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hasten to sit at the negotiating table
with a nuclear super power that refuses
to renounce the use of force against
Taiwan’s democracy. I believe a renun-
ciation of the use of force by Beijing
would be an important demonstration
of good will and would facilitate a
meaningful dialogue so our democratic
friends in Taiwan are not pressured by
Washington to negotiate with a gun to
their head.

Further, Dr. Nye states that the
United States should publicly an-
nounce that it will not defend Taiwan
if Taiwan declare independence. While
I agree that it is undesirable for Tai-
wan to declare independence, I think
Nye’s logic is backward. Do we want to
encourage people to think that Taiwan
is ripe for the picking? Our policy of
creative ambiguity has long served
U.S. interests. So has our dem-
onstrated readiness to use force, as we
did when we introduced the two car-
riers into the Taiwan Strait two years
ago when China tried to intimidate the
people of Taiwan on the eve of their
presidential election. I believe we
should not change this policy. The U.S.
should continue to be prepared, under
appropriate circumstances, to deploy
our defense resources in support of de-
mocracy in Taiwan.

Finally, Dr. Nye suggests that there
is nothing but second class status in
Taiwan’s future. I do not think that
the United States should endorse such
a fate for the proud, free democratic
people of Taiwan. With creative solu-
tions, I hope Taiwan can assume its
full and rightful place in international
organizations. I don’t think the United
States through current officials,
former officials or trial balloons should
walk away from our support in this re-
gard.

As President Clinton prepares for an-
other summit with President Jiang of
China, I hope that he will take into
consideration Dr. Waldron’s comments
and the input of interested Members of
Congress who have long followed this
issue. Taiwan is a strong democracy. It
is not going to simply bow to coercion
from China. The United States should
recognize this and work to find a policy
that will ease regional tensions and
promote future stability in the Asia-
Pacific area.

Thank you, Mr. President.
Mr. President, I suggest the absence

of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-

LARD). The clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll.
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

f

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF
1997

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 1718 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1676

(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Trans-
portation to reduce the amounts made
available under the bill for fiscal year 1998
by the amounts made available under the
Surface Transportation Extension Act of
1997)
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, last Fri-

day, I sent to the desk an amendment
numbered 1718. I ask to call up that
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.

CHAFEE] proposes an amendment numbered
1718 to amendment No. 1676.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this is
an amendment, as I said, that I sent to
the desk last Friday. It would require
the Secretary of Transportation to re-
duce the amounts made available under
the so-called ISTEA Act for fiscal year
1998 by the amounts made available
under the Surface Transportation Ex-
tension Act of 1997, the so-called 6-
month extension.

Last year, Mr. President, as you re-
call, in the latter part of the calendar
year, around October, the Senate
passed a 6-month extension of the
ISTEA legislation which allowed
States to use their unobligated bal-
ances to fund eligible transportation
projects. It also allocated an additional
$5.5 billion in new money to the States.
The Senate agreed to provide that $5.5
billion on the condition that the
amounts allocated to the States under
the ISTEA II legislation in fiscal year
1998 would be reduced by the amount
each State received for the 6-month ex-
tension. In other words, under the leg-
islation we are now considering, Mr.
President, we provide money for the
entire fiscal year of 1998.

What this amendment would do is
say the amounts we previously gave
the States in October for this fiscal
year will be deducted from the total
amount that we provide for the entire
fiscal year for them. By the way, Mr.
President, the amounts would be allo-
cated to each of the categories for
which they had received that amount
previously. For example, the amount
each State will receive in the surface
transportation program, so-called STP
funds, under ISTEA II will be reduced
by their portion of the more than $1
billion provided in STP funds for the 6-
month extension.

There are several reasons why this
reduction is necessary. First of all,
ISTEA II provides money for each fis-
cal year 1998 through 2003. It does not
provide a half-year amount. If this re-
duction is not required and agreed to,
the States would receive one and one-
half times as much as they should for

1998 and our bill would be subject to a
point of order. Second, the reduction
ensures that each State will receive
money based on the new formula pro-
vided in ISTEA II instead of the old
formula, or amounts received in the
past.

We worked long and hard to update
this formula to make it as fair as pos-
sible.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, this is
essentially a bookkeeping amendment
to prevent double counting and to
make sure that moneys States do re-
ceive under the new ISTEA highway
program are according to the new for-
mula rather than the old formula. It is
really very straightforward—to prevent
double counting.

There is no reason why this should
not pass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1718) was agreed
to.

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BAUCUS. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 1841 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1676

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE] proposes an amendment numbered
1841 to amendment No. 1676.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, this
amendment makes several technical
clarifying and noncontroversial
changes to the underlying legislation.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I urge
adoption. These are truly technical
amendments, clarifying amendments,
truly noncontroversial. It should pass.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1841) was agreed
to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BAUCUS. I move to table the
motion.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Now, Mr. President, we
are waiting for those who are going to
present the Finance Committee amend-
ment, which I hope will be soon.

Pending that, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to

call the roll.
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I won-
der if I could engage the distinguished
chairman of our committee in a col-
loquy about the status of the bill.

Mr. President, I ask the chairman:
Isn’t it true that we are pretty much
wrapped up with our bill, but we are
waiting on two major amendments?
They are from two other committees,
and we are waiting for those commit-
tees to come to the floor and offer their
amendments so we can get them agreed
to and then get on with this bill and
get this bill off the floor so we can,
hopefully following the House action,
have a bill to go to conference.

Isn’t it true that we are about
wrapped up here but we waiting on two
committees?

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I say to
my distinguished colleague, the rank-
ing member of the committee, that he
is exactly right. There are two big
amendments out there, but neither of
them have anything to do with our
committee. One is from the Finance
Committee dealing with the tax por-
tions of this legislation, and the other
from the Banking Committee dealing
with the mass transit portions of this
legislation. But both of those are in
other committees.

So we have been very anxious. The
Finance Committee chairman and oth-
ers have indicated that they are pre-
pared to come to the floor. We started
this at 1 p.m., and we keep hoping that
they will come. We are losing valuable
time, Mr. President. Obviously, both of
us and all members of the committee
want to finish this legislation. There
are several hundred amendments still
out there, but I have reason to believe
very few of those are actually going to
be presented.

So, we could really make tremendous
progress if we could dispose of those
two major amendments—the one from
the Banking Committee and the one
from the Finance Committee, which we
are expecting to have presented mo-
mentarily.

Mr. BAUCUS. I ask the chairman,
also, is it his understanding that the
Finance Committee is ready with its
amendment, that it has been drafted,
but for some reason they just do not
come over to the floor and offer it?

Mr. CHAFEE. The Senator is exactly
right. That is my understanding. My
understanding is they are ready to go.

One of the most famous reports that
one hears in the Senate is, so and so ‘‘is
on his way.’’ ‘‘On his way’’ can mean a
lot of things. It can mean circling Ron-
ald Reagan Airport preparing to land,
or it could just mean that he has got-
ten on the elevator and will be here
within 45 seconds. So we have heard re-
ports that the Finance Committee rep-
resentatives who are going to present

that amendment are on their way.
Again, I am not sure what that exactly
means.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, might I
ask the distinguished chairman of our
committee, isn’t it true that the Fi-
nance Committee amendment is very
important to this bill because that is
the amendment which will extend the
current gasoline tax that is going to
transfer the funds into the trust fund
and, therefore, to other trust fund
States? So we definitely need to get
this Finance Committee amendment
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. I say to the distin-
guished Senator that he is absolutely
right. Without the money, this bill
isn’t going to amount to much. So we
treat the members of the Finance Com-
mittee and the chairman with great
deference since he provides the where-
withal to make this whole program fly.

The amendment they will present
will extend the highway trust fund
taxes for 6 years. It will extend the
highway trust fund expenditure au-
thority for 6 years. It creates a 15-
project pilot program dealing with tax-
exempt bonds for private-public part-
nerships. It has a whole series of provi-
sions that have been worked out in the
Finance Committee. It is crucial to
this legislation.

So once we get that dealt with, which
I certainly hope won’t take long, we
can then move on to the Banking Com-
mittee amendment.

I have just heard through the grape-
vine that the Banking Committee
amendment, which deals with mass
transit, will be ready tomorrow. But,
as everyone knows, there is a cloture
vote coming up at 5 or 5:30. It would
seem to me that they should get that
Banking Committee amendment in, or
there will be all kinds of problems
should cloture be invoked since that
would not be germane to the bill.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, might I
ask the chairman again, where does he
think the Finance Committee amend-
ment is? Here it is, 2:30 in the after-
noon.

Mr. CHAFEE. They are on their way.
I keep looking toward that door ex-
pecting that door to swing open.

Mr. BAUCUS. My office called, and
there is no answer. They are out to
lunch. The lunch hour, I am sure, is
over by 2:30. I hope the Finance Com-
mittee comes over quickly so that we
get their amendment offered.

I also ask the chairman—there is no
reason why we even have to take the
Banking Committee amendment. It
seems to this Senator that we can just
as soon go to third reading, and, if the
Banking Committee does not come
over with its amendment by tomorrow
or the next day, then there is no tran-
sit amendment to the bill. There will
be other opportunities for them to
bring up their transit amendment
sometime later this year, I would
think. We don’t have to wait. We don’t
have to have the transit amendment in
this bill.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I have
to be cautious about allying myself
with those comments since my State
gets something out of the transit legis-
lation. It is very important. We have
one transit system within our State.

So I am very anxious to see that
transit measure passed—the so-called
‘‘banking amendment.’’ So, I do not
want to foreclose anybody. But I urge
the managers of that legislation, as
well as others who have amendments
which they might want to present, to
come on over. The store is open for
business. Now is the time.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I might
also note that last week when we were
working out an arrangement to allo-
cate dollars in the Byrd-Gramm-War-
ner-Baucus amendment the mass tran-
sit folks were going berserk; they were
all upset that they were not ‘‘taken
care of’’.

As we all know, the distinguished
chairman of the Budget Committee and
the chairman of the Banking Commit-
tee and others have reached an agree-
ment of the amounts that will be in the
transit title. So there is no reason why
they can’t quickly put this bill to-
gether with the amounts that are con-
tained in that agreement and offer
their amendment. I hope they will do
that very quickly.

Again, we are here waiting for the Fi-
nance Committee. We are here waiting
for the Banking Committee. Once those
two committees come over with their
major amendments to different titles
to this bill, we will by and large be able
to pass this bill and urge the House to
take up and pass their ISTEA bill so we
can meet the deadline of April 30. A lot
can slip between now and April 30—pas-
sage here and in the House, then con-
ference, and we have to have all of that
done by April 30, and signed by the
President by that same date so we
don’t have to worry about the possibil-
ity of another extension, which I cer-
tainly don’t want, and so that States
can rest assured that the highway pro-
gram is in place. We have to move here.
I hope the Finance Committee and the
Banking Committee will help us out.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I totally
agree. I think once we dispose of those
two big amendments, we can really
wrap this thing up. It is dangerous to
make predictions around here.

Mr. BAUCUS. Don’t.
Mr. CHAFEE. All right. I will not.

Anyway, I think we can do it rather
soon. I know the majority leader is
very anxious to get this legislation
completed. I share that interest and
concern with him.

So, while we wait upon the Finance
Committee representatives, Mr. Presi-
dent, 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. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. Col-

lins). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 1724 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1676

(Pending: To specify further penalties and
the use of withheld funds under the section
relating to minimum penalties for repeat
offenders for driving while intoxicated or
driving under the influence)
Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I

now call up amendment No. 1724, which
I submitted last Friday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE], for Mr. DEWINE, for himself, Mr.
WARNER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
DORGAN, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. LIEBERMAN and
Mr. BAUCUS, proposes an amendment num-
bered 1724 to amendment No. 1676.

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

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

The amendment is as follows:
Beginning on page 225, strike line 12 and

all that follows through page 227, line 13, and
insert the following:

‘‘(5) REPEAT INTOXICATED DRIVER LAW.—The
term ‘repeat intoxicated driver law’ means a
State law that provides, as a minimum pen-
alty, that an individual convicted of a second
or subsequent offense for driving while in-
toxicated or driving under the influence
after a previous conviction for that offense
shall—

‘‘(A) receive a driver’s license suspension
for not less than 1 year;

‘‘(B) be subject to the impoundment or im-
mobilization of each of the individual’s
motor vehicles or the installation of an igni-
tion interlock system on each of the motor
vehicles;

‘‘(C) receive an assessment of the individ-
ual’s degree of abuse of alcohol and treat-
ment as appropriate; and

‘‘(D) receive—
‘‘(i) in the case of the second offense—
‘‘(I) an assignment of not less than 30 days

of community service; or
‘‘(II) not less than 5 days of imprisonment;

and
‘‘(ii) in the case of the third or subsequent

offense—
‘‘(I) an assignment of not less than 60 days

of community service; or
‘‘(II) not less than 10 days of imprison-

ment.
‘‘(b) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(1) FISCAL YEARS 2001 AND 2002.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2000, and

October 1, 2001, if a State has not enacted or
is not enforcing a repeat intoxicated driver
law, the Secretary shall transfer an amount
equal to 11⁄2 percent of the funds apportioned
to the State on that date under paragraphs
(1) and (3) of section 104(b) to the apportion-
ment of the State under section 402—

‘‘(i) to be used for alcohol-impaired driving
countermeasures; or

‘‘(ii) to be directed to State and local law
enforcement agencies for enforcement of
laws prohibiting driving while intoxicated or
driving under the influence and other related
laws (including regulations), including the
purchase of equipment, the training of offi-
cers, and the use of additional personnel for
specific alcohol-impaired driving counter-
measures, dedicated to enforcement of the
laws (including regulations).

‘‘(B) DERIVATION OF AMOUNT TO BE TRANS-
FERRED.—An amount transferred under sub-
paragraph (A) may be derived—

‘‘(i) from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(1);

‘‘(ii) from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(3); or

‘‘(iii) partially from the apportionment of
the State under section 104(b)(1) and par-
tially from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(3).

‘‘(2) FISCAL YEAR 2003 AND FISCAL YEARS
THEREAFTER.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On October 1, 2002, and
each October 1 thereafter, if a State has not
enacted or is not enforcing a repeat intoxi-
cated driver law, the Secretary shall transfer
3 percent of the funds apportioned to the
State on that date under each of paragraphs
(1) and (3) of section 104(b) to the apportion-
ment of the State under section 402—

‘‘(i) to be used for alcohol-impaired driving
countermeasures; or

‘‘(ii) to be directed to State and local law
enforcement agencies for enforcement of
laws prohibiting driving while intoxicated or
driving under the influence and other related
laws (including regulations), including the
purchase of equipment, the training of offi-
cers, and the use of additional personnel for
specific alcohol-impaired driving counter-
measures, dedicated to enforcement of the
laws (including regulations).

‘‘(B) DERIVATION OF AMOUNT TO BE TRANS-
FERRED.—An amount transferred under sub-
paragraph (A) may be derived—

‘‘(i) from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(1);

‘‘(ii) from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(3); or

‘‘(iii) partially from the apportionment of
the State under section 104(b)(1) and par-
tially from the apportionment of the State
under section 104(b)(3).

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, this
is what we might call a repeat offend-
ers amendment. I filed it last Friday so
that our Members would have a chance,
and their staffs, to look at it and con-
sider it. The amendment would
strengthen and clarify the repeat
drunk driving offenders section of the
bill; that is, the underlying bill.

The bill, as currently drafted, re-
quires States to act and support pen-
alties for drunk drivers who have a
blood alcohol concentration of .15 or
greater. And two things have to
occur—the drunk driver is arrested,
has a blood alcohol content of .15 or
greater, and has been convicted of a
second or third or more drunk driving
offense within 5 years.

This amendment, of which Senator
DEWINE is the lead sponsor, is cospon-
sored by Senator LAUTENBERG, Senator
WARNER, Senator CHAFEE, Senator
BAUCUS, and Senator DORGAN. And
what it does, it strikes the reference to
the .15 blood alcohol concentration and
lets the State law on blood alcohol con-
centration determine what is a ‘‘repeat
offender.’’

The amendment, therefore, clarifies
that a person who is arrested for driv-
ing with a blood alcohol concentration
level lower than .15, such as .08 or .10,
still may be classified as a repeat of-
fender if the State so chooses. So, in
essence, Madam President, what this
amendment does, instead of our setting
it at a Federal level, we let the States
set the level for the second or greater

offense that has occurred within the 5
years.

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized.
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I

support this amendment. There are no
objections I am aware of on our side.

A critical feature is State discretion.
The States will have the authority,
have the discretion, under this amend-
ment, to change the alcohol content to
a level that they so choose. That is,
this amendment does not prescribe spe-
cifically what the alcohol content
should be with respect to the repeat of-
fender law. And because the States
have that discretion, that choice, I sup-
port the amendment.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
on March 4 the Senate voted in favor of
an amendment to ISTEA that would
make .08 BAC for drunk drivers the law
of the land. I voted for this amendment
and was an original co-sponsor of the
bill introduced last year by Senators
LAUTENBERG and DEWINE to establish
.08 BAC as a national standard.

Today I stand in support of a related
amendment sponsored by Senators
LAUTENBERG and DEWINE that would
establish national minimum penalties
for repeat drunk driving offenders.
Like the .08 BAC amendment, this
amendment is supported by senators
from both sides of the aisle. Having
agreed upon a clear and reasonable
standard for drunk driving, we need to
take firm steps that stop repeat offend-
ers and that discourage others from
drinking and driving.

The terrible price we pay as a society
for drunk driving warrants firm meas-
ures to address the repeat offender
problem. In 1996, over 17,000 Americans
lost their lives in car accidents when a
driver had been drinking alcohol. These
Americans died in every state and they
come from all walks of life. Many thou-
sand more Americans suffer severe in-
juries in alcohol-related car accidents
and families are devastated. Experts
tell us that repeat offenders account
for a disproportionate part of these
drunk driving accidents.

This amendment provides states with
necessary flexibility and a number of
important tools with which to combat
the repeat offender problem. It in-
cludes minimum sentencing and li-
cense revocation. It allows states to
implement vehicle impoundment or re-
strictions on vehicle use. Punitive ac-
tions are only part of what is nec-
essary. The amendment also provides
for alcohol assessment and appropriate
treatment for repeat offenders to ad-
dress the underlying problems that
lead to drunk driving. These carefully
considered steps to fight repeat of-
fender drunk driving need to be imple-
mented to protect all Americans.

Drinking and driving once is inexcus-
able. Drinking and driving a second or
third time simply cannot be tolerated.
Madam President, I support the Lau-
tenberg and DeWine repeat offender
amendment to ISTEA.
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. Madam Presi-

dent, I rise to express my support for
Senator MIKE DEWINE’s amendment
that would establish minimum stand-
ards of punishment and treatment for
repeat offenders of drunk driving.
These standards will send a strong
message that repeated convictions for
drinking and driving will not be toler-
ated.

We have heard, over the past few
days, the extent of the national
scourge that is drunk driving in our
country. Let me remind you, in 1996,
41,907 people were killed in highway
crashes. Another three million were in-
jured. These crashes cost society $150
billion every year. Forty-one percent of
all traffic fatalities are alcohol related.

In 1996, 17,126 people were killed in al-
cohol-related crashes. That year, more
people were killed in alcohol related
crashes than were killed in the worst
year of the Vietnam War, a war that
tore this country apart.

Driving While Intoxicated, or DWI, is
one of the most prevalent crimes in
this country. In 1994, more people were
arrested for DWI—1.5 million—than for
any other reported criminal activity
including larceny or theft. We need to
start treating this epidemic.

A shocking number of DWI convic-
tions are repeat offenders. When the
National Highway Traffic and Safety
Administration studied this issue, it
found that about one-third of all driv-
ers arrested or convicted of DWI each
year are repeat DWI offenders. One out
of eight drunk drivers in a fatal crash
has had a DWI conviction in the past
three years. The danger of these repeat
offenders is illustrated by the fact that
drivers with prior DWI convictions are
over represented in fatal crashes. These
drivers have a 4.1 times greater risk of
being in a fatal crash, as do intoxicated
drivers without a prior DWI, and the
risk of a particular driver being in-
volved in a fatal crash increases with
each DWI arrest.

According to the National Commis-
sion Against Drunk Driving, about
2,300 innocent victims are killed each
year due to so-called persistent drink-
ing drivers, or those who repeatedly
drive after drinking. Annually, persist-
ent drinking drivers represent an esti-
mated 65 percent of fatally injured
drinking drivers and 15 to 20 percent of
all injured drivers. This translates into
7,000 dead drivers and 250,000 injured
drivers each year. And, Mr. President,
persistent drinking drivers cost the
economy $1.5 billion each year in en-
forcement and court costs and $45 bil-
lion each year in crashes.

One study in California demonstrated
the extent of this problem over the
long-term. It found that 44 percent of
all drivers convicted of DWI in Califor-
nia in 1980 were convicted again of DWI
within the next ten years.

Madam President, when we talk
about drunk driving, too often we talk
about it in statistical terms. But there
are real people attached to those sta-
tistics. In the spring of 1995, a young

man, from Tuckerton, New Jersey, full
of goodness and potential, was struck
down by a drunk driver while he and
his friend were in-line skating. Mat-
thew Hammell was exceptional. All
those who knew him talk about being
touched by his kindness and caring. At
one point Matt dreamed of being a
baseball player, but as he matured he
knew he wanted to be a missionary. His
dream became living a life of helping
others. But this dream never material-
ized. Robert Hyer, drunk and driving,
struck Matthew with his car while
passing another vehicle. Hyer should
not have been on the road. Not only
was he drunk, but he had a history of
driving drunk. Before this fateful inci-
dent, Hyer had been charged with DWI
six times, though he was convicted
only twice. Hyer lost his license in New
Jersey in 1984, but somehow he ob-
tained a North Carolina License just
two years later. He was a habitual of-
fender who kept bucking the system. A
system which kept letting him go. A
system which, in the end, was too late
in responding.

Madam President, it may be too late
for Matthew Hammell, and all of the
other Matthew Hammells who are
taken from us too early, but it is now
that we must become serious about
drinking and driving. I introduced a
bill one year ago that I named in his
honor the ‘‘Deadly Driver Reduction
and Matthew P. Hammell Memorial
Act.’’ That bill required states to adopt
a ‘‘three strikes and you’re out’’ law
that took away the driver’s license.

While I introduced that bill, I am
pleased to say that the amendment
proposed by Senator DEWINE is a posi-
tive step toward combating this ter-
rible epidemic. The amendment before
us provides a comprehensive approach
toward reducing repeated drinking and
driving.

First, the amendment recognizes
that the large percentage of DWI
arrestees, from 40 to 80 percent of all
offenders, are alcohol dependent, by re-
quiring alcohol assessment and treat-
ment, as necessary, after the second
and each subsequent offense. Experts
suggest that combining treatment and
legal sanctions will produce the largest
benefit to traffic safety. It makes
sense.

Second, the proposal requires states
to revoke a driver’s license for one year
after the second and each subsequent
offense. Most states already require li-
cense suspensions after the first and
subsequent offense, and states have
found that the threat of taking away
one’s license has been very effective de-
terrent for the general population.
However, studies have also found that
for the chronic drinking driver, license
suspensions have very little effect—up-
wards of 80 percent of drinking drivers
continue to drink and drive after li-
cense suspension.

That’s why this amendment seeks to
employ other methods that will make
it difficult for the repeat offender to
drive when he or she is drunk, or to

drive at all. The amendment requires
that, after the second and subsequent
offense, the person is subject to vehicle
impoundment or immobilization, or
the installation of an ignition inter-
lock device on the car. These tools
have found to be extremely effective in
reducing recidivism of drunk driving.
After the City of Portland, Oregon
adopted an ordinance to take cars
away from repeat offenders, the City
saw a 42 percent decrease in drunk
driving fatalities, and a recidivism rate
of only four percent for offenders whose
cars had been seized.

Ignition interlock devices are those
that are locked into a repeat offender’s
car. Before the person can drive, he or
she must blow into the device, and if
the device registers more than .02
BAC—or zero tolerance—the car will
not turn on. The repeat offender usu-
ally is responsible for paying the costs
of the device, which is about two dol-
lars a day. Over 35 states have passed
some form of legislation that uses igni-
tion interlock devices to combat repeat
offenders. According to the NCADD, ig-
nition interlock programs used in sev-
eral states have reduced recidivism to
about one percent while the program is
in effect.

Finally, the amendment requires
states to adopt laws if they have not
already, mandating jail time or com-
munity service for the second (five
days in jail or 30 days community serv-
ice) and subsequent (ten days in jail or
60 days community service) offense.
Repeat offenders must know the sever-
ity of their crime.

States are given three years to adopt
laws that have, at a minimum, these
provisions. States that fail to do so
must transfer one and one-half percent
of their highway construction funds in
the fourth year, and three percent in
the fifth year, to their Section 402 im-
paired driving program, or to the state
police, to assist in enforcing drunk
driving laws.

The NCADD has proposed strategies
to deal with the persistent drinking
driver. I am pleased to say that this
amendment incorporates almost all of
those strategies. License revocation.
Vehicle immobilization or impound-
ment. Imposition of an ignition inter-
lock device. Alcohol assessment and
treatment. Another strategy the
NCADD proposes to deal with the per-
sistent drinking driver is to reduce the
legal BAC limit to .08 BAC for adults,
because studies have shown that .08
BAC laws have reduced drunk driving
at even higher BACs. As we all know,
the Senate approved that amendment
last week.

Madam President, I want to com-
mend Senator DEWINE and Senator
WARNER on their effective leadership
on behalf of this issue. The programs
that we have passed—the .08 BAC
amendment, Senator DORGAN’s open-
container amendment, and this repeat
offender amendment—create a com-
prehensive program that when in place,
will show measurable effects. We will
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see a reduction of alcohol-related
crashes. Fewer families will face the
crippling grief of a loved one lost to
drunk driving.

This amendment matters. I hope my
colleagues will join us in supporting
this comprehensive amendment that
will save lives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further debate? If there is no fur-
ther debate, the question now occurs
on agreeing to amendment No. 1724.

The amendment (No. 1724) was agreed
to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
suggest 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. CHAFEE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1922 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1676

(Purpose: To codify the transportation infra-
structure finance and innovation provi-
sions)
Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, I

send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
CHAFEE], for himself and Mr. GRAHAM, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1922 to
amendment No. 1676.

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

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’)

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, this
is a package of amendments to the
Transportation Infrastructure Finance
and Innovation Act, so-called TIFIA.
These include two types of changes.
First, they make technical and non-
controversial changes to the TIFIA
subchapter. The majority were rec-
ommended by the U.S. Department of
Transportation to improve and clarify
provisions under this act.

Second, this package establishes a
fee for those States that use the Fed-
eral credit assistance to fund transpor-
tation projects under so-called TIFIA.
This fee is necessary to offset the reve-
nue loss that the Joint Committee on
Taxation estimated will result in the
program. It is important to note we
have confirmation from the Congres-
sional Budget Office that this fee will
address the loss.

I am pleased that TIFIA was included
in the underlying bill, S. 1173, as it will

assist the Nation in funding the gap be-
tween transportation resources and
needs.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we
accept the amendment. The chairman
has articulated the reasons. They are
good reasons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 1922) was agreed
to.

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BAUCUS. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. CHAFEE. Madam President, 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. WARNER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

VITIATION OF ACTION AND WITHDRAWAL OF
AMENDMENT NO. 1310

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, this
is a request from the Republican lead-
er. I understand it is joined in by the
Democratic leader.

I ask unanimous consent that Senate
action on amendment No. 1310 be viti-
ated, and I further ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be with-
drawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment (No. 1310) was with-

drawn.
Mr. WARNER. Madam President, see-

ing no Senator seeking recognition, I
suggest 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. ROBB. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. ROBB. Madam President, I rise
to address a problem that threatens to
overwhelm the Nation’s Capital and
surrounding jurisdictions: traffic. As
our colleagues know, driving in the
greater Washington area can raise your
blood pressure and test your patience.
Our regional traffic jam, which is rated
as second only to Los Angeles, will get
worse, not better, over the next few
decades if we fail to act.

Projections indicate that the number
of people and jobs in this area will
grow by about 50 percent over the next
two decades and the number of vehicle
miles traveled will grow by nearly 75
percent.

Unfortunately, transportation fund-
ing will fall short of our needs by $500
million each year, and this shortfall
will be even larger if we don’t get the

higher funding levels agreed to in
ISTEA II. The U.S. Federal Highway
Administration predicts that highway
funding for the Nation as a whole in
1999 will be $12 billion less than we
need just to maintain our current sys-
tem, and, again, that is assuming the
higher funding we have already agreed
to in ISTEA II.

Unfortunately, State funding in Vir-
ginia will not be able to make up this
shortfall. A recent report by the Vir-
ginia Department of Transportation
shows that the spending shortfall in
Virginia alone will be $1.74 billion in
1999, and this shortfall is projected to
get worse, rising to $2.44 billion in the
year 2009.

This paints a very grim picture for
the future when our present situation
is already intolerable.

Today, on average, every man,
woman and child pays a congestion tax
in fuel expenses, lost salaries and pro-
ductivity, and pollution of $860 every
year. Some have predicted by the year
2020 commuters will spend 50 percent
more time getting to work. Imagine in-
creasing your drive time from an hour
up to an hour and a half or even from
30 minutes up to 45 minutes, depending
on where you live and where you work.

Given our predicament, our failure to
act may seem surprising, but when we
stop and think about it, the Capital re-
gion encompasses two States and a
Federal district within a single metro-
politan area. And although the area
has common needs, it is understand-
ably hard to get everyone to agree.

Some have suggested creating a re-
gional transportation department to
tax the region and build needed roads.
But Marylanders really don’t want Vir-
ginians helping to choose what roads to
build in Maryland, and Virginians
don’t want their tax dollars paying for
projects in DC, and District residents
don’t want their interests overwhelmed
by the suburbs. In short, everyone
wants to have a say in how he or she
will be taxed, how their money will be
spent, and where roads will be built in
their neighborhoods.

Earlier today, I submitted an amend-
ment to assist the region in reaching
consensus on how to meet its transpor-
tation needs. Under this proposal,
which my office has vetted with a num-
ber of State and local officials and with
the Greater Metropolitan Washington
Board of Trade, the metropolitan plan-
ning organization for this region would
come up with a set of projects and a re-
gional funding mechanism to get those
projects built. The region would then
work toward consensus and an inter-
state agreement on the projects and
funding.

The amendment that I have submit-
ted offers several incentives for the re-
gion to reach agreement on this pack-
age.

First, the Federal Government would
provide a small amount of administra-
tive funding to assist the metropolitan
planning organization for this region,
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the National Capital Regional Trans-
portation Planning Board at the Met-
ropolitan Washington Council of Gov-
ernments. This board would work to
find a way to fund and implement its
regional transportation plan, which is
ready to go but for the funding.

I believe the region has no real
choice but to look at a regional fund-
ing mechanism to meet its needs, be-
cause Federal and State money will
not be enough to address the spending
shortfall.

I understand that reaching an agree-
ment will be a lengthy process. So the
proposal creates a corporation to pro-
vide short-term action on transpor-
tation needs. The corporation, acting
alone, with the express consent of the
region, would have the power to issue
bonds to pay for regional projects.

At first, the corporation would ob-
tain revenue by expanding transpor-
tation options. For instance, current
Federal laws bar single drivers from
using HOV lanes in this region during
peak hours. This legislation would per-
mit single drivers to use HOV lanes if
they pay a toll and if the region agrees
to spend the proceeds on transpor-
tation. In this way, drivers would have
more options than they have today and
the region would have more transpor-
tation revenue.

I realize that tolls are controversial,
and part of the controversy comes from
the fact that toll collection can slow
down traffic. This legislation bars the
use of tolls if they would result in
slowing down drivers. There is no rea-
son the region could not collect tolls
through advanced technology, called
‘‘hot lanes,’’ which allows drivers to
pay their tolls without slowing down.
‘‘Hot lanes’’ use sensors to measure a
driver’s mileage on a toll road and bill
the driver accordingly, without requir-
ing them to slow down. Obviously, the
tolls would not go into effect imme-
diately. As with all the provisions of
this amendment, the region would have
to consent, as it would have to consent
to any proposal advanced by the Trans-
portation Planning Board.

Finally, this proposal provides for
the expedited congressional approval of
the region’s interstate compact or
agreement. Once the region reached
consensus, it would not have to wait
for Congress to act. This amendment
would give automatic approval of the
consensus plan unless Congress re-
jected the plan within 60 days.

I should reemphasize that this legis-
lation is not intended to impose a solu-
tion on the region. Neither the trans-
portation planning board nor the new
corporation would have the power to
raise taxes or build roads in anyone’s
backyard. Instead, the legislation is de-
signed to promote cooperation among
the local governments.

The region would have to find a set of
projects and a funding mechanism that
is fair to everyone. Only a balanced
plan could gain the required approval
of the regional and State governments.

In addition, the transportation plan-
ning board would need to make sure

the plan is cost-effective. Voters and
local governments will not agree to ex-
travagant or impractical projects. Vot-
ers would have to be convinced that
the TPB has come up with an afford-
able and practical strategy to reduce
this region’s growing traffic problem.
The TPB could come up with any num-
ber of solutions to our gridlock prob-
lem, but let me describe one possible
vision for the region’s transportation
plan.

First, we could add an extra lane in
each direction on the beltway.

We could add an additional Potomac
River crossing. Alexandria and south-
ern Maryland, in particular, would ben-
efit from a southern crossing to divert
traffic away from the Woodrow Wilson
Bridge. We could use these large-scale
efforts simply to keep up.

Additional mass transit and alter-
native transportation are also critical
if we are going to reduce congestion
and pollution and provide transpor-
tation for the disabled and for those
who cannot afford cars.

We could direct funds to maintain,
upgrade and expand the Metro system.
And to further reduce automobile traf-
fic, we could expand bus service and
improve bicyclist and pedestrian facili-
ties. Additional commuter rail and
commuter ferry service on the Poto-
mac are also possibilities.

Finally, we could improve local roads
to create a more web-like highway sys-
tem instead of our current hub-and-
spoke approach. In the future, more
people will be commuting along the
edges of DC rather than into the city
itself. A plan of this magnitude would
probably cost between $8 billion and $15
billion above current spending.

I should emphasize that the vision I
just suggested is that only, a vision.

The Federal Government could not
impose a plan on anyone. Local citi-
zens would participate in creating a re-
gional transportation proposal, and the
regional governments would have to
consent to any agreement. The State
departments of transportation in Vir-
ginia and Maryland and the Depart-
ment of Public Works in the District of
Columbia would also have to consent
to the agreement.

The Federal Government would con-
tribute only a small sum, less than $1
million divided over 3 years, for the re-
gion to move toward consensus on ac-
tion. This small investment, however,
would yield enormous returns as this
region’s economy grew in strength.

More important, this is the kind of
investment the Federal Government
should be making. Traffic in and
around our Nation’s Capital is an inter-
state problem, creating regional chal-
lenges that warrant Federal action. In-
deed, congestion threatens the very
livelihood of our Nation’s Capital.

The Federal Government certainly
cannot be expected to foot the bill for
every transportation need, and that is
not what I am suggesting today. In-
deed, I am proposing that the Federal
Government should help create a
framework for the region to help itself.

There was some understandable anxi-
ety expressed by the departments of
transportation of the States and the
District when we began to explore this
initiative several months ago. But I be-
lieve we have addressed those concerns
by giving the jurisdictions involved ab-
solute veto power over any action they
choose not to support.

Madam President, that is the outline
of the proposal that I have introduced
in the form of an amendment to the
pending legislation. It is my hope that
we will be able to clear this legislation
at the appropriate time so that we can
take action upon it. But at this time I
simply wanted to explain to our col-
leagues what it was that was in this
particular amendment so they could
consider it, and if it is necessary, tin-
ker with any of the specific provisions.
We can do so either between now and
the time we complete action on the
ISTEA II bill, or in conference, or with
subsequent amendments down the road
if we need to do any fine-tuning. But I
thought it was appropriate to provide
our colleagues with some suggestions
as to how I believe we should approach
this particularly vexing problem for
our Nation’s capital.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, we
have had a good debate, a prolonged de-
bate, on S. 1173, the surface transpor-
tation bill, or the highway bill, as it is
known in my State of Mississippi. It is
now time to pass it and get to work on
a conference report with the other
body to meet the May 1 expiration of
current law.

There is a tremendous backlog of
road, bridge and highway projects in
every state. Some have estimated that
our national investment in highways
per vehicle miles of travel decreased by
56 percent during the last 25 years
while vehicle travel has increased by
123 percent. This illustrates the prob-
lem and explains why we have such a
serious need to address this legislation
and complete our work so the states
can start work on the projects this bill
will fund.

I am very pleased that the bill allo-
cates the money on a much more fair
and equitable basis than the current
formula. Mississippi will get over 90
percent, at least, of the highway tax
contributions it makes to the trust
fund. That is a lot better than the 83
percent my State is now receiving.

I’m also pleased that the bill gives
the states more flexibility to spend the
money they get from the trust fund on
road, highway and other transpor-
tation projects that they identify as
their priorities rather than having to
abide by federal priorities that don’t
coincide with state needs.

In Mississippi 29 percent of our major
roads are in poor or mediocre condition
and 39 percent of the State’s bridges
are structurally deficient or function-
ally obsolete.

These conditions contribute signifi-
cantly to highway accidents which
have increased 6 percent during the
last 4 years. In addition to the loss of
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life, these accidents cost Mississippi’s
citizens $1.3 billion per year, or $500 for
every resident, for emergency services,
medical costs, property damage and
lost productivity.

Another relevant statistic is that 77
percent of all fatal accidents were on
two-lane roads and only 14 percent
were on roads with four lanes or more.
Money that is spent on highway im-
provements, such as adding lanes and
shoulders, will save lives. It is also
good economics.

I’m confident the flexibility provided
in this bill will help Mississippi solve
some of its special and most serious
highway and transportation problems,
especially the completion of our com-
prehensive four lane program.

Mississippi has been working for over
ten years to implement this program.
According to the Mississippi Depart-
ment of Transportation, projects re-
maining to be put under contract in-
clude 30 miles of US 45, 17 miles of US
49 West, 69 miles of US 61, 25.4 miles of
US 82, 54.6 miles of US 84, 24.6 miles of
US 98, 58 miles of State Road 25, 33
miles on State Roads 57 and 63, and 10
miles of State Road 302. All of US 72 is
now under contract and all of US 78 is
now open to four-lane traffic.

The specific provision of the bill that
helps us in this way gives states the
flexibility to use up to 22 percent of
their trust fund allocations for any
projects that fall within title XXIII of
the U.S. Code, which covers all high-
way programs.

There are other provisions of this
legislation that are of special interest
to our efforts in Mississippi to ensure
that roads, highways and bridges on
federal lands within the States are im-
proved. Additional funding added to
the bill as part of the committee
amendment will provide $850 million in
additional contract authority over 5
years for the three elements of the
Federal Lands Highway Program.

Funding for Parkways and Park
Roads will increase by $70 million per
year for fiscal years 1999–2003, and
funding for Public Lands Highways by
$50 million per year during the same
period. This ought to provide funding
to bring the Natchez Trace Parkway
closer to completion and ensure some
much needed improvements are made
to roads in our national forests and
wildlife refuge areas.

Another provision of this bill that is
of major interest to me and my State
is the additional $450 million for fund-
ing NAFTA Trade Corridors.

The I–69 Trade Corridor Highway,
which will run from Canada down
through the Mississippi Valley to our
border with Mexico, will provide sig-
nificant economic benefits to the en-
tire region through which it passes. We
expect our State of Mississippi will be
one of the states through which I–69
will pass.

Without this investment, the trans-
portation infrastructure of the Mid-
South region cannot accommodate the
needs associated with increasing trade

and commercial traffic. Growth in
North American trade, as well as trade
between the U.S. and the rest of the
world, is supported by recent trends
and current projections, particularly in
the agricultural sector.

U.S. agricultural exports, which were
valued at $26.3 billion in fiscal year
1986, increased to $54.2 billion in 1995
and to nearly $60 billion in fiscal year
1996. We also consistently export more
agriculture commodities and food prod-
ucts than we import.

A recent USDA Agricultural Outlook
publication projected ‘‘robust growth’’
in global demand for agricultural prod-
ucts in international commodity mar-
kets through the year 2005. It also pre-
dicted that U.S. high-value agricul-
tural exports will continue to show
strong growth, generally outpacing
bulk exports and accounting for a
growing share of U.S. farm exports.

Every state in the I–69 Trade Cor-
ridor exports agricultural products and
commodities, sharing in export-gen-
erated employment, income, and rural
development. These exports generate
economic activity in the non-farm
economy as well. USDA estimates that
each $1.00 received from agricultural
exports in 1995 stimulated another $1.38
in supporting activities to produce
those exports generating an estimated
895,000 full-time civilian jobs, including
562,000 in the non-farm sector.

Trends in agriculture exports and the
potential for their growth suggest that
additional investment in transpor-
tation resources, particularly in the I–
69 Trade Corridor, will provide a favor-
able return to the economies of all the
States and communities along the
route.

Madam President, I commend the
members of the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works who have
worked hard to provide more funding
for our transportation needs and to en-
sure a more equitable distribution of
funds to the States, and I especially
congratulate, our distinguished major-
ity leader for his effective leadership in
helping to produce a good and fair bill.
This bill ought to receive an over-
whelming vote of approval.

Madam President, I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

f

SENATOR COLLINS’ GOLDEN
GAVEL AWARD

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, today I
have the pleasure to announce that
Senator SUSAN COLLINS of the great
State of Maine, the current Presiding
Officer, is the latest recipient of the
prestigious Golden Gavel Award.

Since the 1960s, Senators who preside
over the Senate in excess of 100 hours

are recognized with the Golden Gavel.
The Golden Gavel has long served as a
symbol of appreciation for time these
dedicated Senators contribute to pre-
siding over the U.S. Senate—a privi-
leged and important duty.

With respect to this particular Pre-
siding Officer, two words describe Sen-
ator COLLINS as she presides over this
Chamber: reliable and punctual. Sen-
ator COLLINS takes her presiding re-
sponsibilities seriously and is someone
who can always be counted on to serve.
We now take the opportunity to extend
our thanks to her for her commitment
to the fine way in which she presides.

I must say, she has received one of
the highest compliments that can be
received from the Senate itself. Sen-
ator BYRD has commented about what
a good job she does in the chair and
that she presides fairly and she pays
attention to what the Senators are
saying.

I congratulate her and thank her on
behalf of the U.S. Senate for her time.

(Applause, Senators rising.)
Mr. BAUCUS. Will the leader yield?
Mr. LOTT. I will be glad to yield.
Mr. BAUCUS. I agree with the lead-

er’s comments and observations with
respect to the current Presiding Offi-
cer. In the few times I have been on the
floor—and certainly during this last
week of managing this bill—she has
often been the Presiding Officer. And
she smiles.

Mr. LOTT. Sometimes that is hard to
do.

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes. Not all Presiding
Officers smile. I don’t know why she is
smiling, if it is in agreement or what-
ever, but she certainly is engaged. It is
a very refreshing continence and de-
meanor compared to a lot of Presiding
Officers.

I also very much congratulate her
and agree with the leader’s comments.

Mr. LOTT. Thank you.
Mr. CHAFEE. Will the majority lead-

er yield?
Mr. LOTT. Yes.
Mr. CHAFEE. I share those senti-

ments. I have noticed that the Presid-
ing Officer who is in the seat now, the
distinguished Senator from Maine, as
you say, follows the debate. Now, she
may be thinking about something else,
but you wouldn’t know it, and, as a
matter of fact, she has indicated ap-
proval of many of the things I have
said, at least it looks that way.

So I think it is wonderful that she
has won this great award. I hope she
will not give up now. What can she as-
pire to? How are we going to keep her
in this chair?

Mr. BAUCUS. Give her a second one.
Mr. LOTT. Make her a permanent

one, except when, of course, Senator
THURMOND is available.

I thank the Senator for his com-
ments.

f

INTERMODAL SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION EFFICIENCY ACT OF
1997
The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
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