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There are some people who might 

say: Let’s cover all children with a fed-
erally funded health insurance pro-
gram. Maybe we can raise taxes to $5 a 
package, 10 bucks a cigar. It is ridicu-
lous. There are other ways we can get 
revenue. I hope we will get started on 
that as soon as the House votes. They 
will sustain the veto, and then we can 
sit down and work this out. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SALAZAR). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

came to the Chamber to speak on an 
oversight issue on which I have been 
working for well over a year. But be-
fore I speak on that subject, I wish to 
take advantage of the opportunity to 
respond to incorrect impressions about 
the compromise State Children’s 
Health Insurance Program bill on 
which the House is going to be voting 
tomorrow. I am speaking as much to 
Republicans in the House of Represent-
atives as I am responding to some of 
the points Senator LOTT has made. 
These reminded me that regardless of 
how many speeches one gives around 
here, regardless of how many expla-
nations one gives of what our bill does 
and does not do, nobody listens. We get 
the same wrong statements being made 
time after time. I wonder, does any-
body ever listen? Maybe they don’t like 
to have CHUCK GRASSLEY say it. 

I was a negotiator for the Repub-
licans. I never had a single Republican 
tell me since January that they didn’t 
want the SCHIP program reauthorized 
after a 10-year sunset. I never had one 
of them say it wasn’t a program that 
was serving a good purpose. I had a lot 
of people express faults about what is 
wrong with the present program. Most 
of those issues have been corrected in 
the legislation the President vetoed. 

I finally got people to realize the $5 
billion the President put in his budget 
on top of baseline is not enough to do 
what we are already doing. Even the 
Republicans on this side offered $14.5 
billion over baseline, which still is not 
enough to do what needs to be done to 
take care of the kids we are taking 
care of now and extend coverage to 
other eligible but uninsured low in-
come children. 

Some people are saying this bill 
should have been vetoed because there 
are adults in the program. But it was 
this Administration that approved the 
waivers to cover adults. The bill that 
the President vetoed did away with 
waivers. What has been in the program 
for 10 years this bill does away with. 
Childless adults are not going to be on 
the program. New waivers for parents 
under SCHIP is prohibited. For states 
that currently cover parents, the fed-
eral match is reduced. But yet people 
are still saying to me, from the other 
body, as I talk with Republicans over 
there to vote to override the Presi-
dent’s veto: Why are we letting all 
these adults on? The waivers did that, 
and we do away with the waivers. 

Also, in my conversations with peo-
ple in the other body, as I try to con-

vince them they ought to vote to over-
ride the veto, this $83,000 number keeps 
coming up. There was an inference 
made to it in the previous speech. That 
is not in our bill, and yet the President 
in his veto message referred to our bill 
allowing people up to $83,000 to get on 
SCHIP. That is in the law. It has been 
in the law for 10 years, and that can 
only happen if the President of the 
United States says a State can do that 
upon that State’s request. Only the 
President can allow that to happen. 
That has been that way for 10 years. So 
don’t tell me our bill allows States to 
go up to $83,000. That has been the law. 

What about the statement of having 
genuine poor children on this program? 
I agree. Do you know that 92 percent of 
the kids on the program are in families 
under 200 percent of poverty? Some-
body can say: What about the other 8 
percent? OK, so what do we do about 
that? Because there has been an infer-
ence to a State Health Official letter to 
states released on August 17, 2007 that 
we did away with what would have pre-
vented that. But the policies in that 
letter were flawed and unworkable. 
What we did is we made those policies 
workable in our legislation. So the em-
phasis on kids under 200 percent of pov-
erty works out this way: First, we re-
duce the Federal match to the Med-
icaid match for any state that wants to 
go over 300 percent of poverty, begin-
ning upon enactment of the bill. Then, 
by 2010, any State that wants to go or 
to continue to go above 300 percent of 
poverty for children has to dem-
onstrate that they have reached the 
targets determined by the 10 best 
States covering kids under 200 percent 
of poverty. If they do not meet the tar-
get, they get no Federal match for kids 
over 300 percent. 

So don’t tell me the bill before us 
does not have emphasis on low-income 
kids. It has emphasis on low-income 
kids. 

It was not brought up in the previous 
speech, but in my conversations with 
the House of Representatives, I have 
had this other smokescreen thrown at 
me: Our bill allows illegal immigrants 
to get on the program. For the first 
time, we are doing in SCHIP what has 
never been done before, what we have 
done for Medicaid in the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act. We are making it so that ille-
gal immigrants cannot get on the 
SCHIP program. 

People are paid to read legislation, 
and I don’t know how the President of 
the United States, who gets paid a 
heck of a lot more than I do and has a 
lot of advisers who get paid a heck of a 
lot more than I do—I don’t know how 
they can have him put in a speech that 
this bill allows people over $83,000 to 
get into the program, or there can be 
speeches in the Chamber of the other 
body saying we are opening the door 
for illegal immigrants to be covered by 
this program when we are doing more 
than existing law does in that area and 
where existing law already allows, if 
the President approves it. 

And then this business of adults 
being in the program—absolutely right, 
three States have more adults on the 
program than other States. How did 
that happen? This administration gave 
waivers for that to happen. We do away 
with those waivers. I have heard all the 
complaints from this side of the Sen-
ate, the Republican side of the Senate, 
that there is no ‘‘A’’ in SCHIP—and I 
agree, it shouldn’t be for adults—and I 
even heard Democrats strongly speak 
to this point. This program should 
never have gone in that direction. We 
do away with waivers. 

I ask everybody to read the legisla-
tion, and particularly Republicans in 
the other body, before they vote tomor-
row to override or not override because 
all these inaccurate representations of 
the compromise bill are creating a very 
bad mistake. It’s so bad politically 
that the White House is looking for 
some way to get out of this situation. 
Probably that some way to get out of 
it is negotiating another bill with us. 
But it would be smart if the White 
House would send a signal to the House 
of Representatives: Override our veto; 
we made a mistake. 

f 

GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRA-
TION INVESTIGATIONS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I now 
wish to address this body about some 
investigations I have been doing over a 
long period of time. 

This is a report to my colleagues 
that senior executives at the General 
Services Administration may have 
failed to meet their responsibilities to 
the American taxpayers. These issues 
were carefully examined in two over-
sight investigations conducted by my 
staff. These investigations have uncov-
ered a disturbing change of cir-
cumstances at the General Services 
Administration. 

In a nutshell, it is this way: These 
studies indicate that top-level General 
Services Administration management 
interfered in contract negotiations 
with Sun Microsystems. They put pres-
sure on contract officers to sign a po-
tentially bad contract. When that per-
son refused, they had that contract of-
ficer removed under duress. 

All the evidence from this investiga-
tion suggests that this particular con-
tractor had been overcharging the Fed-
eral Government for years. The con-
tract officer believed the proposed 
terms were still not fair to the Govern-
ment. Even worse, these reports also 
indicate that allegations of intimida-
tion against the General Services Ad-
ministration Office of Inspector Gen-
eral and its auditors may have been 
fabricated. This may have been done to 
cover high-level pressure on contract 
officers or maybe because the new con-
tract was signed on terms dictated by 
the contractor. When I asked for audits 
of the new contract, this contractor re-
sisted tooth and nail, and in the end 
they canceled the contract before au-
dits could be completed. I want to re-
peat that, because this is the bottom 
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line. When I asked for audits of this 
new contract, this contractor resisted 
tooth and nail, and in the end they 
canceled the contract before the audit 
could be completed. That ought to tell 
you something about that contract. 

I think it is important my colleagues 
know what my staff uncovered at the 
GSA, not merely for the purpose of 
pointing out mistakes but for the pur-
pose of seeking solutions, because 
these investigations are about fixing a 
problem. 

Let me set the record straight. This 
is not some sort of witch hunt for the 
Administrator of GSA or anything else. 
Quite simply, this is oversight and in-
vestigation, or O&I, as we call it 
around here on the Hill. 

In doing this oversight and investiga-
tion work, I am fulfilling one of the 
most sacred responsibilities of a Mem-
ber of Congress. As with all my inves-
tigations, I want to be certain every 
tax dollar is spent wisely and according 
to law—nothing more, nothing less. 
With that in mind, I want to address 
the findings of these investigations 
that are documented in separate staff 
reports. 

The oversight work began last Sep-
tember when I was informed Adminis-
trator Lurita Doan of the GSA was at-
tempting to cut the inspector general’s 
budget for audits. These are the police-
men to see that the money we appro-
priate is spent wisely. It appeared that 
this administrator was attempting to 
neutralize the inspector general, espe-
cially in the area of oversight of Gov-
ernment contracts. This was a red 
warning flag, so I decided to dig deeper. 

The Administrator was alleging that 
the Office of Inspector General—or I 
might refer to that as the OIG—was 
abusing its power by threatening and 
intimidating Government contracting 
officers and vendors. These allegations 
were raised by the Administrator in 
numerous statements, publicly and in-
ternally, and in letters to me. Accord-
ing to three separate witnesses, Admin-
istrator Doan even compared the in-
spector general officials to terrorists. 

These allegations concerned me for 
two reasons: First, I was extremely 
concerned that sworn Federal law en-
forcement agencies and agents, and ac-
credited auditors, might be abusing 
their power. Second, if there was no 
factual foundation for these allega-
tions, if they were fabricated, where 
did they come from and why did they 
come? 

I asked Administrator Doan to pro-
vide me with specific examples of the 
alleged intimidation. Since she had 
aired these allegations in public, I 
thought she would provide me with 
specific details to support the charges. 
The fact is, she could not. In reality, 
only one specific instance was brought 
to my attention. In the end, my staff 
could find no evidence whatsoever to 
support those allegations. Sadly, it ap-
pears as if that one specific allegation 
was fabricated to cover up intense top- 
down pressure on contract auditors to 

award a contract that was detrimental 
to the taxpayers. 

It was a bureaucratic smokescreen 
that opened a much larger can of 
worms. That can of worms was a con-
tract awarded to Sun Microsystems, 
Inc. in 1999 for computer products and 
services. The inspector general had this 
particular contract under a microscope 
for several years. The IG audits indi-
cated that Sun had failed to report sig-
nificant discounts given to commercial 
contractors, as mandated by the con-
tract; in other words, transparency 
when you are doing business with the 
Federal Government. Because this in-
formation was withheld—in other 
words, their commercial contract ar-
rangements—Government customers 
paid much higher prices than Sun’s 
commercial customers. The Govern-
ment was losing money because of 
these unfair pricing policies, losses po-
tentially in the tens of millions of dol-
lars. These and other alleged contract 
violations, including potential fraud, 
were referred to the Department of 
Justice and now are in the Federal 
courts. 

The alleged fraud was first reported 
to General Services Administration 
management in February of 2005. GSA 
management had several options, in-
cluding seeking a better contract, can-
celing that contract, or suspension. In 
fact, three GSA contracting officers 
who handled the Sun contract at-
tempted all three remedies. In each 
case, intervention from upper manage-
ment at GSA blocked those moves. 
Upper management turned a blind eye 
to the alleged fraud, preferring instead 
to do business as usual. Then they 
began applying serious pressure on the 
contracting officer to extend the con-
tract with Sun for another 5 years. 

In August of last year, the GSA con-
tracting officer assigned to the Sun 
contract dug in his heels, holding out 
for a better deal, protecting the tax-
payers of the United States. He be-
lieved the terms offered by Sun in ne-
gotiations were not fair to the Govern-
ment. 

Now, if you ask senior GSA manage-
ment, you get a very different story. 
Those individuals, including Ms. Doan 
and FAS Commissioner Williams, 
claimed this contracting officer was so 
intimidated, browbeaten, even, by OIG 
auditors, that he had to be replaced. 
The facts, however, do not support that 
allegation or explanation. 

The contracting officer and his im-
mediate supervisor both deny experi-
encing any intimidation from the in-
spector general auditors. They say, in 
fact, it never even happened. The 
source of the allegations has changed 
her story several times. In fact, she 
continued to support the contracting 
officer’s position in negotiations—a po-
sition that was fully aligned with the 
inspector general auditors’ position— 
even after claiming he was being in-
timidated into that position by the 
same auditors. If that position was 
tainted by the inspector general audi-

tor intimidation, why would she sup-
port it? 

One other fact seems to have escaped 
the GSA managers making these alle-
gations. IG auditors have no direct in-
fluence over a contracting officer’s ca-
reer. The only person with that kind of 
authority is the contracting officer’s 
supervisors, not the inspector general. 

There is some irony here too. The 
same GSA managers who accuse the 
OIG auditors of intimidating this con-
tracting officer had themselves at-
tempted in vain to intimidate him into 
awarding the contract. 

So it seems that GSA management 
tried to turn the concept of intimida-
tion upside down. Now, why would they 
do that? 

The evidence suggests these allega-
tions were a smokescreen to hide the 
actions of the General Services Admin-
istration management. They used it for 
cover while ramming through a con-
tract that may be bad for the tax-
payers. There should be no greater mo-
tivation for those in Government pro-
curement than protecting the tax-
payers’ money. Contracting officers 
who are warranted by this Government 
should be allowed to fight in negotia-
tions for the best deal for the tax-
payers, saving money where they can. 
Any pressure, any suggestion, any di-
rect involvement by management to 
thwart that mission would be out of 
line. What Administrator Doan, Com-
missioner Williams, and others did to 
short circuit this process, then, is en-
tirely wrong. To turn up the pressure, 
senior GSA officials, including Admin-
istrator Doan, were communicating di-
rectly with Sun Microsystems, Inc. and 
their lobbyists during negotiations. 
They made sure that contracting offi-
cer knew about that contact they were 
having. What kind of message does 
that send to a contracting officer fight-
ing for a good contract to save the tax-
payers’ money? What kind of message 
does that send to the current and po-
tential Government contractors, wher-
ever they might be? 

I would say that, at the very least, it 
tells them that if you don’t like the 
deal offered by the contracting officer, 
go over his or her head. Go to the very 
top. Get the problem fixed. Get the 
price you want out of the taxpayers. It 
also says if the contracting officer is in 
the way, get rid of the contracting offi-
cer and get one who will do the dirty 
deed. 

It would be bad enough were this the 
end of the story, but it isn’t. After forc-
ing out the contracting officer, GSA 
management assigned a new officer. It 
took her 9 days to negotiate a final 
deal with Sun. But what did the Gov-
ernment get? 

In interviews, this new contracting 
officer claimed that she didn’t need to 
talk to IG auditors who had years of 
knowledge on the Sun contract. She 
claimed she could solve any impasse in 
negotiations by listening to what the 
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contractor had to say. Many of the pro-
visions she adopted were ones stead-
fastly opposed by the previous con-
tracting officer—the very same ones 
that led to the so-called ‘‘impasse’’ and 
the removal of that contracting officer. 

The new contracting officer even ad-
mitted during questioning that she did 
not fully understand key provisions of 
the contract. She admitted making 
‘‘big oversights’’ in some of the con-
tract terms. I fear the Government got 
a contract based on terms that were 
dictated by the contractor. I ask you: 
Is this GSA management’s idea of how 
to negotiate? 

After my staff interviewed the new 
contracting officer, I realized I needed 
to know more about the new contract. 
That is the one signed in September 
2006. Was the Government continuing 
to lose money due to the unfair pricing 
and unreported discounts that they had 
with the commercial sector? 

As a Member of the Senate who cares 
deeply about oversight, I would have 
been remiss in not asking more ques-
tions. So on June 5, 2007, I asked the 
GSA inspector general to conduct an 
audit. I asked the IG to look at the 
terms of this new contract. 

Now, if this contract was such a 
‘‘good deal for America,’’ as has been 
suggested by Sun on the one hand and 
GSA management on the other hand, 
then one would think Sun would rush 
to cooperate. Wouldn’t they? Well, 
they did not. Instead, for 3 months, 
Sun complained to me, they procrasti-
nated, they withheld information and 
fought the audit at every step. They 
also lashed out at the GSA inspector 
general, claiming bias—maybe because 
the IG had nailed him in the past. To 
his credit, IG Brian Miller held his 
ground and forged ahead with the 
audit. 

This is what happened, and sadly so, 
because you don’t get to the bottom of 
it then. Sun chose to cancel this con-
tract on September 13 of this year, 
without waiting for the completion of 
those audits. This entire situation is 
extremely unfortunate, possibly pre-
ventable, and certainly baffling. Why 
would Sun cancel a contract that it 
had fought so hard to get? Did Sun 
have something to hide? 

Government contracting, particu-
larly multiple award schedule con-
tracting, appears to be in serious jeop-
ardy. Contracting officers are in short 
supply and are quitting in alarming 
numbers. They are overworked, they 
are stressed, and some try to juggle 100 
or more contracts at any given time. 
With that kind of workload, assuring 
contract compliance is out of the ques-
tion. 

One of the culprits here may be the 
industrial funding fee structure we use 
in Government. This is money that the 
GSA charges other agencies that tap 
into governmentwide contracts nego-
tiated by GSA. These fees are the life-
blood of the General Services Adminis-
tration and are responsible for the 
lion’s share of the agency’s budget. The 

incentive is to maximize fees and agen-
cy profits. This creates what has been 
described as a ‘‘perverse incentive.’’ 
Getting the best deal for the Govern-
ment and the taxpayers gets lost in the 
drive for more contracts that generate 
more fees to fill that agency’s coffers. 

I feel the Sun contract fiasco may be 
only the tip of the iceberg. I hope it is 
an exception, but many contracting of-
ficials suggested otherwise. 

Am I suggesting that Government 
procurement is broken beyond repair? 
No. I do think that GSA procurement 
officials have a lot of work to do to 
make sure these situations are cor-
rected. They certainly need to clean up 
their act, and they will need to make 
hard choices to fix these problems. 

GSA has a professional force of con-
tracting officers. GSA management 
needs to let them negotiate the best 
deal possible without interference from 
the top. Interference in that process as 
evidenced by the Sun negotiations may 
not violate the law, but it is not right 
and it does not protect the taxpayers. 

Senior GSA management needs to re-
alize that what may be profitable or 
strategically important for the GSA 
may not always be in the best interests 
of the taxpayers. GSA managers also 
need to recognize the need for over-
sight and followup on awarded con-
tracts. Contract officers need to be able 
to fight for the best possible deal for 
the taxpayers, even if it means the loss 
of a contract that is lucrative to the 
agency for their operating expenses, or 
for the vendor. GSA must never forget 
that the real customer is the American 
taxpayer. 

Today, I am forwarding three inves-
tigative reports to Administrator 
Doan, to the GSA inspector general, to 
the House and Senate oversight com-
mittees, and the White House Chief of 
Staff for review. These reports contain 
proprietary and privacy-protected in-
formation and will not be made public 
by me. The reports provide in great de-
tail the results of these significant in-
vestigations into the allegations of in-
spector general auditor intimidation 
and top-level GSA management inter-
vention in the Sun Microsystems con-
tract negotiations. 

As I said, it is not my intent to point 
the finger at any one individual or 
company. My sole purpose is to get to 
the bottom of what may be a signifi-
cant problem in Government con-
tracting and, of course, get it fixed. I 
respectfully ask GSA Administrator 
Doan and the inspector general to ad-
dress the problems identified in these 
reports and to take appropriate action 
in the future. I hope GSA will do a bet-
ter job of protecting the taxpayers’ 
money. 

I apologize to the chairman and 
ranking member of the Labor-HHS 
Subcommittee for taking this time, 
but I believed I needed to respond to 
some of the speeches that were made 
about the health program before I gave 
my report on my investigation. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, before 
the distinguished ranking member 
leaves the floor, I wish to acknowledge 
a couple of things—one, my apprecia-
tion for his hard work on the SCHIP 
program and my understanding of his 
frustration with some of the misunder-
standings that have taken place in the 
debate on all sides. For just a couple of 
minutes of the Senate’s time, I wish to 
discuss how we got where we are and 
how we need to get to where we are 
going to be. But before he leaves, 
again, I commend the distinguished 
ranking member on his effort on behalf 
of children’s health insurance and his 
effort to clear the record in hopes that, 
in the end, it will be a foundation for 
all of us to clear the record of mis-
understandings. There is fault enough 
to go around, starting with the admin-
istration and then taking both sides of 
the issue. But I commend the chairman 
for his hard work. 

Ten years ago, I chaired the State 
Board of Education of Georgia when 
the SCHIP program was first author-
ized. I took it upon myself, in that ca-
pacity—the one that met closest with 
the children in need in Georgia—to ini-
tiate a broad program of registering 
and getting the information out so 
that every poor child in Georgia who 
was eligible could be covered by 
SCHIP, which in Georgia is known as 
PeachCare. 

On the floor of this Senate earlier 
this year, I fought, along with Mem-
bers from 17 other States, to get addi-
tional funding necessary on an interim 
basis because of the shortfalls that 
took place in the SCHIP program. I 
commend this Senate now on working 
to reauthorize SCHIP. 

We are in a dilemma. There are dif-
ferences of opinion on the eligibility. 
There are differences of opinion on the 
amount of money. There are dif-
ferences of opinion on how it should be 
raised. There have been statements 
that have been made that are correct 
and statements that have been made 
that are wrong. But if the House sus-
tains the veto of the President, we find 
ourselves in a position I would like to 
address for a second, a position where 
there are enough agreements for us to 
make to come back to the floor and 
pass a SCHIP bill that can be reauthor-
ized and pass this Senate almost with-
out objection. 

Everybody in the Senate agrees 
SCHIP should be reauthorized. On the 
vote to extend the current program 
through November 16, on the con-
tinuing resolution, there was only one 
dissenting vote, and it was not about 
SCHIP. The questions are who should 
be eligible, how far the program should 
go, whether it should run in one direc-
tion or another, and how it should be 
funded. Just in the remarks made by 
the distinguished ranking member, as 
well as previous remarks made by the 
minority whip prior to Senator GRASS-
LEY’s remarks—both sent the signal 
that there is room in the middle. 
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I hope the administration will under-

stand that a lot of the frustration with 
the current state of SCHIP has been 
the waivers—13 of them—that have 
been granted by this administration to 
expand SCHIP during the last 10 years, 
beyond what the Congress and beyond 
what the Senate intended it to be. 

There is common ground in front of 
us, and it is the poor children of Amer-
ica. There is a good solution in front of 
us, and that is to see to it that SCHIP 
is what it started out to be. As Senator 
GRASSLEY has said, the bill that went 
to the President and was vetoed did 
correct some of those waivers. As oth-
ers have said, there are serious ques-
tions on the financing mechanism. But 
there is no question that this Senate 
should be ready and prepared, imme-
diately when the veto is sustained, to 
go forward and find a compromise that 
works for the poor children of America. 

It is critical to me, as one who start-
ed in Georgia 10 years ago to register 
those eligible children, to see to it that 
they continue to get the promise that 
was granted by the Congress of the 
United States. It is equally important 
to me to see to it that we do not ex-
pand that program beyond what was in-
tended and ultimately end up compro-
mising the very poor children we start-
ed out to help. 

I commend the Senator on his re-
marks. I urge the administration to 
immediately aggressively pursue ave-
nues of agreement so we can come to-
gether as a Congress before November 
16 and unanimously pass a SCHIP bill 
that works for the poor children of 
America and is fiscally accountable to 
the taxpayers of the United States of 
America. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
of my time, and I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2008 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 3043, 
which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 3043) making appropriations 

for the Departments of Labor, Health and 
Human Services, and Education, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2008, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3325 
(Purpose: In the nature of a substitute) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 

himself and Mr. SPECTER, proposes an 
amendment numbered 3325. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we are 
now on the appropriations bill for Edu-
cation, Labor, Health and Human Serv-
ices, and related agencies. Before we 
get into the bill, I want to explain a 
couple of things. I will be yielding to 
my partner, Senator SPECTER, for his 
opening statement. Then I will follow 
with mine. It is not the usual order. 
Usually, the chairman goes first. But 
Senator SPECTER is very much involved 
in Judiciary Committee hearings 
today, and he has to return to that. I 
will respect that and yield to him in a 
moment. 

I wished to make it clear to our fel-
low Senators there is a change in the 
bill they will now notice, the sub-
stitute at the desk. The amendment 
Senator SPECTER and I offered basi-
cally strikes the language in the bill 
dealing with stem cells. Again, I do 
this with regret. Senator SPECTER and 
I have worked together for many years 
to advance the cause of embryonic 
stem cell research. In fact, we worked 
together on the first bill President 
Bush vetoed in his first 4 years. That 
was our stem cell bill, the only bill he 
vetoed in 4 years. We then came back 
with another stem cell bill this year, 
and he vetoed that also. That veto 
override has not taken place yet. 

So together we put some additional 
language in this bill to further the 
cause of trying to break through and 
get embryonic stem cell research cov-
ered. However, we received a statement 
of administration policy from the ad-
ministration yesterday saying they op-
posed our bill for two reasons. It says 
it includes ‘‘an irresponsible and exces-
sive level of spending,’’ and then it 
says, ‘‘The administration strongly op-
poses provisions in this bill that over-
turn the President’s policy regarding 
human embryonic stem cell research.’’ 

I guess in the spirit of compromise, 
we wanted to show we are willing to 
compromise. We are willing to try to 
meet the President halfway. We know 
the President’s strong feelings against 
this; they are misguided, nonetheless. 
Plus, the fact that, although not yet 
before the Senate, we will have a veto 
override vote on a stem cell bill he ve-
toed earlier this year. I don’t know if 
we will have the votes to override. We 
may. With that, we thought we will 
show our good faith in saying to the 

President: OK, we are willing to com-
promise. We will take that language 
out. That is what we have done with 
the amendment that is at the desk. We 
have taken that language out of the 
bill. 

However, on another aspect in terms 
of the administration saying it is an ir-
responsible and excessive level of 
spending, I will say more about that in 
my opening statement, but the fact is, 
in the last 5 years, under the leadership 
of Senator SPECTER, when I was rank-
ing member, this appropriations bill 
exceeded the President’s budget re-
quest every single year. I thank Sen-
ator SPECTER for that. He provided 
great leadership. But the President 
never once threatened to veto one of 
those bills and never did, even though 
we exceeded his budget. This year, 
however, the President has said he is 
going to veto it because we exceeded 
his budget. What is the difference? Be-
cause the Congress changed hands? I 
don’t think Senator SPECTER or I give 
a hoot about that. What we care about 
is investing in education and health, 
job training, biomedical research, all 
the other good things this bill does. 

I respectfully disagree with the 
President that it is irresponsible. I be-
lieve it is responsible. We met our 
budget allocations. We are within our 
pay-go limitations. We do not exceed 
our budget allocation in this bill what-
soever. 

I wished to make that clear for other 
Senators. We are on this bill. We have 
dropped the stem cell language. I did 
this in consultation with Senator 
SPECTER as a good faith reaching out 
to the White House to say: We are will-
ing to compromise. So we will take it 
out, but we are going to stand firm on 
our funding levels because they are 
reasonable. They are within our budget 
allocation. They don’t bust the budget. 

I yield the floor to my partner in this 
for many years, Senator SPECTER, for 
his opening statement. I know he has 
to get back to the Judiciary Com-
mittee. I will return and make my 
opening statement at that time. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I 

thank the Chair and note for the record 
that the other Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is presiding. I do not use the 
term ‘‘junior Senator’’ because Senator 
CASEY is so distinguished, I wouldn’t 
want to have any suggestion of limited 
status. 

We are taking up now the appropria-
tions bill which has no rival for greater 
importance to America. Others may 
stand alongside it as equals, but when 
you deal with the Nation’s health and 
education and labor, job safety, job 
training and medical research, the Cen-
ters for Disease Control, and Head 
Start, we deal with the fundamentals 
of governmental involvement for the 
general welfare as recited in the Con-
stitution. Health is our No. 1 capital 
asset. Without going into any details 
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