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survey data sources to be used in these cal-
culations.
THE INEQUITABLE FRONTIER STATES PROVISION

Unfortunately, the more accurate calcula-
tion of practice expense costs that was in-
tended to be achieved by Section 3102(b) has
been jeopardized by a special interest provi-
sion that was added to PPACA behind closed
doors during the Senate floor consideration
of health reform. The ‘“‘frontier states’ pro-
vision addresses geographic disparities but
helps just five states at the expense of the
other 45. It improves Medicare reimburse-
ment in the so-called frontier states by es-
tablishing a permanent 1.0 floor for the PE
GPCI as well as for the hospital wage index,
effective January 1, 2011. A frontier state is
defined as one with 50 percent or more fron-
tier counties, defined as counties with a pop-
ulation per square mile of less than six. The
frontier states provision ensures that higher
Medicare physician payments resulting from
a higher PE GPCI adjustment go to just five
states in 2011—Montana, Wyoming, North
Dakota, South Dakota, and Nevada.

Iowa provides some of the highest quality
care in the country but it does not meet the
definition of a frontier state. Yet Medicare
reimbursement for hospitals and physicians
is lower in Iowa than in most of these so-
called frontier states. Medicare also pays
much lower rates in other rural states that
do not meet the definition of a frontier state.

The frontier states provision is even more
egregious because taxpayers in all 50 states
will help pay the estimated $2 billion cost for
a provision that benefits just five states.
That amount is the Congressional Budget Of-
fice cost estimate of the frontier states pro-
vision for the next ten years. A practice ex-
pense floor for rural states may be warranted
but it should not be an adjustment for just a
few select states. This automatic pay in-
crease for frontier state physicians could re-
sult in reduced access for Medicare bene-
ficiaries in nearby rural states that do not
have the 1.0 PE floor if physicians migrate to
those rural areas where Medicare payment
has been significantly increased.

Last spring I introduced legislation, the
Medicare Rural Health Care Equity Act of
2010, to eliminate the special Medicare reim-
bursement rates for frontier states. It is im-
perative to reduce unwarranted geographic
disparities and base physician practice ex-
pense costs on actual or reliable survey data,
not by legislative fiat that improves physi-
cian payments for just a few states. Al-
though legislative action would be required
to make changes in this regard, I urge the
IOM to review this situation and provide rec-
ommendations to HHS on whether specific
factors should be considered to determine
physician practice costs in frontier states if
such a floor did not exist.

CONCLUSION

The practice expense geographic adjust-
ment factor has a significant impact on the
health care workforce in rural areas, because
it plays a major role in the ability to recruit
and retain physicians in rural areas who see
more patients and work longer hours for cor-
respondingly lower pay. This in turn can re-
sult in Medicare beneficiaries in rural areas
having reduced access to physicians and
other health care practitioners. Twenty per-
cent of the population lives in rural America
yet only nine percent of physicians practice
there. Shortages of primary care and spe-
cialty physicians currently exist in many
rural areas yet unwarranted geographic pay-
ment disparities make it difficult to improve
access for rural Medicare beneficiaries and
other patient populations.

The existing inaccurate geographic adjust-
ments by CMS result in unwarranted and un-
duly low rural reimbursement rates. More
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current, relevant, and accurate data sources
exist and should be used by CMS to make ge-
ographic adjustments to Medicare payments,
especially in the area of physician practice
expense. The current geographic disparities
in payment are not based on actual or reli-
able data, and they put rural Medicare bene-
ficiaries at risk. I urge the committee to rec-
ommend that CMS use actual practice cost
data rather than the current inaccurate
proxies to ensure that Medicare payment re-
flects true geographic differences in physi-
cian practice costs.

——————

START TREATY

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, the
Constitution of the United States is an
amazing document. Every day I appre-
ciate the foresight of our Founding Fa-
thers who knew that future Presidents,
of any political philosophy, would seek
to expand their power and try to im-
pose their will over the legislative
branch, the branch closest to the citi-
zens of the United States.

For this reason they added an impor-
tant clause in article 2, section 2 that
says ‘‘He shall have Power, by and with
the Advice and Consent of the Senate,
to make Treaties, provided two thirds
of the Senators present concur;”’

Negotiators for the Strategic Arms
Reduction Treaty on both sides know
the terms of our Constitution, which
predates both the Russian Federation
and the Soviet Union it replaced.

However, as the Senate considered
the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty,
or the START treaty, supporters of the
treaty seemed to say that the Senate
should abandon its role of advice and
just focus on consent. It was repeated
many times that any change, no mat-
ter how minor or no matter how much
it improved the treaty, would be con-
sidered a treaty-killer as further nego-
tiation with Russia was inexplicably
taken off the table as an option.

The reasonable amendments offered
by Republican Senators were all
rebuffed. The supporters of the treaty
repeated many times how reasonable
the amendments were but that the
treaty was not the appropriate time to
be debating such matters. Authors of
amendments involving ensuring a ro-
bust missile defense, improving verifi-
cation to prevent Russia from cheat-
ing, and merely mentioning the exist-
ence of tactical nuclear weapons were
all told that another day is the best
time to discuss those matters. How-
ever, one of the greatest threats to
United States national security is the
acquisition of a tactical nuclear weap-
on by a terrorist organization. Since
Russia has a preponderance of the
world’s tactical nuclear weapons, how
can it be that a treaty dealing with nu-
clear weapons control is not the time
to discuss this issue?

Supporters of the START treaty say
that after it is ratified the President
will be able to go and negotiate further
agreements with the Russians on mat-
ters important to the United States’
interest such as the tactical nuclear
weapons. However, both opponents and
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supporters of the treaty know that
there is no intention of this adminis-
tration to pursue follow-on nuclear
agreements with the Russian Federa-
tion. There are several reasons for this.
We now have no leverage with the Rus-
sian Federation since they have al-
ready gotten a treaty favorable to
their interests. Further, we will be
pressing the Russians on other issues
impacting our national security such
as sanctions on Iran. Supporters of the
treaty believe that Russia will be more
amenable to our requests when history
shows that Russia will act in their in-
terest and are not concerned with exis-
tential threats to our national secu-
rity.

Finally, one of the purposes of any
arms treaty is to clarify and inform
signatories to the treaty about capa-
bilities and intentions of each side.
However, the new START treaty nei-
ther clarifies nor informs anyone about
the United States’ capability and in-
tentions with regards to a national
missile defense program. It is clear
that the negotiators wanted to avoid
this difficult topic knowing that Rus-
sia opposes the concept of the United
States being able to defend itself from
a rogue missile attack. However, by
avoiding the topic completely, Russia
is forced to consider the mixed mes-
sages of the Obama administration
withdrawing missile defense capability
from Poland and statements by admin-
istration officials and Congress calling
for a robust four-phase missile defense
program. The treaty as written can
only cause further instability and con-
fusion on the critical issue of missile
defense between the United States and
the Russian Federation. Clarifying
amendments from Republican Senators
regarding missile defense and the
United States’ intention to deploy
technologies against all four phases of
ballistic missile flight would have
helped the treaty, not killed it. In-
stead, the lone statement on missile
defense in the preamble of the treaty
clearly implies that the United States
should limit its missile defense in an
attempt to limit the need for offensive
missiles. The United States has no in-
tention of doing so as it is a national
security threat for us to ignore the
dangers posed by North Korea and Iran
in this area.

Because of these many reasons, I
voted against the new Start treaty.
While it did pass over my objections, I
hope that future Senators will not use
the debate we just held in this lame-
duck session of Congress as precedent
to abdicate their constitutional role
for international agreements.

————

REMEMBERING SENATOR CHARLES
SUMNER

e Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, today I rise to celebrate the
bicentennial, January 6, 2011, of the
birth of U.S. Senator Charles Sumner,
who so ably represented the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts in this body
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from 1851 until his death in 1874. While
I am honored to serve the people of
Massachusetts from the physical desk
once occupied by Senator Sumner, I
rise today in recognition of Charles
Sumner’s tireless and often solitary
quest for racial equality, education re-
form, and social justice.

By all accounts, Senator Sumner was
one of this body’s greatest orators;
Sumner didn’t give speeches, he un-
leashed them. According to Henry
Wadsworth Longfellow, Sumner deliv-
ered remarks ‘‘like a cannoneer ram-
ming down cartridges.”” The target of
Sumner’s verbal fusillade was almost
always injustice, especially slavery and
the men and institutions that sought
to expand or perpetuate it. Yet, even
among fellow mid-19th century aboli-
tionists, Charles Sumner’s views on ra-
cial equality were considered utopian.
Years before the Emancipation Procla-
mation, Sumner called for the aboli-
tion of slavery. Decades before the 15th
amendment declared that the ‘“‘right of
citizens of the United States to vote
shall not be denied or abridged by the
United States or by any state on ac-
count of race, color, or previous condi-
tion of servitude’ and nearly a century
before the Voting Rights Act, Sumner
insisted that all Black men should
have the rights of citizenship.

Charles Sumner was not born into a
powerful or wealthy Massachusetts
family; his upbringing in Boston was at
best modest. Yet his parents insisted
that Charles receive the best education
available, and he was fortunate enough
to attend the acclaimed Boston Latin
School, where he excelled and went on
to receive degrees from Harvard Col-
lege and Harvard Law School. Sumner
spent his late twenties travelling
through Europe and England, where his
intellect and education impressed lead-
ing officials with whom he formed last-
ing relationships that proved invalu-
able to the Union years later when
Sumner served on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

In May of 1856, Sumner became the
victim of one of the most unfortunate
incidents in Senate history. Days after
Sumner delivered a vitriolic speech
against Kansas-Nebraska Act coauthor
Andrew Pickens Butler, the South
Carolina Senator’s nephew, a Member
of the House of Representatives, ap-
proached Sumner while he was sitting
at his Senate desk and beat him uncon-
scious with a metal tipped cane. The
attack left Sumner gravely injured,
and he did not return to the Senate for
3 years. Sumner’s ‘‘Crime Against Kan-
sas’ speech, and the violent retribu-
tion for it, further eroded the already
strained relations between representa-
tives of free and slave States. In his
day, Senator Charles Sumner was con-
sidered an extreme, a wild-eyed dream-
er whose vision of a society free of in-
stitutional racism seemed as
unachievable as it was radical. Today,
200 years after his birth, we are the
heirs of Charles Sumner’s vision. Doz-
ens of streets, schools, and towns
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across our country bear the name of
this outspoken Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Today, the issue of education reform
looms large in our Nation’s conscious-
ness. Too many of our public school
systems are failing our children. We
would be wise to look at the legacy of
Senator Sumner. He was one of his
era’s most vocal advocates for high-
quality public schools and argued in
the Massachusetts courts for the inte-
gration of the Commonwealth’s
schools. He based his argument on
the—at the time—novel concept that
the inferior schools to which many
children were relegated had lasting ef-
fects on their development. In fact, a
century later this very argument
would underpin our Nation’s most fa-
mous civil rights case. In 1954, a young
Black girl named Linda Brown was pre-
vented from enrolling in an all-White
public school that was much closer to
her home than the all-Black school she
was forced to attend. Her father joined
a class action suit against the city’s
school board, and the resulting case
would forever transform American so-
ciety. The city was Topeka, KS. The
case was Brown v. Board of Education.
Ironically, the school where she had
been denied was known as the Sumner
Elementary School. Peering down from
somewhere on high, Senator Sumner
must have been pleased that injustice
was not allowed to stand in his name.

At the time of his death in 1874, Sum-
ner was still agitating for school re-
form and Federal legislation to repeal
all discriminatory laws against Blacks
and the tens of thousands of Asians
who had immigrated to America and
helped build our transcontinental rail-
road system. The late Senator Robert
C. Byrd, a noted historian of the Sen-
ate, once wrote, ‘‘After Clay, Calhoun
and Webster, no mnineteenth-century
senator stood higher on the political
horizon than did Charles Sumner, nor
did any garner more praise, condemna-
tion and controversy than that elo-
quent Massachusetts senator.”” Today,
I am proud to celebrate the bicenten-
nial of Sumner’s birth and his incred-
ible service in the U.S. Senate.®

———————

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO DARRELL BELL

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, today I
congratulate Darrell Bell for his recent
appointment as the U.S. Marshal for
the District of Montana. I was pleased
to see my colleagues unanimously sup-
port the nomination of such an out-
standing public servant, and I am con-
fident he will serve the State of Mon-
tana admirably. As the former Deputy
Chief of Police for the City of Bil-
lings—Montana’s largest community—
Darrell possesses the qualities nec-
essary to successfully lead Montana’s
U.S Marshal’s Office.

For the last three and a half decades,
Darrell has served Montana’s law en-
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forcement community with passion and
expertise. Since 2006, Darrell has served
as a criminal investigator for the Mon-
tana Department of Justice, Gambling
Control Division. Darrell served over 30
years with the Billings Police Depart-
ment, including 5 years as the Deputy
Chief of Police. Originally from Joliet,
Darrell graduated from the Montana
Law Enforcement Academy and began
his career with the Billings Police De-
partment as a patrolman in 1974. Work-
ing his way up the ranks, Darrell has
served as a sergeant and then lieuten-
ant of the Operations Division as well
as captain for the Investigations,
Training, and Support Services Divi-
sion. Upon the request of the Billings
city administrator in 2005, then-Deputy
Chief of Police Bell stepped in to be-
come the Interim Chief of Police. Dar-
rell has served Montana and his com-
munity on the executive boards for
High-Intensity Drug Trafficking Areas
and the Montana Chiefs of Police.

I received an outpouring of support
for Darrell when he was nominated.
After reading just a couple of these
outstanding letters, I knew that we had
the right man for the job. Darrell’s
peers described him as the ‘‘consum-
mate professional,” a ‘‘first-class lead-
er,” and as a person who ‘‘is not afraid
to sit down face to face and debate an
issue to find a resolution.” One letter
stated that he ‘‘leads by example and
many people find his enthusiasm and
dedication both inspiring and moti-
vating.”” Montana law enforcement is
clearly in good hands.

Darrell has a proven track record of
bringing folks together, and working
with local, State, and Federal law en-
forcement officials to provide a safe en-
vironment for Montana’s communities.
Darrell’s experience and leadership in
law enforcement will truly be an asset
for Montana’s U.S. Marshal’s Office. I
again congratulate Darrell and his
family, wife Dawn, son Brent, and
daughter Lindsay on his appointment,
and I applaud his continued service to
the State of Montana.e

——————

TRIBUTE TO GENERAL CARROL H.
CHANDLER

e Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, today I
wish to recognize and pay tribute to
GEN Carrol H. Chandler for over 36
years of exceptional service and dedica-
tion to the U.S. Air Force. He will be
retiring from Active Duty on March 1,
2011.

He currently serves as the Vice Chief
of Staff of the U.S. Air Force, Wash-
ington, DC. As Vice Chief, he presides
over the Air Staff and serves as a mem-
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Require-
ments Oversight Council and Deputy
Advisory Working Group. He assists
the Chief of Staff with organizing,
training, and equipping 680,000 Active-
Duty, Guard, Reserve and civilian
forces serving in the United States and
overseas.

A command pilot with more than
3,900 flying hours in the F-15, F-16, and
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