted in recent 
years. 

This Senate must not continue to 
tell the American people that we are 
enacting legislation to better educate 
our children and to provide adequate 
care for military veterans—- those men 
and women who are enduring service in 
the powder keg called Iraq and will 
need care—because we are not pro-
viding the money. We do not pay for 
our promises and that is nothing short 
of flim-flam and fraud pulled on the 
American people. To starve basic do-
mestic needs and feed the country only 
feel-good rhetoric is the worst kind of 
posturing. Let us stop misleading the 
taxpayer and deliver what we promise. 

This amendment is balanced. It is 
fair. It is responsible. We should not ig-
nore the needs of our constituents. I 
urge the adoption of my amendment.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I want 
to again send a message out to our col-
leagues just as strongly and as clearly 
as I can. We are very close, I believe, to 
having presented our major amend-
ments. I believe very strongly that this 
year less is more. I hope colleagues will 
refrain from offering additional amend-
ments unless they are just extraor-
dinarily important and they are able to 
convince the managers and the leader-
ship they simply must be offered. 

We are now on the fourth day of de-
liberations on the budget resolution. 
We have had an opportunity to debate 
this in a full and virtually complete 
way. We are on the brink of having 
been able to complete the offering of 
all our major priority amendments. 

I am asking my colleagues, please re-
frain from offering additional amend-
ments. I hope very much we will have 
a meeting on our side to discuss how 
we proceed from this point. 

I thank all of our colleagues who 
have debated. I thank all of our col-
leagues who have offered these key 
amendments. I want to especially 
thank Senator BYRD for his courtesy 
and his willingness to accept the limi-
tation on time. 

The next Member in our order is Sen-
ator LIEBERMAN. 

I see the chairman has returned. 
Again, I am asking all of our col-

leagues who have pending amendments 
on our side, please review them with a 
fine-tooth comb. Unless they are abso-
lutely essential, I ask you, I urge you 
not to offer the amendment. And for 
the first time I have ever done this on 
a budget resolution, I am very close to 
the point where I will begin opposing 
amendments because I feel so strongly 
we should not offer substantially more 
amendments than we already have. I 
am very close to the point of taking 
the position that I will oppose amend-
ments. We have had a good opportunity 
to debate. We have had a good oppor-
tunity to consider major amendments. 
We can have some additional high pri-
ority amendments. But 50 additional 
amendments, no. That is not reason-
able. It is not fair to our colleagues. 
Please, let us show some restraint. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I want 

to echo everything my colleague from 
North Dakota said. 

I know I have complained to Senator 
BYRD in the past about deliberations 
on the budget process. I said I dislike 
vote-aramas. In the past, management 
of budget bills has many times stacked 
the votes. Well, there won’t be any 
votes and people would have long de-
bates, and, therefore, not really con-
sider very many amendments until late 
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Thursday night. We haven’t done that, 
frankly in large part because of my re-
lationship and respect for Senator 
CONRAD. We said we wanted to avoid 
the vote-arama. Last year was prob-
ably the worst vote-arama in Senate 
history. To me, it is very demeaning to 
the Senate. We cast 51 rollcall votes, 
most of which were jammed together, 
most of which had 1 minute of debate 
each, and no one knew what they were 
voting on. It was not a pretty picture. 
It wasn’t good for the Senate. I want to 
do what is right for the Senate. I have 
heard Senator BYRD say that. I happen 
to agree with him. 

I appreciate his amendment. I don’t 
support his amendment, but I appre-
ciate it. It is a substantive amendment. 
As Senator CONRAD said, we are willing 
to take substantive amendments and 
debate them and discuss them and give 
Members ample time to consider them.
But we do not need to have repetitive 
amendments. We do not need to have 
endless amendments. We do not need to 
have sense of the Senates. And we do 
not need to have people staying here 
until 1 o’clock in the morning voting, 
where they are like zombies and don’t 
really recognize what they are voting 
on. 

I want to make a couple comments 
on the amendment before the Senate 
right now, the amendment by my col-
league and friend, Senator BYRD. This 
amendment would increase taxes by 
$24.5 billion. It increases spending by 
about $18 billion. I urge our colleagues 
to defeat it. 

We have had a lot of amendments 
that will increase taxes and increase 
spending. We are going to be voting on 
that several times—maybe even more 
times. I hope we don’t continue voting 
on it. I think people are making their 
points. I understand a lot of people 
want to tax more and spend more. That 
is understood. I do not know how many 
times we would have to vote on it. 

The tax assumption we have in the 
bill before us for 2005 is $12.3 billion in 
tax reduction. But in reality we are as-
suming present law will be extended. If 
you extend present law—no tax cut, 
but basically extend present law—that 
costs us about $12.3 billion. 

This bill increases taxes by about 
$11.2 billion. In other words, you could 
not extend present law. It nets out. It 
would tell the Finance Committee, 
don’t do it. The net result would be a 
lot of families in Oklahoma and in 
other places around the country—if 
they have four kids, it would be a tax 
increase of $2,200, if they have taxable 
income of $58,000. These are not nec-
essarily wealthy individuals. 

I know the top line of this says: We 
want to reduce tax breaks for the upper 
1 percent. I urge colleagues, if you 
know of some tax breaks that need to 
be closed, Chairman GRASSLEY is going 
to have a bill on the floor when we re-
turn from this recess week after next. 
Offer those amendments to close the 
tax breaks, and if they are legitimate, 
I may well support you. That is the 

time to do it. But I think a lot of these 
so-called closing tax breaks are not 
there or Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator BAUCUS already have them in 
their bill or they are planning on put-
ting them in the bill. I am all for clos-
ing them. And I could mention other 
provisions. I am for closing them. But 
let’s do it on the tax bill. 

This is basically saying, let’s have a 
tax increase of $24 billion and increas-
ing spending by $18 billion. 

I urge our colleagues to vote against 
the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I say to 
my colleague, the chairman, Senator 
BINGAMAN is in the Chamber. He would 
be willing to take 5 minutes to describe 
an amendment, and I am wondering if 
we could give him that time. My inten-
tion would be to give him 5 minutes off 
the resolution. 

I would ask him, because we have 
just given the amendment to the other 
side, not to send his amendment to the 
desk at this moment but to describe it. 
I would give him 5 minutes off the reso-
lution. If the Senator needs more time, 
I would add time. We need unanimous 
consent to allow him to speak on his 
amendment without sending it to the 
desk and set aside Senator BYRD’s 
amendment for the moment. 

I ask the Senator, would that be ac-
ceptable? 

Mr. BYRD. When may I briefly re-
spond to Mr. NICKLES? 

Mr. CONRAD. Would the Senator pre-
fer to do that at this moment? 

Mr. BYRD. Just briefly, if I may. 
Mr. CONRAD. An entirely reasonable 

request. 
Thank you, I say to Senator BYRD. 
Mr. BYRD. Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if I may 

resume and take a bit more of my 
time. 

It is not spending that has put us 
back into the deficit ditch. Spending 
for 2005 is estimated to be about 20 per-
cent of the gross domestic product. 
That is significantly less than during 
the Reagan administration or during 
the administration of President Bush’s 
father. On the other hand, revenues as 
a percentage of gross domestic product 
are the lowest since 1950. 

This amendment produces just 
enough spending to cover the levels ap-
proved by this Congress and signed by 
the President for fiscal year 2004, ad-
justed for inflation. This is a dis-
ciplined amendment that sets reason-
able limits. This amendment is not 
about increasing taxes. 

In July 2003, at a House Ways and 
Means Committee hearing on waste, 
fraud, and improved uses for taxpayer 
funds, GAO Comptroller David Walker 
testified that tax compliance and col-
lection activity declines are a ‘‘high 
risk’’ concern for the GAO. 

As of September 2001, IRS data 
showed that employers owed $49 billion 

in delinquent taxes. IRS and Federal 
payment records indicate that 1 mil-
lion taxpayers owed about $26 billion in 
delinquent taxes as of February 2002 
and were still receiving some type of 
Federal payment. 

Our own budget chairman, at a hear-
ing this year with Treasury Secretary 
Snow, expressed his concerns about tax 
compliance and its effect on the rev-
enue side of the budget. 

The Senate should at least make 
some effort to ensure we are enforcing 
our current tax laws and that delin-
quent taxpayers are paying their fair 
share before we cut education, health 
care, and veterans programs for citi-
zens who actually pay their taxes. 

I reserve the remainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I now 

yield to Senator LAUTENBERG for the 
purpose of sending forward his amend-
ment that we earlier discussed I will 
give him a minute off the resolution to 
send his amendment to the desk, and 
then go to Senator BINGAMAN for 5 min-
utes to discuss his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The pending 
amendment is laid aside. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2703

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
call my amendment up, which was de-
bated earlier. It is amendment No. 2703. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. LAU-

TENBERG], for himself, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. LEAHY, 
Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. FEINGOLD, and Mr. KEN-
NEDY, proposes an amendment numbered 
2703.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To reduce debt and require the in-

dustries respondible for producing products 
that contaminate toxic waste sites and in-
dustries who are exempt from liability for 
such contamination, to help pay for the 
cleanup by reinstating the Superfund pol-
luter pays fees, and to reduce the deficit) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$1,501,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$1,629,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$1,696,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,735,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$1,754,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$1,501,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$1,629,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$1,696,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,735,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,754,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,501,000,000. 
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On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$1,629,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$1,696,000,000. 
On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 

$1,735,000,000. 
On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 

$1,754,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$1,501,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$3,130,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$4,826,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$6,561,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$8,315,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$1,501,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$3,130,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$4,826,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$6,561,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$8,315,000,000. 
On page 25, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$1,501,000,000.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment be sequenced following the 
Dorgan amendment No. 2793, and that 
there be 2 minutes remaining for de-
bate at that time with respect to the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I re-
served time for the Senator from Okla-
homa to speak on the amendment. He 
has not done that, so I will continue to 
reserve 7 minutes for my colleague 
from Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
The Senator from New Mexico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2765

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague, Senator CONRAD, 
for yielding me some time to describe 
an amendment I intend to offer and 
would like to have the Senate consider 
and vote on. 

This is an amendment which can be 
best summarized by reading it. It is 
only a sentence long. And it says:

It shall not be in order in the Senate to 
consider a bill, amendment, motion, joint 
resolution, or conference report that in-
creases the number of taxpayers affected by 
the alternative minimum tax, except for a 
measure that extends expiring provisions re-
lating to the child tax credit, the 10-percent 
tax bracket, and the marriage penalty.

Mr. President, this is what I would 
call a first-things-first amendment. I 
heard the President, in his State of the 
Union speech—and we have all heard 
him on numerous occasions—talk 
about how we need to make permanent 
the tax cuts. 

We had a hearing in the Finance 
Committee where Secretary Snow, our 
Secretary of the Treasury, came in and 
said: We need to make permanent our 
tax cuts. And my question to him was: 

What about this looming problem that 
we all know about, which is called the 
alternative minimum tax? 

Now, the alternative minimum tax 
was put in place with the idea that 
very wealthy individuals should not be 
able to avoid all taxes. If they cal-
culate their taxes and they figure out 
some way to determine they do not 
owe anything, then they have to also 
calculate on the basis of the alter-
native minimum tax and at least pay 
that amount.

That was the idea behind it. Unfortu-
nately, with the changes we made in 
the tax law and with the changes in the 
economy and the tax structure, we are 
now to a circumstance where we are 
beginning to see more and more people 
affected by the alternative minimum 
tax. If we were to do what the Presi-
dent has urged—that is, make all these 
tax cuts permanent—then the number 
of people who are adversely affected by 
having to calculate their tax pursuant 
to the alternative minimum tax would 
go up very dramatically. Instead of it 
affecting a couple million people, we 
are talking about it affecting 30 mil-
lion people by the year 2012. 

My amendment says, let’s do first 
things first. Let’s figure out how to re-
solve this problem of the alternative 
minimum tax, and let’s not be bringing 
bills to the floor and passing legisla-
tion unless we have 60 votes in the Sen-
ate in favor of it. Let’s not be passing 
legislation to worsen the situation and 
to require more and more Americans to 
fall under these provisions of the alter-
native minimum tax. To me, it is a 
straightforward, commonsense thing to 
do. 

I asked Secretary Snow in this same 
hearing: How much is it going to cost 
to fix the problem? 

His answer was: We don’t know. We 
are working on that. 

I said: When are you going to know? 
Well, we are going to know maybe a 

year from now. 
That is not an acceptable answer for 

the Senate or for the Congress or for 
the American people. We should not be 
making permanent tax cuts and fur-
ther cutting taxes unless we know the 
extent of the revenue loss that is in-
volved in fixing this alternative min-
imum tax problem. 

All this does is set up a point of 
order. It says, if you are going to bring 
a bill to the floor that adds more 
Americans to this roster of people who 
have to calculate and pay their tax 
pursuant to the alternative minimum 
tax, then you have to get 60 Senators 
to agree to pass that bill or else it does 
not pass. 

It is a very constructive proposal. It 
is one that would strengthen this budg-
et resolution substantially. I hope all 
Members will support the amendment 
when the time comes for me to offer it. 

I am advised by my colleague, Sen-
ator CONRAD, this is not the appro-
priate time. Therefore, I will not send 
the amendment to the desk. Again, I 
appreciate the chance to explain the 

amendment so my colleagues will 
know what is involved. As I say, I hope 
we can get a very strong bipartisan 
vote in favor of the amendment. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Might I advise the 

Senator, we have now had a chance to 
show the amendment to the other side. 
If the Senator would like at this mo-
ment to send his amendment to the 
desk, that would be appropriate. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if our 
colleague would decide not to send his 
amendment to the desk, I would be 
much more favorably inclined to dis-
cuss it. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, this 
is the kind of good government amend-
ment that I was counting on my col-
league from Oklahoma supporting. I 
am sure the more he studies it, the 
more merit he will see in the amend-
ment. I will be glad to send it to the 
desk at this point, if now is the correct 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. To further inform my 
colleague, I believe a budget point of 
order lies against the amendment. I 
don’t know that will change his desire 
about whether to send it to the desk, 
but I am fairly certain that a budget 
point of order does lie against it. I 
would urge you to consider maybe 
keeping it at a good verbal discussion 
but not sending it to the desk. But you 
certainly have that right to do so. 

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, in 
response to my colleague from Okla-
homa, I would certainly want to send it 
to the desk and have the opportunity 
to call it up for a vote at the appro-
priate time, if that is appropriate at 
this time. I do send the amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment will 
be set aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. BINGA-

MAN] proposes an amendment numbered 2765.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To ensure that legislation is not 

enacted that increases the number of tax-
payers affected by the alternative min-
imum tax) 
On page 45, after line 13, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. lll. POINT OF ORDER REQUIRING THAT 

INCREASES THE NUMBER OF TAX-
PAYERS AFFECTED BY THE ALTER-
NATIVE MINIMUM TAX AGAINST LEG-
ISLATION. 

(a) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.—It 
shall not be in order in the Senate to con-
sider a bill, amendment, motion, joint reso-
lution, or conference report that increases 
the number of taxpayers affected by the al-
ternative minimum tax, except for a meas-
ure that extends expiring provisions relating 
to the child audit, the 10 percent tax brack-
et, and the marriage penalty. 
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(b) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.—

This section may be waived or suspended in 
the Senate only by an affirmative vote of 3⁄5 
of the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An 
affirmative vote of 3⁄5 of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Connecticut is next in 
our queue. I am wondering if we might 
enter into a time agreement on the 
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut. I would suggest 20 minutes 
equally divided. We provided that 
amendment to the other side. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I 
haven’t consulted with Senator COCH-
RAN. That is the reason I am caught a 
little bit off guard. I have no objection 
to limiting the debate to 20 minutes. I 
will be happy to limit the debate time 
on Senator LIEBERMAN’s amendment to 
20 minutes. I may withhold some of our 
time for Senator COCHRAN to come in 
and debate it at a later moment. 

I ask unanimous consent that we 
have 20 minutes equally divided on the 
Lieberman amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Connecticut. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2807 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
laid aside. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 

LIEBERMAN], for himself, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. BIDEN, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. CORZINE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. KOHL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. GRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2807.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To restore cuts and increase fund-

ing for homeland security programs and re-
duce the debt by reducing the President’s 
tax breaks for taxpayers with incomes in 
excess of $1 million a year) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$3,664,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$4,533,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$4,089,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$1,160,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$175,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$3,664,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$4,533,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$4,089,000,000. 
On page 3, line 20, increase the amount by 

$1,160,000,000. 
On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 

$175,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$3,664,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 
$4,533,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 
$4,089,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, increase the amount by 
$1,160,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, increase the amount by 
$175,000,000. 

On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 
$3,664,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 
$8,197,000,000. 

On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$12,286,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$13,446,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$13,621,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$3,664,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$8,197,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$12,286,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$13,446,000,000. 

On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$13,621,000,000. 
SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR HOMELAND SECU-

RITY PROGRAMS. 
The Chairman of the Committee on the 

Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $6,800,000,000 in budget authority for 
fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of out-
lays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years, for a bill, amendment, motion, 
or conference report that provides additional 
fiscal year 2005 discretionary appropriations, 
in excess of the levels provided in this reso-
lution for first responder grant programs, 
border security programs, port security 
grants, the Operation Safe Commerce pro-
gram, the Coast Guard Deepwater program, 
and transportation security programs at the 
Department of Homeland Security; the Com-
munity Oriented Policing Services (COPS) 
program, the Edward Byrne grant program, 
and the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
program at the Department of Justice; and 
bioterror—related programs at the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, last 
week we observed the first anniversary 
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, the largest reorganization of the 
Federal Government in almost a half 
century. With that anniversary came a 
round of reflection on the status of our 
homeland defenses. There was general 
agreement on the verdict. Yes, we are 
stronger and safer at home, thanks to 
the creation of the Department of 
Homeland Security and other steps 
that we have taken since September 11, 
2001. But no, we are not nearly as safe 
as we should be. We are not as safe as 
we should be because this administra-
tion has not given homeland security 
the focused leadership and resources 
that it demands. 

The Gilmore commission, led by 
former Virginia Governor James Gil-
more, a distinguished Republican lead-
er, recently warned of complacency 
about the terrorist threat and decried 
the lack of a clear strategy to bring 
about improved security. Other expert 
panels, one of them convened and led 
by former colleagues Warren Rudman 
and Gary Hart, called the Nation ‘‘still 

unprepared’’ to respond to another Sep-
tember 11 attack and said that our first 
responders were ‘‘drastically under-
funded.’’ 

Homeland security will not come 
cheap. On first responders alone, one of 
the expert panels I described told us 
they believe it would take $98 billion 
over 5 years to bring our defenses at 
home up to where they need to be. Yet 
the administration proposes a stunning 
30-percent cut in resources for fire-
fighters, police officers, and emergency 
medical personnel. 

The President’s budget for fiscal year 
2005 fails to acknowledge, much less ad-
dress adequately, the new threats we 
face as a nation, shortchanging the 
homeland side of our war on terrorism. 

That is why I rise today to offer this 
amendment that would add $6.8 billion 
to the administration’s homeland secu-
rity budget. 

Let me describe where the money 
would go: $4.4 billion of that amount 
would go toward helping our first re-
sponders, the firefighters, the police of-
ficers, the emergency medical per-
sonnel, the hundreds of thousands of 
people who every day go to work, put 
on a uniform to serve not only as first 
responders but really, if we use them 
well, as first preventers of terrorist at-
tacks. I also propose $900 million in ad-
ditional resources for port and con-
tainer security, widely acknowledged 
as a continuing vulnerability to terror-
ists who will strike always where we 
are undefended, and our ports and con-
tainers are too greatly undefended. 

I am calling here for $500 million to 
better prepare for the threat of bioter-
rorism, which recent intelligence re-
ports say continues to be a focus of the 
terrorist groups around the world. I am 
asking for $500 million for additional 
border personnel as well as for needed 
equipment and technology for border 
security, so we will not see a repeat of 
the terrorists who came into America 
to carry out the evil deeds of Sep-
tember 11, 2001. 

I am asking for $1⁄2 billion to make 
further advances on aviation security 
and for greater protection of other 
modes of transportation—rail, bus, 
mass transit—that remain too unpro-
tected. About $2.5 billion of this 
amendment is needed just to restore 
cuts that the administration’s budget 
makes in some of these homeland secu-
rity functions from fiscal year 2004 
spending. 

For example, in this amendment we 
restore the administration’s $1 billion 
cut to the State homeland security 
grant program, the main source of as-
sistance to State and local govern-
ments and first responders, an unac-
ceptable cut. The amendment also 
would restore more than $1 billion in 
cuts to proven first responder programs 
in the Justice Department: the local 
law enforcement block grant, the Ed-
ward Byrne Memorial grant program, 
and the Community Oriented Policing 
Services Program, widely and appre-
ciatively known as COPS.
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If someone asked whether we have 

been safer since September 11 from an-
other attack, I just say: Thank God, we 
have been safe. But this is not an over-
reaction. 

Mr. Tenet testified before the Armed 
Services Committee the other day and 
he said that al-Qaida and more than 
two dozen other terrorist groups 
around the world are still in eager pur-
suit of chemical, biological, radio-
logical, and nuclear weapons. Their No. 
1 goal—not their only goal—is to carry 
out another ‘‘spectacular attack’’ on 
the United States. Those are the terms 
they use, ‘‘spectacular attack,’’ which 
they are convinced will break our will 
and certainly disrupt our economy. 

We cannot let that happen. We must 
defend our homeland and protect our 
infrastructure and our people where we 
are vulnerable, through the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, with the 
kinds of funds that are authorized and 
appropriated in this amendment. 

We have a long way to go before we 
fulfill the promise each of us has made 
that our Federal Government would 
adequately secure the American people 
when they are at home. We have to ap-
proach this profound responsibility 
with the same unity, the same resolve, 
and the same resources we have 
brought to the war on terror overseas. 
That is why I have introduced this 
amendment and asked for my col-
leagues’ support.

Allow me to lay out, more specifi-
cally, what this amendment would do 
and why it is so necessary. 

I am advocating $4.4 billion in fiscal 
year 2005—above the President’s re-
quest to help ensure that first respond-
ers have the equipment, training, and 
other resources they need to prevent, 
prepare for and if necessary respond to 
acts of terrorism. 

We all remember the heroic role po-
lice, firefighters and other first re-
sponders played on 9/11, as our Nation 
responded to the horrific attacks of 
that day and braced for untold sequels 
that might be soon to follow. Less visi-
ble is the role many of these officials 
also play in attempting to prevent acts 
of terrorism here at home: State and 
local police are the eyes and ears of the 
community that may first detect a ter-
rorist plot on U.S. soil or intercept a 
terrorist before he or she can strike. 
We owe these front line homeland secu-
rity troops more than our admiration 
we owe them our full financial support. 

Yet a distinguished panel convened 
by the Council on Foreign Relations 
found these first responders wanting 
for the tools they must have to con-
front a terrorist attack: firefighters 
without their own radios or breathing 
equipment; police departments without 
protective gear to respond to an attack 
with a chemical, biological or radio-
logical agent; and nearly all without 
interoperable communications equip-
ment. This is unacceptable and must be 
changed. 

Let’s start with the work that must 
be done just to undo the harmful cuts 

sought by the administration. First, 
my proposal will restore the adminis-
tration’s drastic $1 billion cut to the 
State Homeland Security Grant Pro-
gram, which is the main source of as-
sistance to state and local govern-
ments and first responders for emer-
gency planning, equipment, training, 
exercises, mutual aid agreements, and 
other preparedness activities. There is 
bipartisan support for restoring these 
cuts, reflecting the reality that all 
states face certain homeland funding 
needs and need a steady, predictable 
source of money—as this program pro-
vides—to plan wisely. 

My amendment will also restore 
more than $1 billion in cuts to key first 
responder programs in the Justice De-
partment: the Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant (LLEBG), the Edward 
Byrne Memorial Grant Program 
(BYRNE), and the Community Oriented 
Policing Services Program (COPs). 
These programs provide vital aid to 
help communities hire more police offi-
cers and equip them with the tools 
they need. Funding levels for these 
three programs have declined more 
than $1.8 billion since fiscal year 2002, 
representing a dangerous and unwise 
reduction at a time when the threat 
from terrorism, but also domestic 
crime, has clearly increased. 

The amendment would also provide 
$400 million to restore a 33 percent cut 
in the vital Fire Act program, which 
provides direct support to thousands of 
fire departments around the country, 
and to bring it to full funding. And it 
restores a $9 million cut to the Emer-
gency Management Planning Grants 
program, which supports the capacity 
of state and local governments to re-
spond to emergencies of all kinds. 

All of these programs are integral to 
the strength of our first responders and 
it is incomprehensible that we would 
cut them at a time the terrorist threat 
remains high. But we must do more 
than just hold the line we need to dra-
matically improve our homeland de-
fenses in our communities. 

My proposal would provide $1 billion 
in new funding to be dedicated to help-
ing first responders obtain interoper-
able communications equipment so 
they can ‘‘talk to one another’’ when 
responding to events. The lack of com-
munications interoperability has re-
ceived substantial attention since the 
September 11, 2001 attacks revealed 
major problems with communication 
between police and fire fighters at the 
World Trade Center in New York. But 
the problem is hardly unique to New 
York. Federal officials involved with 
this issue report that at best—only 14 
States have communications equip-
ment that allows public safety agencies 
to talk to each other during a terrorist 
attack or other emergency. The price 
tag for fixing the problem nationwide 
has been estimated as high as $18 bil-
lion, and the lead Federal official on 
this issue has stated that, at the 
present rate, it will take 20 years to 
achieve full interoperability in our 
country. This is much too long. 

Yet, the President’s 2005 budget actu-
ally takes a step backwards by elimi-
nating relatively small grant programs 
at FEMA that were dedicated to inter-
operability. Instead, funding for inter-
operability must now compete with 
funds for protective gear, training, ex-
ercises, and other equipment. My pro-
posal would dedicate $1 billion specifi-
cally for interoperability to provide a 
significant lift to States’ efforts to 
overcome a critical obstacle facing 
emergency responders across America. 
In addition to equipment, this would 
include funding necessary for planning, 
evaluation, deployment, and training 
on the use of modern interoperable 
communications. 

Another $1 billion in this amendment 
would go to fully fund the SAFER Act, 
staffing for Adequate Fire and Emer-
gency Response, that is necessary to 
hire 10,000 additional fire fighters. Ac-
cording to the International Associa-
tion of Fire Fighters, the shortage of 
fire fighters has reached crisis propor-
tions. Two-thirds of all fire depart-
ments do not have adequate staffing, 
falling below the accepted industry 
standards developed by the National 
Fire Protection Association and, more 
to the point, putting those firefighters 
who are on the job in danger. The 
SAFER Act, which Congress finally 
passed last year due to the outstanding 
leadership of my colleague Senator 
DODD, authorizes $7.6 billion in grants 
over 7 years to career, volunteer, and 
combination fire departments hire new 
firefighters. At a time when budget 
cuts have forced some local jurisdic-
tions to actually reduce the number of 
first responders, this funding is nec-
essary to help protect firefighters and 
to provide the emergency response ca-
pabilities communities want and ex-
pect. 

Virtually every expert analysis of 
terrorist threats to the United States 
focuses on the critical issue of port se-
curity. Small wonder—millions of con-
tainers arrive at U.S. ports each year, 
coming from all parts of the globe and 
subject to only limited, if any, inspec-
tion. The ports are at once a tempting 
portal into the U.S. for dangerous 
cargo, and a vital economic conduit 
that—if shuttered due to a terrorist as-
sault—could cause devastating disrup-
tion of the Nation’s economic life’s 
blood. Earlier this year, the FBI testi-
fied that terrorist organizations are 
looking ‘‘for any holes in the port secu-
rity system to exploit.’’ Yet in the face 
of such risk, the administration pro-
poses to cut spending on port security 
grants and eliminate Operation Safe 
Commerce, an innovative program to 
improve the security of container traf-
fic into this country. In addition, the 
President’s budget puts Coast Guard 
fleet and equipment modernization on 
a slow boat—at the administration’s 
pace, the Deepwater modernization 
program will take 22 years. A 22-year 
modernization is practically an 
oxymoron. 

My amendment would provide $900 
million in additional resources for port 
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and container security. About half of 
that would go to restore Operation 
Safe Commerce and to improve phys-
ical security at our ports. Bring port 
security grants—at only a suggested 
$46 million in the President’s budget—
to $500 million. The Coast Guard has 
estimated it will cost $7.5 billion—and 
$1.5 billion this year—just to provide 
all ports with minimum security meas-
ures and implement the Maritime 
Transportation Security Act. The 
grants help finance measures such as 
fencing and surveillance to better se-
cure the ports and—with them—our 
vital trade links. Operations Safe Com-
merce has explored new technologies to 
track container traffic and can provide 
a valuable think tank for new ap-
proaches to secure their travel into our 
country. 

The rest of the money would go to 
accelerating the Deepwater program, a 
22-year Coast Guard fleet moderniza-
tion program. Since 9/11, we have 
turned to the Coast Guard again and 
again for a growing roster of homeland 
security needs—even as we expect them 
to continue their outstanding work on 
non-defense missions such as fisheries 
enforcement and search and rescue. 
Yet this outstanding agency operates 
with virtually the oldest naval fleet in 
the world—39th out of 41. Senators 
from both parties—and even the Herit-
age Foundation—have called for more 
money for Deepwater. Not only is it 
the right thing to do, it will actually 
save money in the long run since the 
longer Deepwater takes to complete, 
the more the Coast Guard must spend 
on maintenance of the decaying fleet. 

More than 2 years after the anthrax 
attacks demonstrated our country’s 
vulnerability to bioterrorism, our ef-
forts to protect the American people 
against biological attacks remains dis-
organized and underfunded. Indeed, a 
recent report by the Trust for Public 
Health concluded that communities are 
‘‘only modestly better prepared’’ to re-
spond to a bioterror attack than they 
were before 9/11. Yet here again, the ad-
ministration actually wants to cut 
spending—contradicting the opinion of 
even its own official responsible for 
bioterror preparedness. 

The President’s budget cuts $105 mil-
lion from Centers for Disease Control 
grants to help public health agencies 
prepare for bioterrorism, and another 
$39 million from a program to help hos-
pitals expand their capacity to treat 
victims of a bioterror attack. Where 
bioterror is concerned, these health of-
ficials are our first responders and we 
must give them support commensurate 
to the threat. It is true that The Presi-
dent would provide some new money 
for surveillance to detect a bioterror 
attack, but this will be of limited use if 
we have no resources to respond to an 
attack once we detect it. One public 
health official likened it to ‘‘laying off 
firefighters while investing in new 
hoses and ladders.’’ 

Therefore, my amendment would add 
$500 million for bioterror preparedness, 

to restore those cuts and significantly 
expand the hospital grant program. 
The health community has identified 
more than $11 billion in additional 
needed medical supplies, protective 
gear for staff and other essentials to 
respond to a bioterror attack. At the 
current pace, it would take more than 
20 years before hospitals could provide 
even basic care in the event of such an 
attack. We must speed up this effort, 
and my amendment would help us 
begin down that road. The investments 
we make here will have the added ben-
efit of improving our capacity to re-
spond to naturally occurring diseases, 
such as a severe flu outbreak. 

Our border officials process more 
than 440 million visits each year, and 
police more than 7,000 miles of border 
with Canada and Mexico. In the imme-
diate aftermath of 9/11, Congress recog-
nized we must spend more to make this 
system work—to facilitate lawful visi-
tors and trade, while weeding out and 
halting those who pose a threat. We 
passed the Patriot Act and the En-
hanced Border Security Act, both of 
which called for significant new border 
personnel. But since then we have fall-
en short—hundreds upon hundreds 
short—of meeting those targets. Indeed 
one of the only targets that was met—
posting 1,000 Border Patrol agents 
along the Northern Border—was re-
portedly achieved only by shifting 
agents from the Southern Border. This 
is not real homeland security. 

My amendment would provide $500 
million for additional border personnel, 
as well as for needed equipment and 
technology for border security. The 
needs are extensive and include port-
able, interoperable communications 
equipment, surveillance systems and 
fingerprint identification equipment. 
As US VISIT—the entry/exit system 
mandated by Congress—is expanded to 
land ports, we will need expanded fa-
cilities to process visitors. Total imple-
mentation costs for the program could 
reach $10 billion. 

Border security can make a dif-
ference. The September 11th Commis-
sion discovered that one alert inspector 
in Miami had apparently stopped one of 
the would-be hijackers simply by con-
ducting a probing interview at the air-
port. But we cannot expect such high 
performance if critical homeland de-
fense workers such as these are over-
worked and poorly equipped. 

We know from 9/11, and from ter-
rorist attacks around the world, that 
transportation networks pose a tempt-
ing target to would-be attackers. This 
knowledge spurred Congress to create 
the Transportation Security Agency in 
record time. Now we must give the 
agency the resources to fulfill its man-
date. My amendment would provide 
$500 million to make further inroads on 
aviation security and expand to other 
modes of transportation, which have 
been largely neglected thus far. 

Although TSA has made headway on 
aspects of passenger and baggage 
screening, much work remains to close 

known gaps in our aviation security. 
Specifically, I would direct additional 
funding to developing systems to 
screen air cargo, to screen passengers 
for explosives, and to screen airport 
workers with access to aircraft. 

About a quarter of all air cargo trav-
els on passenger planes. Yet, despite all 
the added precautions we’ve developed 
for air passengers and their bags, this 
cargo remains largely uninspected—
only about 5 percent is screened. All-
cargo jets pose a similar vulnerability. 
We must also develop effective systems 
to screen cargo and implement short-
term solutions at once. Another vul-
nerability is explosives: current pas-
senger screening only detects metallic 
threats, such as guns or knives, not ex-
plosives. Yet we know this is not an ob-
scure threat—would-be terrorist Rich-
ard Reid was able to bring about 10 
ounces of explosives onto an American 
Airlines flight and was only stopped 
from igniting them by an alert pas-
senger on board. There are promising 
technologies in this area, but we must 
spend money to develop them. Finally, 
many airport workers with access to 
aircraft and sensitive areas of the air-
port receive little scrutiny. We must do 
better. 

However incomplete the work on 
aviation security, the federal effort to 
secure other modes of transportation 
has hardly begun. According to a re-
cent news report, we have intelligence 
suggesting that al-Qaida is looking at 
derailing trains, possibly carrying haz-
ardous material. GAO has also identi-
fied vulnerabilities regarding rail ship-
ments of hazardous materials, as well 
as protective measures that have not 
yet been taken. Yet despite such con-
cerns, little has been done to assess the 
risks to our rail system or to deploy 
countermeasures. Similarly, we know 
from the deadly sarin attack on the 
Tokyo subway and suicide bombers on 
Israeli buses, that mass transit pre-
sents an inviting target to possible ter-
rorist activity. 

The American Public Transportation 
Association has identified at least $6 
billion in transit security needs, such 
as video surveillance and chemical and 
biological detection systems. But DHS 
has released only $115 million in tran-
sit security grants thus far, and no 
money is set aside for this purpose in 
the President’s budget.

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the amend-
ment offered by my friend, the Senator 
from Connecticut, Mr. LIEBERMAN, to 
address shortfalls in homeland security 
funding in the President’s FY05 Budget 
Request. As a cosponsor, I believe this 
amendment would go a long way to en-
suring that our homeland security is 
not shortchanged. 

I am disappointed that the Presi-
dent’s budget request cuts taxes for the 
wealthy at the expense of funding 
homeland security programs. Our 
amendment would restore $2.5 billion 
in proposed budget cuts and includes 
an additional $7 billion to strengthen 
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existing programs. It would also reduce 
the deficit by offsetting spending with 
tax cut reductions for those earning 
more than $1 million a year. 

Our amendment takes an important 
step to prepare our first responders by 
restoring $1 billion for the State Home-
land Security Grant Program, which 
provides first responders critical fund-
ing for emergency planning, training, 
and equipment. 

This program is crucial for all 
States, especially States like Hawaii 
with smaller populations, since a por-
tion of this funding is evenly distrib-
uted among all States. 

Our amendment also takes important 
steps to ensure that homeland security 
funding is allocated where it is needed 
most. It provides $1 billion in much 
needed funding to address first re-
sponder shortfalls for interoperable 
communications equipment and $600 
million for hospitals and public health 
agencies to respond to emergencies. 

I am equally disappointed that the 
President’s budget request fails to ad-
dress the serious funding gaps for port 
security. In fact, the American Asso-
ciation of Port Authorities has ex-
pressed great concern that the Presi-
dent’s FY05 budget contains no Federal 
funds to meet port security require-
ments. 

The amendment takes important 
steps to secure our ports and our econ-
omy by providing $1 billion for port 
and container security and Coast 
Guard modernization. This funding is 
critical to Hawaii, where 98 percent of 
imported goods are transported by sea. 
This is not just a matter of security for 
Hawaii or coastal States, but the secu-
rity of our Nation. 

According to a Council on Foreign 
Relations Homeland Security Task 
Force report entitled, ‘‘America—Still 
Unprepared, Still in Danger,’’ if our 
Nation’s ports suffered a weapons of 
mass destruction attack, ‘‘the response 
right now would be to shut the [entire] 
system down at an enormous cost to 
the economies of the United States and 
its trade partners.’’ The Task Force re-
port estimates that if American ports 
were to be closed to containerized 
cargo for longer than three to four 
weeks, global shipping container trade 
would grind to a halt. 

Our amendment also includes $500 
million for aviation security, which 
would provide for systems to screen air 
cargo and passengers for explosives. 
This is an important step towards en-
suring adequate funding for security 
devices needed to detect dangerous ma-
terial and to prevent a potential crisis. 

We must ensure that our homeland 
security is not shortchanged. This is 
why I urge my colleagues to support 
this amendment.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. At this time, I 
yield 2 minutes of the time I have al-
lowed to the Senator from New York 
for his statement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized. 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague from Connecticut 

for his leadership. I will be brief. In 2 
minutes, one has no choice. This sub-
ject could and should have a long de-
bate. I understand the time con-
straints. 

We heard of the awful, terrible ter-
rorist attack in Spain. There is some 
debate as to whether it is ETA, the 
Basque separatist organization, or al-
Qaida. Now signs are beginning to 
point to al-Qaida. I am getting asked 
by my people whether this could hap-
pen in New York, Chicago, Los Ange-
les, or anywhere else? The obvious an-
swer is yes. 

We are not close to doing what we 
should be doing on homeland security. 
We are not helping our first responders, 
who are desperate for more help in 
terms of their patrols and the equip-
ment. They have cut out money for 
interoperability of radio, which we in 
New York City learned was so impor-
tant on 9/11. 

In port security, we are wide open 
and we are doing very little. Truck se-
curity—what if they use bombs in 
trucks to blow up buildings, or railroad 
stations, or whatever else? Brazil is 
way ahead of us on truck security, I 
hate to say. The northern border is 
still wide open and empty. Our immi-
gration lists don’t match up with our 
FBI lists, which is allowing terrorists 
to slip into this country. 

None of this is lack of technology. 
This is all lack of dollars. This budget 
talks tough on homeland security, but 
it doesn’t do the job. The terrible trag-
edy in Spain today should remind us 
we are just as wide open and vulner-
able, but we don’t have to be. 

I salute my colleague from Con-
necticut on his amendment because it 
is so needed, so desperately needed. We 
are doing everything we can to fight 
the war on terror overseas. I have been 
supportive of that war. But the bottom 
line is that we are not doing close to 
enough at home to protect us. Money 
will help. If there was ever a consensus 
where we need more dollars, it is here. 
We are not doing it. 

I hope this Senate, in a bipartisan 
way, will rise to the occasion and sup-
port the amendment my friend has of-
fered and of which I am proud to be a 
cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired on the amendment. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
wonder if I might ask for an additional 
minute of my colleague from Con-
necticut who has a related matter. 

Mr. CONRAD. How much time does 
the Senator need? 

Mr. DODD. One minute. 
Mr. CONRAD. I will give a minute off 

the resolution to the Senator. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I heard my 

colleague mention the tragedy that oc-
curred in Spain, with the tremendous 
loss of life there as a result of a ter-
rorist attack, and we don’t know 
whether it was ETA or another organi-
zation. I inform my colleagues that we 
drafted a resolution expressing our 
sense of outrage over these events. 

I chair the United States-Spain 
Council every year and have developed 
strong friendships with the people 
there. I know the budget matters are 
gripping our attention, but I ask the 
managers at some point to find a few 
minutes this evening to set aside the 
budget and express our sense of soli-
darity with the people of Spain, as well 
as our great sense of loss of what oc-
curred. It is in connection directly to 
what my colleagues are offering on this 
amendment on homeland security, 
which I support. 

I hope we might express our unani-
mous support for the people in Spain. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, the 
Senator makes a very good point. I 
think I speak for everybody when I say 
our hearts and minds are with the peo-
ple of Spain after the terrible tragedy 
they suffered. We will seek to find a 
way to express our condolences to the 
people of Spain before we complete our 
work before the break. I thank the 
Senator for bringing that matter to 
our attention. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we are 
continuing the assault on taxpayers. 
Next, in the not too distant future, we 
are going to be voting on a lot of tax 
increases. This would increase taxes by 
$13.7 billion and increase spending by 
$6.8 billion. That is a 40-percent in-
crease. We fully funded the President’s 
request of a 15-percent increase but, ob-
viously, that is not enough for some in-
dividuals. 

I will now yield management of this 
amendment to Senator COLLINS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, it is 
with great reluctance that I rise to op-
pose the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Connecticut. The Senator 
from Connecticut serves as the ranking 
member on the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs, which I am privileged 
to chair.

We have worked very hard together 
on the issue of homeland security and 
have held many hearings during the 
past year to evaluate the progress that 
the new Department is making. But I 
believe the Senator’s amendment is ill 
advised. 

I strongly support increased funding 
to help secure our communities, but we 
must target those additional resources 
to programs that address our greatest 
vulnerabilities, from our ports to our 
borders to even our farms. We must 
also make sure each and every State 
builds and maintains a baseline level of 
homeland security preparedness and re-
sponse capability. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Connecticut would increase funding for 
many State and local homeland secu-
rity programs by more than $7 billion 
over the President’s budget request. 
That is simply not responsible in this 
fiscal climate. 

I also fear if we pour that amount of 
additional money into the system, it 
will not be well and carefully spent. 
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Many of us met this past week with 

municipal officials from our home 
States. I heard from my municipal offi-
cials in Maine that they are spending 
the homeland security money that we 
are giving them very wisely to improve 
their training, to perform joint exer-
cises, and to purchase new equipment. 

Since September 11, according to 
Secretary of Homeland Security Ridge, 
Congress has appropriated some $13 bil-
lion in homeland security assistance 
for first responders, States, localities, 
and other entities. This year, the 
President will allocate an additional $3 
billion through the Office of Domestic 
Preparedness for many of these pro-
grams. 

I do believe we need to provide addi-
tional funding in some areas—port se-
curity, for example, and the basic 
homeland security grant program—to 
continue to build that baseline capac-
ity and also to address one of our big-
gest vulnerabilities, and that is the 
vulnerability of our seaports. But I be-
lieve Senator LIEBERMAN’s amendment 
does not target resources in the most 
effective manner. 

Let me give a couple of examples. 
The Lieberman amendment provides 
$600 million for new biosecurity spend-
ing. The administration’s budget also 
includes more than $100 million for a 
new biosurveillance initiative and 
makes more than $2.5 billion available 
in fiscal year 2005 for bioshield. I sim-
ply do not believe the additional fund-
ing that is contained in Senator 
LIEBERMAN’s amendment is required, 
given the substantial investment the 
President’s budget already makes in 
biosecurity. 

Again, I hope to be offering either a 
joint or my own version of a homeland 
security amendment later in the budg-
et debate. I believe the proposal I will 
be putting forward better balances the 
need for fiscal restraint as we work to 
improve the security of our homeland. 

I urge that the Lieberman amend-
ment be rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, fur-
ther responding to the amendment, I 
urge Senators to reject the amend-
ment. The administration has re-
quested substantial increases in fund-
ing for homeland security. Although it 
is a new Department, the Department 
of Homeland Security was funded at a 
very generous level, about $30 billion of 
funding, during the current fiscal year. 

States and localities are submitting 
plans to the Office for Domestic Pre-
paredness on their priorities in terms 
of equipping and training first respond-
ers and equipping the States to mod-
ernize their emergency management 
agencies. A tremendous amount of 
money is being spent this year, and a 
request is made for even more money 
next year. 

The Budget Committee has analyzed 
the needs and the ways these funds can 
be utilized and has come up with a very 
thoughtful and, in my judgment, re-

sponsible recommendation to the Sen-
ate on this subject. 

I support the Budget Committee’s 
conclusions and their recommenda-
tions. It is always easy to say we can 
use more money, we can add more 
money for every good-sounding pro-
gram in Government, and this is cer-
tainly one that is very important. 
None is more important than our na-
tional security and homeland security. 
But we do have the funds that we need, 
that we can spend in an efficient way 
and in a responsive way to the threats 
that exist to try to help us do a better 
job of protecting the homeland. 

The President has given strong lead-
ership on this issue. The Congress has 
responded in a very generous way, both 
bodies of Congress working together to 
accommodate the needs we have in 
these areas. 

I hope we can support the Budget 
Committee chairman and reject this 
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, is the 
Senator from Connecticut seeking ad-
ditional time for wrap-up? 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend, the ranking member 
of the Budget Committee. I will take 3 
additional minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I yield 3 minutes off 
the resolution to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
appreciate my good friend and col-
league from Maine. She said ‘‘reluc-
tantly’’ opposed the amendment, but 
opposed it nonetheless, and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi. My own feeling 
about this is, just as I have fully sup-
ported funding for the war on terrorism 
abroad—and it has been a considerable 
amount of money. We had a tremen-
dous debate and controversy around 
the $87 billion supplemental last year, 
and we will have another supplemental 
this year, but at least $50 billion for 
the war on terrorism, critically nec-
essary to our security, for the advance-
ment of our values, and to our freedom. 
In the same way, $6.8 billion, less than 
we will give to the international war 
against terrorism, is critical for the 
homeland side of the war against ter-
rorism, to raise our defenses, to protect 
our people. 

As I said at the outset, we have made 
real progress in the last year as a re-
sult of the work that the Department 
of Homeland Security has done, but I 
do not think anybody—including the 
folks over there—believe we have done 
enough to secure the safety of our peo-
ple. 

We provide for funding. It is a deficit 
reduction amendment, a $6.8 billion 
deficit reduction, paid for by the now 
familiar tax cut for millionaires. It is 
fiscally responsible. 

Can we afford it? I say we can’t af-
ford not to afford it. This is today’s 
primary way in which we are fulfilling 

our constitutional responsibilities to 
provide for the common defense and to 
ensure domestic tranquility. 

This ought to be nonpartisan because 
it is like national security. We always 
used to say partisanship stopped at the 
Nation’s borders. Since our enemies 
have attacked us within our borders, 
when it comes to homeland security, 
we ought to be joining across party 
lines to do what is right to protect our 
people. 

I thank the Chair. I thank the Senate 
Budget chairman and ranking member. 
I ask that when the vote is taken, it be 
done by the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, how 

much time does the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts need? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think my colleague 
and cosponsor, the Senator from Con-
necticut, wants 4 minutes. I will take 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. I will be happy to yield 
5 minutes off the resolution to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts and 4 minutes 
to the Senator from Connecticut off 
the resolution as well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2725 
Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Chair. 

Mr. President, I offer this amendment 
on behalf of myself, Senator DODD, 
Senator CLINTON, Senator CORZINE, 
Senator STABENOW, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG, Senator SCHUMER, Senator REED, 
Senator MIKULSKI, Senator KOHL, Sen-
ator LINCOLN, Senator LEVIN, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, Senator REID, Senator 
BINGAMAN, Senator DURBIN, Senator 
MURRAY, and Senator PRYOR. 

This amendment is about education. 
It is about higher education. It is about 
the children whose family average in-
come is $15,000 a year. It is about 4.8 
million children in this country who 
receive Pell grants—young people, gift-
ed, talented, bright, smart, who come 
from families with limited incomes and 
cannot survive even with the Pell 
grants, unless they get additional help 
because of the increase in the cost of 
tuition over the last 3 years.

Over the last 3 years, the tuitions in 
our public schools have increased from 
$3,700 to $4,700. That is a 26-percent in-
crease. Currently, the Pell grants are 
$4,050. This would raise it to $5,000. Al-
most 500,000 more low-income students 
will receive Pell grants. The average 
Pell grant will increase by $600. Not ev-
eryone will go up to the full $5,100, I 
should say, but the average grant will 
go up $600 and the maximum Pell grant 
will increase by $1,050. This effective 
increase in the Pell grant offsets the 
explosion that has taken place with 
tuitions across this country paid for by 
the $10 billion—$5 billion for the cost of 
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Pell grants and $5 billion for deficit re-
duction from the top limits. 

If we are talking about priorities in 
this country, we are talking about not 
leaving children behind. Middle-in-
come, working families are having a 
difficult time on health care, edu-
cation, and employment. This makes 
sure about one-quarter of all of the 
children who are attending higher edu-
cation come from families of $15,000 or 
below, 4.8 million. This amendment is 
going to make sure some of the most 
gifted, talented young people in this 
country are going to be able to con-
tinue their education. 

I remind my colleagues of President 
Bush’s statement he made when he was 
running for President of the United 
States in Hampton, NH, in the year 
2000: It is known for a fact that Pell 
grant aid significantly affects the abil-
ity of a child to attend college or stay 
in college. A child eligible for a Pell 
grant will be affected by the size of the 
Pell grant. I am going to ask Congress 
to bolster the first-year aid—at that 
time from $3,300—to $5,100 per recipient 
of the Pell grant. 

This is what President Bush prom-
ised. The year was 2000. We have an op-
portunity now in 2004 to fulfill this 
promise. The need has never been 
greater. This is a defining issue, wheth-
er this institution is committed to the 
cause of higher education and edu-
cational opportunity. Everyone in this 
body understands education is the key 
to opportunity for our future. It is the 
key to our economy. It is the key to 
our national security. It is a key to our 
democracy. It is in our national inter-
est, our national defense, and our na-
tional economic interest. Most of all, it 
is an issue of fairness, decency, and na-
tional priority to have an increase in 
the Pell grants. I hope the Senate will 
accept this proposal I offer on behalf of 
myself and my colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Okla-
homa. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Massachusetts. He 
is my very good friend. He did not get 
as excited today as yesterday. I do not 
know if that is good or bad. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Does the Senator 
want to give me 3 more minutes? 

Mr. NICKLES. I think it is good. I 
think it is good. 

My colleague from New Hampshire is 
not in the Chamber yet, but hopefully 
he will be here. 

I will make a couple of comments. 
One, we have assumed in the budget a 
significant increase for Pell grants al-
ready. This is another one of these 
things that no matter what we put in, 
there is going to be an amendment to 
increase it. I understand that. I recog-
nize that. The history is this Congress, 
and frankly in the last few years since 
Senator GREGG has been chairman and 
ARLEN SPECTER has been chairman and 
George Bush has been President, the 
amount for Pell grants has risen and 
risen dramatically, from about six 

point some billion dollars under Presi-
dent Clinton’s last year to all the way 
now up to $12.5 billion. So there have 
been dramatic increases in Pell grants. 

In the year 2001, it was $8.7 billion. In 
our budget it is right at $13 billion. 
That is a significant increase. 

If this amendment was adopted, Pell 
grants would increase from 2004 to 2005 
by 48.2 percent. We have had a lot of 
amendments. We had one just a mo-
ment ago dealing with homeland secu-
rity offered by my very dear friend 
whom I respect greatly, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, that would have increased 
the homeland security function by 40 
percent. This increases Pell grants by 
48.2 percent between 2004 and 2005. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator 
yield on that point? 

Mr. NICKLES. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. How can you possibly 

figure that when now it is $4,050 and 
the average Pell increase was $600, that 
is 48 percent? 

Mr. NICKLES. Well, because that is 
what my staff told me, and if I am in-
correct, I will be happy to revise and 
edit my remarks. Again, I wish Senator 
GREGG was doing this. 

My staff informs me it would in-
crease from $4,050 to $5,100 under the 
Senator’s amendment, and that would 
increase the cost by 48.2 percent. It is 
not just the maximum amount of the 
award. The maximum amount of the 
award would be going up some 20-odd 
percent, but there are a lot of awards, 
not just at that amount but also at 
other amounts. 

That is a very significant increase, 48 
percent in 1 year. Funding has gone up 
dramatically in this program, as I just 
mentioned. When there is an increase 
from $8.7 billion under our resolution 
to $13 billion—and looking at the Sen-
ator’s amendment it would increase 
that amount from $13 billion an addi-
tional $4.9 billion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. I yield myself an addi-
tional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right. 

Mr. NICKLES. The Senator could add 
$4.9 billion because it says it would in-
crease spending by $4.9 billion for 2005. 
If we add that to $13 billion, that is 
taking a $13 billion program to an $18 
billion program. My very able staff did 
very good work. I think that is 48 per-
cent. 

Again there has to be some kind of 
limit. I happen to like the idea of doing 
some good things in Pell grants. We 
have assumed a 7.4-percent increase, al-
most $1 billion increase for Pell grants 
in 1 year. My colleague and friend from 
Massachusetts wants to multiply that 
times five. I do not think we can afford 
that. 

His amendment also says, well, we 
want to raise taxes to do it and would 
raise taxes by $9.8 billion. I also want 
to say this is kind of clever, but it does 
not sell. Many of our colleagues’ 
amendments say we are only increas-

ing taxes 1 year to pay for the spending 
1 year. There is no way in the world if 
the taxes and spending are increased by 
$4.9 billion in 1 year that is not going 
to be continued or to be assumed. So I 
mention, yes, that tax increase would 
be extended year after year and so 
would the spending increase. 

I want to warn taxpayers, there are a 
lot of amendments out here. We are 
going to start voting on these amend-
ments momentarily. My colleague 
from North Dakota has been urging 
me, let’s get the votes started. I would 
like to advise our colleagues momen-
tarily we are going to start a long list 
of rollcall votes. I want to advise tax-
payers to look out because almost 
every one of these votes will raise your 
taxes. 

I will tell the spenders of the world, 
almost every one of these will increase 
spending. We will have a chance to 
vote. 

I see my colleague from Oklahoma is 
in the Chamber and I reserved some 
time for him to speak on the Lauten-
berg amendment. I do want to let our 
colleagues know momentarily we are 
going to begin a series of rollcall votes 
and it is very much my intention to 
run them very hard. We will have 15 
minutes on the first one. I hope not 
much more. On subsequent votes, we 
are going to hold them to as close to 10 
minutes as the managers can. If Sen-
ators miss votes, they miss votes. Most 
of these votes are going to become 
pretty obvious how they are going to 
be determined before too long. Hope-
fully we will not waste too many hours 
in the process. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORNYN). The Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I join 
the chairman in saying we need to 
move to votes as quickly as possible 
and we need to be disciplined in how 
much time we spend on those votes. I 
think it is in the interest of all of us to 
proceed expeditiously. 

I do not share the chairman’s charac-
terization of these amendments. These 
amendments, in a limited number of 
high-priority areas, are doing two 
things. They are adding resources but 
paying for them, and not only paying 
for them but in addition providing def-
icit reduction. Remember, the budget 
resolution before us will add nearly $3 
trillion to the national debt over just 
the next 5 years. So the amendments 
on our side to restore some of the cuts 
in funding to the COPS Program to put 
police on the street, to restore funding 
for the firefighters who are the ones we 
expect to respond to any bioterror 
threat, to provide a program to expand 
job opportunities in this country, to 
provide expansion of health care oppor-
tunities for people in our country—
each one of these amendments is com-
pletely paid for. 

In addition to that, we have provided 
for deficit reduction so at the end of 
the day our Nation is burdened with 
less deficits and less debt. 
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In our amendments we have turned 

in some cases to closing egregious tax 
loopholes, tax scams that are unfair to 
all taxpayers of our country. Others of 
our amendments are paid for by turn-
ing to those privileged few who earn 
over $1 million a year and we have 
asked them to just slightly reduce 
their tax cuts. Remember, in 2005 the 
cost of the tax cuts going to those who 
earn over $1 million a year, the cost of 
their tax cuts for that 1 year alone will 
be $27 billion. For those who earn over 
$337,000 a year, the top 1 percent, the 
total cost of their tax cuts for that 1 
year is $45 billion. 

We don’t think it is unreasonable to 
take a tiny fraction of those tax cuts 
and use them to improve the education 
of our children, to restore the cuts that 
have been made to the COPS Program 
that has put 150,000 police on the 
street, to slightly reduce the tax cuts 
of those earning over $1 million a year 
to restore the cuts to firefighters or to 
expand health care coverage in this 
country when we have over 40 million 
people who do not have health care 
coverage, or to slightly increase Pell 
grants so we are providing expanded 
educational opportunities in a way 
that will make our country more com-
petitive in this global economic envi-
ronment. 

We think those are the priorities of 
the American people, to reduce these 
deficits, to reduce this buildup of debt, 
and to restore the cuts in certain high-
priority areas: law enforcement, police 
on the street, firefighters, education 
for our kids. Those are the priorities of 
the American people. Those are the pri-
orities of American families. We of-
fered those amendments on our side. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor to the 
Senator from Connecticut, if he is 
seeking time?

Mr. DODD. I thought I had 4 or 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CONRAD. The Senator had been 
previously yielded 4 minutes off the 
resolution. 

Mr. DODD. I will maybe take less 
than that. I associate myself with the 
comments of Senator KENNEDY and 
Senator CONRAD in this debate. 

It was 200 years ago this year that 
Thomas Jefferson said that any nation 
that ever expects to be ignorant and 
free expects what never was and never 
possibly can be. 

That was at the outset of the 19th 
century. Here we are, gathered in this 
great Chamber at the outset of the 21st 
century and we are arguing whether we 
can afford to give those who are the 
wealthiest in our society a little bit 
less of a tax cut than they otherwise 
might be getting in order to see to it 
that a significant majority of our 
young people get the opportunity of a 
higher education which they are being 
denied, not because they lack the drive 
or determination or absolute desire to 
acquire the skills necessary to improve 
the quality of their lives and the lives 
of all of us in this country but because 
they lack the means. 

What I hear my colleague saying is 
the total amounts are going up. What 
has not gone up is the amount of 
money we provide to each student. Be-
cause of a declining economy—and we 
are talking about families here with in-
comes of $15,000 a year or less who 
qualify for Pell grants—we have seen a 
growing number of families and a grow-
ing number of students who want to go 
on and get a higher education. 

In 1975, Pell grants paid for some-
where around 80 percent of a college 
education. That is a generation ago. 
Today, I don’t need to remind people 
who may be listening to this discus-
sion, $5,000, even at a public institu-
tion, doesn’t necessarily cover even 50 
percent of the cost of a higher edu-
cation. Nevermind, the cost at private 
institutions. In fact, at public colleges 
and universities, tuition has gone up 
some 26 percent since President Bush 
took office and 77 percent of all stu-
dents attend public institutions. This 
Pell increase, up to a little more than 
$5,000, really will help students and 
their families, students who want to 
get an education and want to con-
tribute to the wealth of this Nation. 

We now know, in the coming years, 
in the next 10 years, 80 percent of the 23 
million new jobs we hope are going to 
be created will require that a person 
applying for them have more than a 
high school education—80 percent of 
the 23 million jobs. What are we doing 
in this year, this year, to prepare those 
students so they can acquire the skills 
necessary to get the jobs that will re-
quire that someone have additional 
education beyond high school? 

We are asking today, in this amend-
ment, that the most wealthy in our so-
ciety take a little less of the tax cut 
President Bush has offered them in 
order to pay to see to it that more and 
more Black and Hispanic children in 
this country, those who primarily fall 
into Pell income categories, can get 
Pell grants to go on and get an edu-
cation. 

I don’t know of many affluent people 
who would disagree with this request. 
The very beneficiaries of the tax cut, I 
suspect, if you polled them, would say, 
I’ll take less of a tax cut if in fact you 
put those resources to seeing to it that 
people who come from the poorest fam-
ilies in our society, who have the intel-
ligence and ability to go on and get an 
education, will qualify for an addi-
tional amount of money under the Pell 
grants. 

That is what the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts is asking. We ought to be 
supporting that on a bipartisan basis. I 
can’t imagine, as we talk about job cre-
ation and talk about this Nation re-
maining No. 1 in the 21st century, that 
we want to shortchange the ability of 
qualified young people to go on to 
higher education. Pell grants make a 
huge difference. We are unfortunately 
depriving these kids of the necessary 
dollars they need, and all because we 
are not asking the most affluent 1 per-
cent income earners to take a little bit 

less of a tax cut than they might other-
wise be getting. 

I urge the adoption of the Kennedy 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, Sen-
ator KENNEDY was questioning my 
math. He said where did I get this an-
swer that it increased by 48 percent. I 
said I got it from my staff. Now I did it 
myself. I regret to inform my good col-
league from Massachusetts, but my 
staff was right. It just so happens when 
you add $4.9 billion that is called for by 
his amendment to the $12.9 billion we 
have in our resolution, that totals $17.8 
billion. Last year we spent $12 billion. 
That is a 48.2 percent increase. Actu-
ally, I calculated it at 48.3 percent. 
That is an increase in 1 year. 

Pell grants, as I showed by the chart, 
have already risen dramatically. They 
have grown by 47.3 percent since 2001. 
Senator KENNEDY’s amendment would 
have it grow by more than that in 1 
year. That is not affordable. That is 
not sustainable, not if you believe in 
deficit reduction. 

I have heard so many people make 
speeches about deficit reduction and be 
critical of our President, but that is 
not the way people are voting. They 
are voting for more spending, and then 
this hypothetical we are going to raise 
somebody else’s taxes. I don’t think 
you can have programs grow at 48 per-
cent. Senator LIEBERMAN had an 
amendment that would grow homeland 
security by 40 percent. I don’t think 
you can have that kind of growth rate 
in expenditures and ever say you are 
serious about deficit reduction. 

During the debate on the Lautenberg 
amendment, I said I wanted to refer to 
my colleague who happens to be chair-
man of the committee, the authorizing 
committee that overseas Superfund, 
for his comments in relationship to the 
Lautenberg amendment. 

I notify our colleagues it is my ex-
pectation that we will begin a series of 
rollcall votes in the very near future. 

I yield my colleague from Oklahoma 
such time as he desires. 

Mr. CONRAD. Will the Senator with-
hold? 

AMENDMENT NO. 2725 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk on behalf of 
Senator KENNEDY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment will 
be set aside, and the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
CONRAD], for Mr. KENNEDY, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2725.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To create a reserve fund to finance 

an increase in the maximum Pell Grant 
that keeps pace with the rate of increase in 
public college tuition, extend Pell Grants 
to 500,000 new recipients, and lower the na-
tional debt by closing tax loopholes) 
On page 3, line 9, increase the amount by 

$2,352,000,000. 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$7,253,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$196,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$2,352,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$7,253,000,000. 
On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 

$196,000,000. 
On page 4, line 20, increase the amount by 

$2,352,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$7,253,000,000. 
On page 4, line 22, increase the amount by 

$196,000,000. 
On page 5, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$2,352,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, decrease the amount by 

$9,606,000,000. 
On page 5, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$2,352,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 

$9,606,000,000. 
On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
On page 5, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$9,802,000,000. 
At the end of Title III, insert the following: 

SEC. . RESERVE FUND FOR THE PELL GRANT 
PROGRAM. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $4,900,000,000 in budget authority for 
fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of out-
lays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years, for a bill, joint resolution, mo-
tion, amendment, or conference report that 
provides additional fiscal year 2005 discre-
tionary appropriations, in excess of levels 
provided in this resolution, for the Pell 
Grant program.

PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL ADJOURNMENT 
OR RECESS OF THE SENATE 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of the ad-
journment resolution which is at the 
desk. I further ask unanimous consent 
that the concurrent resolution be 
agreed to and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 98) was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, March 11, or Friday, 
March 12, or Saturday, March 13, or Sunday, 
March 14, 2004, on a motion offered pursuant 
to this concurrent resolution by its Majority 
Leader or his designee, it stand recessed or 
adjourned until Monday, March 22, 2004, at 12 
noon.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I yield 
to my colleague from Oklahoma such 
time as desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2703 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I com-

pliment the senior Senator from Okla-
homa. He is doing a great job in han-
dling this most difficult issue. 

We go through this every year, and I 
believe we are going to finally get 
something done tonight. I certainly 
hope we will and that we will have 
what we all will be proud of. 

I can’t help but comment. I happened 
to come in when my friend, the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, was leaving the 
Chamber. It seems as if the argument 
you hear from the liberal side of this 
body is the fact that all of this came 
about as a result of the tax cuts of this 
administration. I feel compelled to re-
mind this body of the history of these 
tax cuts. It was not a Republican idea. 
Ironically, one of the truly great Dem-
ocrat Presidents of this country, John 
Kennedy, was the guy who came up 
with the concept. He said—and this is 
an exact quote—

We need more revenues to run these pro-
grams that we have and the best way to in-
crease revenues is to reduce marginal rates.

That was back in the 1960s, and it 
worked. 

There is a recognition of the problem 
we have right now. This administration 
inherited a recession, and they are 
coming out of it by having the very tax 
reductions to add to the amount of rev-
enues coming in. This is going to work. 
It is working today. If you do not think 
it does, let us remember what happened 
back in the 1980s. 

In the 1980s, the total amount of 
money that was raised from marginal 
rates was $244 billion. In the 1990s, it 
was $466 billion. That was the 10-year 
period of the largest tax reductions on 
marginal rates in the history of Amer-
ica. It had the result of increasing—not 
decreasing—the amount of revenue. 

The formula used was for each 1-per-
cent increase in economic activity, it 
creates $46 billion of new revenues. 
John F. Kennedy knew that, Ronald 
Reagan knew that, and we ought to 
know that today, but we ignore his-
tory. 

Now my friend from New Jersey, Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG, is coming up with 
another one of his favorite tax in-
creases. I have never seen a tax in-
crease he didn’t like. But this seems to 
be one of his favorite ones. 

We are going to have a big tax in-
crease to vote on in just a few minutes. 
It is called the Superfund tax. 

There is a lot of doubletalk. On the 
one hand, they blame the administra-
tion for U.S. job loss and lack of com-
petitiveness. At the same time, they 
want to impose a tax that expired in 
1995 on some of the most fragile indus-
tries that are not going to make it. 

People say reinstating the Superfund 
tax will be a deficit-reduction-reducing 
measure. I am not sure that is nec-

essarily true. What you are going to do 
is drive a lot of people out of business 
who are already overtaxed. 

I think if I could single out one argu-
ment I find the most offensive—and I 
hear it as chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee 
over and over and over—every time we 
have a committee hearing, they talk 
about ‘‘polluter pay.’’ Polluters are 
paying today. That is the whole con-
cept. When a polluter pollutes, that 
polluter pays. 

In fact, historically, PRPs—poten-
tially responsible parties—since Super-
fund started, the average of all clean-
ups has been 70 percent in the average 
year of those cleanups which are 
cleaned up by industries that have pol-
luted. 

This is interesting because in 2003, 
that 70 percent jumped to 80 percent. 

In other words, all but 13 percent of 
the cleanups took place and were paid 
for by the polluters. 

The antijobs and the protax sup-
porters also ignore the fact that the 
Superfund tax, on its face, is unfair. It 
has nothing to do with taxing compa-
nies and industries that pollute. If an 
industry falls into a certain category—
say you are going to have your taxes go 
up. It has nothing to do with whether 
or not they have ever polluted. In fact, 
oil and petroleum companies have paid 
more than 50 percent of the Superfund 
taxes but were responsible for less than 
10 percent of the liability on Superfund 
sites. 

That is historically accurate. I would 
defy anyone to challenge it. As a re-
sult, this is an especially unfair tax to 
American families who have to pay 
more at the pump. 

Furthermore, Superfund tax sup-
porters argue that cleanups have 
slowed down as a result of the amount 
of money lost from the trust fund. 
That isn’t true at all. In fact, we had 
testimony in our hearings this last 
week that there is not a correlation be-
tween the amount of money in the 
Superfund reserve and the amount of 
cleanup. 

In 1996, the tax fund was at its high-
est level. Yet the amount spent by the 
Clinton administration in 1996 for 
Superfund cleanup was at a 10-year 
low. 

This year’s Superfund budget request 
is around $1.4 billion. But wait a 
minute. Let us look at what they are 
proposing. 

In this amendment, they propose an 
$8.5 billion tax increase. This is the 
same thing we went through, by the 
way, last year. There has never been a 
correlation between the amount of 
money raised by a tax and the amount 
of money that has been spent. 

For those who are responsible for 
contamination, they are already being 
held liable for cleanup costs under 
Superfund. No one is getting let off the 
hook, and I will challenge right now 
the other side to name one viable pol-
luter who is not being held accountable 
for the Superfund contamination they 
caused. 
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Here we are again with the same 

amendment. We have had it several 
times before. Senator LAUTENBERG 
danced this thing out again. We beat it 
the last time 57 to 43. I will be down 
here to remind people how they voted 
before. They will forget. 

I honestly believe the only issue here 
is if you want to increase taxes on the 
American people by $8.5 billion in one 
vote, this is your opportunity to do it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 

very close now to starting to vote. 
Again, I ask our colleagues who have 

amendments in the queue to come so 
that they could make their final argu-
ment before the vote with 1 minute to 
each side. I think that would be reason-
able. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate everyone’s patience. For the in-
formation of our colleagues, we are 
going to have a series of votes starting 
momentarily. 

I am going to yield to my colleague 
and former chairman of the Budget 
Committee for a few moments. I notify 
our colleagues we expect several votes 
to begin momentarily. We are trying to 
warn everybody, we would like every-
body to be prompt and we would like 
for everybody to stay on the floor. 

Mr. President, I yield to my col-
league from New Mexico such time as 
he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the chair-
man. 

Mr. President, I rise to speak for 2 
minutes on the fiscal year 2005 budget 
resolution currently pending before the 
Senate. In particular, I want to focus 
for just a little bit on the budgets for 
scientific research. 

The funding for the National Insti-
tutes of Health should be my starting 
point. In the omnibus bill of 2003, 
thanks in large part to the leadership 
of President Bush, we met our commit-
ment; that is, in 2003, we met our com-
mitment to double the funding for NIH. 

Senator NICKLES remembers that 
clearly, that a couple of Senators 
started and everybody followed, and a 
resolution was adopted that said—it 
was incredible to many of us, but we 
did it—let’s double the NIH. President 
Bush helped us, and we did that. 

Allow me to explain these numbers. 
In 1998, we spent $13.7 billion on the Na-
tional Institutes of Health for cancer, 
for all of these various diseases, heart 
conditions, and mental illness. When 
the commitment was fulfilled, we spent 
$27.1 billion for medical research. 

We need not stop there, however. 
Last year, we further increased it to 
$27.9 billion. This means we have spent 
$145.9 billion in the last 7 years on the 
National Institutes of Health—a 109-
percent increase. This year we are 
planning on further increasing the 
budget of NIH to $28.7 billion. 

I join the President in supporting the 
work the NIH has done and continues 
to do. But I am somewhat chagrined 
when I see the current brochures and 
documents of the NIH complaining 
about the fact this President, who 
funded them at the highest increased 
levels in their history, who this year 
says we can only afford inflation—in-
stead of saying, the President who sup-
ported us the most says we cannot 
keep on with that kind of increase, 
they end up critical that this year he 
did not increase their funding as much 
as he did in the past, saying: We must 
have more. He is not funding us 
enough. 

I tell you, when I read that, it is a 
good thing they are not down here ask-
ing for more money, as far as this Sen-
ator is concerned, because I would be 
on the side of saying: Enough is 
enough. 

In fact, I would like to give you a 
couple other thoughts about how im-
pressive their work has been. 

The human genome project—for 
those who do not understand or re-
member, that project is the genome 
project, spelled: G-E-N-O-M-E. Not too 
long ago, the human genome was com-
pleted, in terms of mapping it, much 
ahead of schedule. The completion of 
this work was only the beginning. 

More than 300 genes for human dis-
eases, from cancer to deafness to birth 
defects, have already been identified. It 
means in the past we would spend 
years of research at maybe three major 
institutions to locate a gene for diabe-
tes. The mapping of the human genome 
says we are in the process of mapping 
every genetic point of every major dis-
ease in the human body at every loca-
tion. We will know where they are. 
Then let’s hope the great scientists in 
the future will begin to cure those in-
curable diseases.

The NIH is doing amazing work in de-
veloping techniques to detect, diag-
nose, and treat many of the most dev-
astating diseases humans face, such as 
cancer, diabetes, and Alzheimer’s dis-
ease. 

I hope that we can continue to fund 
this important agency at these record 
levels. 

I am concerned, though, that we have 
collectively failed to be as aggressive 
when it comes to funding basic sci-
entific research in other agencies. 

Basic research is defined as system-
atic study directed toward greater 
knowledge or understanding of the fun-
damental aspects of phenomena and of 
observable facts without specific appli-
cations towards processes or products 
in mind. 

The technologies transitioned from 
basic research are the foundation of ap-

plied programs and eventually fielded 
systems. 

Put another way, basic research is 
the engine that makes our national de-
fense, homeland security, and eco-
nomic superiority possible. 

However, basic scientific research is 
not funded in a single place as with 
medical research at NIH.

The correlative type research to NIH 
is something we call in America basic 
research—physics, computer science, 
chemistry, engineering, et cetera. We 
have no central focus point for that in 
America. I am not sure we should or 
should not. It is just a fact. 

In 2004, the sum total of expenditures 
for that was $11 billion, and that in-
cluded the Veterans’ Administration—
we assume some of what they do is 
science—Interior, EPA, NASA, DOE. 
This is compared to $8.8 billion for 
these programs in 1998. 

In the same period of time these pro-
grams have increased 35 percent, while 
NIH increased by over 100 percent. I do 
not think America can continue to 
dominate the world, invent the prod-
ucts, maintain our standard of living 
with that kind of disparity for too 
much longer. The time has come to 
spend money on basic research, just as 
we have on medical research. 

It is important to note much of our 
scientific research is done at our uni-
versities. They have plenty of research 
in medical science and medical science 
problems. But I guarantee you, Mr. 
President and fellow Senators, they are 
very short on research for the basic 
sciences. 

The Presiding Officer comes from a 
State that has great wealth. They de-
vote great quantities of that wealth to 
their schools, and then say: Spend it on 
science. Go look at the University of 
Texas and a few other of your univer-
sities and see where you put your 
money. You put it there. But America 
does not put it there across the board. 

I put this statement in comparing 
the two only because to keep them at 
such a disparate level of a 100-percent 
increase in 10 years in one and 30-some 
percent in the other is not going to 
keep America great.

I am hopeful when we finish with this 
resolution, we will get on to thinking a 
little bit about where we are going the 
next decade, and maybe we should 
start a resolution saying basic science 
ought to be increased over the next 
decade in a substantial way, maybe 
even as we did with the National Insti-
tutes of Health. I only wish I could see 
the way clear to find the money. I 
would be here offering that resolution 
right now. 

Our future is just as certainly tied to 
our basic science moving up into a par-
ity position with wellness research. 
Eventually wellness research will come 
up against insolvable problems. At 
least the technology of application 
won’t work because we won’t have the 
physics solved, the physical science. 

With that, I thank the Chair for giv-
ing me a few moments and hope every 
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now and then somebody in a position 
to do something about this can join to-
gether and see if we can’t get this done. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—S. RES. 319 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we are 

going to begin our series of rollcall 
votes momentarily. First, I ask unani-
mous consent that after the first vote 
in this series, the Senate then proceed 
to a resolution at the desk regarding 
the recent bombings in Spain; provided 
further that following the reporting of 
the resolution, there be a brief moment 
of silence; provided further that each 
leader be recognized for up to 5 min-
utes each, Senator ALLEN and Senator 
DODD be permitted to speak up to 2 
minutes each; I further ask consent 
that the Senate then proceed to a vote 
on adoption of the resolution with no 
intervening action or debate; further 
that following the vote the preamble be 
agreed to and the motions to recon-
sider be laid upon the table. 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object, this does not define what the 
first vote in the series would be.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I now 
ask unanimous consent that with re-
spect to the voting sequence, the Sen-
ate proceed to the votes in relation to 
the pending amendments in the order 
offered, with no second-degree amend-
ments in order to those amendments; 
finally, there be 2 minutes equally di-
vided for debate prior to each vote; and 
after the first vote, that the time limit 
for each vote be limited to 10 minutes. 

The sequence of votes will be as fol-
lows: Boxer amendment No. 2783; Sar-
banes amendment No. 2789; Dorgan 
amendment No. 2793; Lautenberg 
amendment No. 2703; Harkin amend-
ment No. 2799; Lincoln amendment No. 
2803; Byrd amendment No. 2804; Binga-
man amendment No. 2765; Lieberman 
amendment No. 2807; and Kennedy 
amendment No. 2725. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to vitiate the order 
dealing with the Spanish resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, we are 
now ready to call upon Senator BOXER 
for her 1-minute description. I would 
also say if the sponsors are not ready, 
we don’t need descriptions and we will 
move forward with rollcall votes. We 
are going to be very tight with time. 
Senators cannot assume there is going 
to be an extra 10 minutes on the roll-
call votes. We are not going to allow 
that to happen, or we are going to try 
not to let it happen. 

I believe the Senator from California 
is ready. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2783 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, in 1 

minute let me give it to you straight: 
We have seen a loss of 3 million jobs in 

the last 3 years. This is not sustain-
able. Our people are hurting. What this 
amendment does is gives us a chance to 
do something about it. We give tax 
credits to businesses, if they pay for 
health insurance, if they create manu-
facturing jobs. What we do is boost up 
some of the wonderful programs that 
are working in advanced technology, 
manufacturing extension. We increase 
investments in basic science. We close 
the loophole so if companies move 
abroad, they can’t get special tax 
breaks, and we don’t allow Federal 
funds to be used to offshore jobs. 

We pay for it by saying to the mil-
lionaires of this country: Instead of 
getting back $120,000, you will get back 
$80,000. That is multiple times what a 
minimum-wage worker will get. Mil-
lionaires will still get back $80,000 a 
year under the Bush tax cut. We are 
asking them to make that sacrifice be-
cause we need the jobs. 

I urge an aye vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, this 

amendment offered by our friend from 
California increases taxes by $24 billion 
over 3 years. Basically it would wipe 
out all the tax relief we have in the bill 
in the year 2005 for the child credit and 
marriage penalty. But it doesn’t add 
any funding for jobs programs. We hear 
it does. It has a reserve fund that could 
increase spending, maybe, if a few 
things happen. The resolution before us 
fully supports the FSC/ETI bill, the 
JOBS bill Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator BAUCUS are working on. If you 
want to help us be more competitive, 
to create more jobs, that is certainly 
the approach. It is a bipartisan ap-
proach and has a much greater likeli-
hood. 

The proposal suggested by our friend 
from California, frankly, would mean 
an exodus of jobs from the United 
States. It would be telling multi-
national corporations, you should not 
be in this country. You have tax advan-
tages for being in other countries. I 
don’t think we should be encouraging 
the headquarters of companies such as 
Intel or Microsoft and others to be 
leaving the United States. 

I urge our colleagues to vote no on 
the Boxer amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 2783. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I announce that 
the Senator from Montana (Mr. BURNS) 
and the Senator from Nevada (Mr. EN-
SIGN) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), the Senator from South Da-

kota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. REID) is absent at-
tending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 41 Leg.] 
YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham (FL) 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (SC) 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Miller 
Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—6 

Burns 
Edwards 

Ensign 
Johnson 

Kerry 
Reid 

The amendment (No. 2783) was re-
jected.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2789 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, next we 

will have a vote on the Sarbanes 
amendment No. 2789. I have two com-
ments, but first I tell my colleagues, 
we are going to cut these votes off. I 
am warning everybody, and I urge col-
leagues to stay on the floor. We are 
going to try to keep all of these amend-
ments limited to 10 minutes. In fact, I 
ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing amendments be limited to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
order has been entered. 

Who yields time? 
Mr. NICKLES. As soon as we have 

order, I ask the Chair to call upon the 
Senator from Maryland. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, this 
amendment would fully fund the assist-
ance to firefighter programs, the fire-
fighter grant, and the SAFER program 
up to the authorized amount. I urge my 
colleagues stand with our firefighters. -
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Warren Rudman, in a report, said, 
‘‘emergency responders drastically un-
derfunded, dangerously unprepared.’’ 
Don’t let that situation continue. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. The Senator from Mary-
land is correct. This budget contains a 
$250 million cut in FIRE Act grants. 
There have been over 19,000 awarded 
since the program was established from 
33,000 departments across the country. 
These fire departments absolutely need 
the equipment and training resources. 
In addition, the SAFER Act will put 
75,000 new firefighters on the street 
over the next seven years. Recent stud-
ies by major organizations indicate 
there are chronic shortfalls in the 
numbers of people who serve in paid 
and volunteer and combination depart-
ments. 

This is a good amendment. We are 
asking those who make more than $1 
million a year to take a little less of a 
tax cut than they would ordinarily get. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment. 

Mr. NICKLES. This amendment, as 
most of the amendments we are going 
to be facing in this sequence of 10 
votes, increases taxes. This one in-
creases taxes by $2.86 billion next year. 
That happens to be about the same 
amount of money we assume for the 
child tax credit next year. But it 
doesn’t add any money for firefighters, 
zero. What it does is promise a possible 
$1.3 billion increase in spending later in 
the year, if the appropriations bills do 
such and such. 

I think it is a gimmick. The facts 
are, if it did go to firefighting, that 
would be a 157-percent increase over 
last year. That is ridiculous. We put in 
10 percent for homeland defense as re-
quested by the President. What the 
Secretary is trying to do is move more 
of that money into high-threat areas, 
not necessarily in every little rural fire 
department in Oklahoma, which, 
frankly, is not a Federal responsibility. 
Terrorism is not a threat in most of 
the rural communities. 

I urge opposition to the amendment 
and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to 

amendment No. 2789. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll.
Mr. DASCHLE. I announce that the 

Senator from North Carolina (Mr. ED-
WARDS), the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), and the Senator 
from Massachusetts (Mr. KERRY) are 
necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. REID) is absent at-
tending a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 42 Leg.] 
YEAS—41 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham (FL) 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

NAYS—55 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Chambliss 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham (SC) 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 

Miller 
Murkowski 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—4 

Edwards 
Johnson 

Kerry 
Reid 

The amendment (No. 2789) was re-
jected.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FRIST. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

EXPRESSION OF CONDOLENCES TO 
THE PEOPLE OF SPAIN 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to a resolution that is at 
the desk regarding the recent bombings 
in Spain; provided further that fol-
lowing the reporting of the resolution 
there be a brief moment of silence; pro-
vided further that each leader be recog-
nized for up to 5 minutes each, and 
that Senators ALLEN and DODD be per-
mitted to speak for up to 2 minutes 
each. I further ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate then proceed to a vote 
on the adoption of the resolution with 
no intervening action or debate; fur-
ther, that following that vote the pre-
amble be agreed to and the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the resolution by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A resolution (S. Res. 319) expressing the 

sense of the Senate with respect to the dead-
ly terrorist attacks against the people of 
Spain that occurred on March 11, 2004.

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now observe a moment of si-
lence. 

(Moment of silence.)
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, through 

the efforts of our colleagues, Senators 
ALLEN and DODD, we have this resolu-
tion before the Senate expressing our 

condolences to the people of Spain. We 
will shortly vote on this resolution. 

It is with a heavy heart that I rise. In 
a phone call earlier today, I told the 
Ambassador of Spain what the Senate 
will tell the people of Spain tonight 
through this resolution: We are with 
you; you are not alone in your grief. 

This morning in Madrid, Spain, at 
the height of rush hour, 10 terrorist 
bombs ripped through railway trains 
and stations killing over 190 people and 
wounding 1,240 more. Mothers, fathers, 
students, children, were struck down as 
they went about their normal daily 
life—a tragedy we in the United States 
known only too well. 

Spain did not learn about the need to 
defend democracy or how to fight ter-
rorism on September 11, 2001. Sadly, 
this lesson was thrust upon the Span-
ish people long ago. Their response to 
our darkest moment will long be re-
membered in America. As the people of 
Spain mourn their victims tonight, we 
mourn with them. 

We do not yet know the identity of 
the culprits. Officials are pursuing 
every lead. But whoever committed 
this atrocity will be found and they 
will be punished. I say to the people of 
Spain: America is with you. We stand 
in front of you, in back of you, to your 
left, and to your right. We grieve with 
the families who bear so much sorrow 
and we grieve for their loved ones 
whose lives have been so unjustly cut 
short. We will not forget this day. We 
will fight until the last cowardly mur-
derer is brought to justice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I join 
in thanking Senators ALLEN and DODD 
for their work on this resolution. I join 
the majority leader in expressing 
strong support for the efforts in the 
Senate this afternoon. It is entirely fit-
ting and appropriate that we observe 
the moment of silence for the victims 
of this heinous attack on the citizens 
of Spain this morning. Our prayers are 
with the Spanish people as they search 
for survivors, care for their injured, 
and mourn their losses. 

Just last month, we heard a moving 
speech in the House Chamber from 
President Aznar. He made clear to us 
America does not stand alone in the 
war on terror. He made clear that the 
terrorists who attacked us on Sep-
tember 11 would fail, and he made clear 
that we would succeed together. 

The resolution says to President 
Aznar and his people that the Amer-
ican people will give the Spanish peo-
ple everything they have given us: Our 
unshakable commitment that we will 
link arms to care for the victims and 
their families, our solemn word that we 
will not flinch in the face of these cow-
ardly attacks, our enduring pledge that 
we will join forces to bring the per-
petrators to justice. That is because 
this was not an attack on Spain alone 
but on all of us. 

I have already heard from Americans 
who are desperately trying to reach 
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