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BOB DOLE
KANSAS

Mnited Dtates Denate

- OFFICE OF THE REPUBLICAN LEADER
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-7020

July 6, 1990

The Honorable George J. Mitchell
United States Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear George:
Thank you for forwarding your five-point campaign finance
reform proposal to me. I have reviewed the proposal and have the

following comments.

Point One: Establish fundraising targets for each state that
would be used to limit fundraising from different sources.

As far as I can tell, the term "fundraising targets" is
simply a euphemism for "aggregate spending limits." Without more
detail, it is impossible for me to know whether there is, in
fact, a meaningful difference between the two terms.

Point Two: PAC contribution amounts would be cut in half and
overall PAC contributions could comprise no more than 20
percent of the target.

This provision proposes a restriction on PAC contributions
that is less severe than the restrictions contained in both S.
2595, the Republican campaign finance reform proposal, and in the
Boren-Mitchell substitute to S. 137.

As you know, the Republican bill would prohibit the
involvement of PACs altogether from the federal election process.
With certain exceptions, the Boren-Mitchell substitute prohibits
PAC contributions to Senate candidates.

Although your proposal would reduce the maximum allowable PAC
contribution from $5,000 to $2,500 and cap total PAC
contributions at 20 percent of the fundraising target, it would
still allow PACs to play a very significant role in Senate
elections. For example, using the Boren-Mitchell substitute’s
general-election spending limit for Kansas ($956,000), your
proposal would still allow me and other Senate candidates in
Kansas to receive $191,200 in PAC contributions for our general-

— election campaigns.
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Point Three: Individual contributions from out-of-state
could comprise no more than 50 percent of target.

As you may know, the Republican campaign finance reform

proposal would cut in-half -- from $1,000 to $500 -- the maximum
allowable contribution from an individual residing outside of a
candidate’s home state. I continue to believe that a

straightforward reduction in the individual contribution .limit is
a simpler and more efficient way to lessen the influence of out-
of-state interests in Senate campaigns than the creation of an
aggregate cap on out-of-state contributions.

Point Four: Once the target is met, it could be exceeded
by 25 percent of the limit to the extent of in-state
contributions of less than $100.

This provision is completely identical to the so-called
"flexible" spending limit proposed in the original Boren-Mitchell
substitute. As far as I can tell, not a single change is
contemplated by this provision.

I would like to point out that the "flexible" spending limit
proposed in the original Boren-Mitchell substitute differs from
the Bipartisan Panel’s "flexible" spending limit in the following
three ways.

First, the "flexible" spending limit that you have proposed
is not "flexible" at all. It is actually fixed at a pre-
determined level -- an amount equal to a State’s general-election
spending limit, or fundraising target, plus an amount equal to
25% of the general-election spending limit or fundraising target.
The "flexible" spending limit outlined by thé Bipartisan Panel,
on the other hand, is not fixed, since it depends totally on the
contributions that a candidate can raise from individuals
residing in his or her home state. The more money raised in-
state, the higher the flexible spending limit.

Second, your "flexible" spending limit proposal caps the
aggregate amount of in-state individual contributions at 25% of a
State’s general-election spending limit. The Bipartisan Panel,
on the other hand, would allow for an unlimited aggregate amount
of contributions from in-state individuals.

Finally, your "flexible" spending limit proposal provides
that the maximum individual in-state contribution may not be in
excess of $100, once the general-election spending limit has been
reached. The Bipartisan Panel, on the other hand, explicitly
took no position on this issue. The Republican-appointed members
of the Panel believe that the maximum allowable in-state
contribution should be $1,000, if not higher.
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- Point Five: Vouchers amounting to 20 percent of such target
would be provided to enable the candidiates to purchase
broadcast time to communicate with voters.

This provision is completely identical to the broadcast
voucher proposal contained in the original Boren-Mitchell
substitute. I assume that the broadcast vouchers would continue
to be financed through the check-off on the federal income-tax
return, which is unacceptable for many Republicans.

George, I intend to enlist the help of the Republican
campaign finance negotiating team and prepare a Republican
counter-proposal. I hope to submit this counter-proposal to you
sometime early next week.

Sincerely,

BOB DOL

BD/ds
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Draft
July 12, 1990

CAMPAIGN FINANCE REFORM COUNTER-PROPOSAL

1. "Flexible" Fundraising Targets. Adopt "flexible"
approach advocated by Bipartisan Panel. Establish aggregate
state-by-state fundraising targets based on voting age
population. Fundraising targets would cap contributions from
political action committees (if PAC-ban is declared
unconstitutional), personal funds, and contributions from out-
of-state individuals in excess of $250.

Flexible Component. Exempt donations from in-
state individuals. Exempt donations of $250 or
less from out-of-state individuals.

Conditions. "Flexible" fundraising targets must be

a) "reasonably high," b) conditioned on "a significantly
expanded role for the parties," and c) subject to
automatic cost-of-living adjustments (See Panel Report,
pages 6-7).

Voluntary. Acceptance of "flexible" fundraising target
would be voluntary. Participating candidates would be
entitled to 1) reduced broadcast rates (discussed below)
and 2) reduced postal rates or free mailings.

2. Political Action Committees. Prohibit all PACs from
participating in the federal election process.

Fall-back: If PAC-ban is declared unconstitutional,
reduce the maximum allowable PAC contribution from
$5,000 to $1,000. Limit aggregate PAC contributions to
20% of fundraising target.

3. Out-of-State Contributions. Reduce from $1,000 to $500
the contribution limit for individuals residing outside of a
candidate’s home state.

4. Political Parties. Exempt certain organizational
activities (e.g., research, get-out-the-vote, voter registration)
from the coordinated expenditure limitations.

5. Broadcast Rates.

a. Lowest Unit Rate. Require broadcasters to offer
Congressional candidates non-preemptible lowest unit
rate 45 days before the primary and 60 days before the
general election. Mandate candicate access to non-
preemptible, lowest unit rate time slots.
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b. Broadcast Vouchers. Allow Senatorial Committees to
purchase broadcast vouchers out of separate coordinated
expenditure fund. Vouchers would be used to purchase TV
ads during the 8-week period before the general
election.

6. Challenger "Seed Money." Allow political parties to
match early, in-state contributions to ch&dllengers. Party
committee matching funds would be permitted to a maximum of
$100,000 for House and Senate candidates.

7. Tax-Exempt Organizations. Prohibit all tax-exempt 501(c)
organizations from engaging in any activity which attempts to
influence a federal election on behalf of a specific candidate.
Prohibit tax-exempt 501(c) organizations from engaging in voter
registration or get-out-the-vote activities if a Member of
Congress solicits donations for the organization.

8. Franked Communications. Prohibit franked "mass mailings"
during the election year of a Member of Congress.

9. "Soft Money." Codify Supreme Court’s Beck decision.
Prohibit corporations, unions, and trade associations from
financing the administrative expenses of their connected PACs.
Prohibit corporations, unions, and trade associations from
engaging in voter registration and get-out-the-vote activities in
connection with a federal election.

10. Bipartisan Commission. Establish a Bipartisan Commission
to review effects of legislation on campaign spending and the
cost of campaigns during the 2 general elections following
enactment. Require Bipartisan Commission to submit a report to
the Senate Majority and Minority Leaders and to the House
Majority and Minority Leaders outlining their findings 5 years
after enactment.

11. Sunset Provision. Establish sunset provision after 3
general elections (i.e. 6 years). At that time, legislation
would expire unless reenacted by Congress and signed by the
President.

ALL OTHER ISSUES TO BE NEGOTIATED.
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OLIVER NORTH

o) LT. COLONEL OLIVER NORTH WAS CONVICTED IN FEDERAL
DISTRICT COURT ON THREE COUNTS: 1) THE SHREDDING OF
NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL DOCUMENTS, 2) THE ACCEPTANCE
OF AN ILLEGAL GRATUITY (THE SECURITY FENCE FOR HIS
HOME), AND 3) OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE. EACH COUNT IS A
FELONY.

0] THE FEDERAL APPEALS COURT OVERTURNED NORTH’'S CONVICTION
UNDER THE FIRST COUNT -- THE SHREDDING OF NATIONAL
SECURITY DOCUMENTS. WITH RESPECT TO THE FIRST COUNT,
THE FEDERAL APPEALS COURT RULED THAT DISTRICT COURT
JUDGE GERHARD GESELL GAVE THE JURY ERRONEOUS
INSTRUCTIONS.

0] MORE IMPORTANTLY, THE FEDERAL APPEALS COURT RULED THAT
THE DISTRICT COURT MUST HOLD A "FULL-BLOWN" EVIDENTIARY
HEARING TO DETERMINE WHETHER ANY EVIDENCE -- WITNESSES,
TESTIMONY, DOCUMENTS PLACED IN THE RECORD -- WAS
"TAINTED" IN ANY WAY BY NORTH’S IMMUNIZED TESTIMONY
BEFORE CONGRESS. IF ANY TRIAL EVIDENCE IS SHOWN TO HAVE
BEEN "TAINTED" BY NORTH’S IMMUNIZED CONGRESSIONAL
TESTIMONY, ALIL CHARGES AGAINST HIM MUST BE DISMISSED.

0] TO SHOW THAT NOT A SINGLE SHRED OF TRIAL EVIDENCE WAS
TAINTED BY NORTH’'S TESTIMONY BEFORE CONGRESS IS A
PHENOMENALLY DIFFICULT BURDEN FOR INDEPENDENT COUNSEL
LAWRENCE WALSH TO MEET. TO HIS CREDIT, WALSH GAVE AMPLE
WARNING TO CONGRESS THAT CONGRESS’ KANGAROO-COURT IRAN-
CONTRA PROCEEDING WOULD JEOPARDIZE HIS OWN EFFORTS AT
PROSECUTING NORTH.

0] WHEN CONGRESS CONDUCTS GRAND-JURY TYPE PROCEEDINGS LIKE
IRAN-CONTRA, IT ASSUMES THE RISK THAT IT WILL JEOPARDIZE
THE SUBSEQUENT PROSECUTION OF SOMEONE WHO HAS RECEIVED
CONGRESSIONAL IMMUNITY. WITH THE DECISION OF THE
FEDERAL APPEALS COURT IN THE NORTH CASE, CONGRESS HAS
LEARNED THIS LESSON THE HARD WAY.

0 CONGRESS HAD NO BUSINESS CONDUCTING IRAN-CONTRA IN THE
FIRST PLACE. CONGRESS HAS TROUBLE ENOUGH
LEGISLATING, NEVER MIND CONDUCTING A PUBLIC TRIAL LIKE
IRAN-CONTRA. CONGRESS SHOULD LEAVE THE TRIALS WHERE
THEY BELONG -- IN THE COURT SYSTEM.
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OFFICE OF INDEPENDENT COUNSEL
555 THIRTEENTH STREET, N.W.
SUITE 701 WEST
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20004
(202) 383-8940

July 20, 1930 CONTACT: MARY BELCHER
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE (202) 383-5443

complaing abedt

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE E. WALSH
Coengressi, rel INDEPENDENT COUNSEL

N D efence
\\ Everyone familiar with these proceedings has
“l'recoqnized the difficulty presented by the grants of immunity

by Congress. We have diligently tried to work around these

difficulties. We are studying the opinions to determine the
mest appropriate next step.
Should it be decided to proceed promptly before ths

District Court in accordance with the direction of the Court

of Appeals, John Keker and the original trial team will

reprasent this Office. Our other ongoing investigations will

centinue.
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ON P. 15, LINE 23, STRIKE ALL THROUGH P. 16, LINE 1, THE
WORD "ORIGIN" AND INSERT

NOTHING IN THE AMENDMENTS MADE BY THIS ACT, OR IN
ANY STATUTE AMENDED BY THIS ACT, SHALL BE CONSTRUED
TO REQUIRE, PERMIT, OR RESULT IN THE ADOPTION OR
IMPLEMENTATION OF HIRING, PROMOTION, OR TERMINATION
QUOTAS BY AN EMPLOYER, EMPLOYMENT AGENCY, LABOR
ORGANIZATION, JOINT LABOR-MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE
CONTROLLING APPRENTICESHIP OR OTHER TRAINING
PROGRAMS, OR THOSE FEDERAL ENTITIES SUBJECT TO THE
PROVISIONS OF SECTION 717 (OR THE HEADS THEREOF), ON
THE BASIS OF RACE, COLOR, RELIGION, SEX OR NATIONAL
ORIGIN.
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News from Senator

BOB DOLE

(R - Kansas) SH 141 Hart Building, Washington, D.C. 20510

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: WALT RIKER
JULY 20, 1990 (202) 224-5358

CIVIL RIGHTS

THIS PAST WEDNESDAY -- FOR THE FIRST TIME DURING MY NEARLY 30
YEARS IN CONGRESS -- I VOTED AGAINST A BILL THAT WORE THE CIVIL RIGHTS
LABEL. :
UOTA JUSTICE %
DESPITE MY RECORD OF SUPPORT FOR CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION -- A
RECORD ABOUT WHICH I AM VERY PROUD -- WEDNESDAY'S VOTE WAS AN EASY ONE
FOR ME.

IT WAS EASY BECAUSE WHEN YOU TAKE THE TIME TO LCOx BEHIND THE LABEL
AND AT THE ACTUAL TEXT OF THE SO-CALLED CIVIL RIGHTS ACT, vOU'LL SEE THAT
THIS BILL HAS VERY LITTLE TO DO WITH CIVIL RIGHTS, OR FACIAL JUSTICE, OR
EQUAL OPPORTUNITY. YOU’LL SEE THAT IT HAS MORE TO DO WITH FORCING
EMPLOYERS TO "HIRE-BY-THE-NUMBERS. " WITH QUOTA JUSTICE. AND WITH
DISTORTING -- NOT RESTORING -- THE CIVIL RIGHTS VISION THAT HAS SERVED
THIS NATION WELL FOR MORE THAN 25 YEARS.

THE SO-CALLED CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1990 ALTERS THE CAREFUL BALANCE
OF TITLE VII BY ALLOWING "GKY'S-THE-LIMIT" JURY AWARDS -- UNLIMITED
COMPENSATORY DAMAGES, UNLIMITED PUNITIVE ,DAMAGES, AND UNLIMITED
OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE PLAINTIFFS’ BAR TO MAKE A KILLING IN THE COURTROOM.

THIS APPROACH DOESN’T PROMOTE CONCILIATION AND SETTLEMENT, ONE OF
THE CORE PRINCIPLES UNDERLYING TITLE VII AND THE CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF
1964. THIS PROMOTES NEEDLESS, TIME-CONSUMING, AND OFTEN VERY EXPENSIVE
LITIGATION THAT WILL BREAK THE BACKS OF MANY SMALL BUSINESSES IN THIS
COUNTRY. 1

THAT’S NOT FAIR. AND THAT'S NOT WHAT THIS SENATOR MEANS BY "CIVIL
RIGHTS AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY."

WALK THE EXTRA MILE

PRIOR TO THE VOTE ON WEDNESDAY, PRESIDENT BUSH AND HIS ADVISORS
WALKED THE EXTRA MILE IN AN EFFORT TO NEGOTIATE A COMPROMISE WITH SENATOR
KENNEDY AND WITH THE WASHINGTON CIVIL RIGHTS LOBBY.

FAXES WERE EXCHANGED. NEW LEGISLATIVE LANGUAGE WAS PROPOSED -- IT
SEEMS ALMOST ON AN HOURLY BASIS. AND VERY LENGTHY MEETINGS WERE HELD
BETWEEN THE BILL’S PROPONENTS HERE IN CONGRESS AND THE PRESIDENT'S TOP
ADVISORS, INCLUDING CHIEF OF STAFF JOHN SUNUNU, WHITE HOUSE COUNSEL
BOYDEN GRAY, AND ATTORNEY GENERAL DICK THORNBURGH.

SO, EVEN THOUGH NO AGREEMENT WAS EVER REACHED, PRESIDENT BUSH CAN
HOLD HIS HEAD HIGH. HE GAVE IT HIS BEST SHOT. AND HE DID NOT BACK DOWN
AND RUN-FOR-THE-HILLS SIMPLY BECAUSE THE BILL’S SPONSORS WERE CRAFTY
ENOUGH TO BLESS THEIR LEGISLATIVE CHILD WITH A WONDERFUL-SOUNDING NAME.

STILL HOPEFUL FOR A COMPROMISE
THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE IS SCHEDULED TO TAKE UP THE CIVIL
RIGHTS ACT OF 1990 EARLY NEXT WEEK. AND THE FULL HOUSE WILL PROBABLY
CONSIDER THE BILL SOMETIME IN LATE AUGUST OR EARLY SEPTEMBER.

SO THERE SEEMS TO BE ENOUGH TIME FOR BOTH THE ADMINISTRATION AND
THE BILL’S PROPONENTS TO GET TOGETHER AND GIVE A NEGOTIATED AGREEMENT ONE
LAST SHOT.

BUT THE BILL‘’S PROPONENTS HERE IN CONGRESS MUST REALIZE THAT
PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE IS A TWO-WAY STREET. THERE HAS TO BE "GIVE" ON BOTH
SIDES. THEY MUST UNDERSTAND THAT A "DEAL’S A DEAL," AND THAT WHAT MAY
BE PERCEIVED AS THE RHETORICAL UPPER-HAND DOESN’T JUSTIFY RENEGING ON
AGREEMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN MADE IN GOOD FAITH.

1 KNOW THAT PRESIDENT BUSH WANTS TO SIGN A CIVIL RIGHTS BILL, AND
HE WANTS TO SIGN IT THIS YEAR.

AND I, AS SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADER, HAVE ALWAYS WANTED TO HELP PUT
THAT BILL ON THE PRESIDENT’S DESK.

THERE'S STILL TIME. AND I STILL REMAIN HOPEFUL THAT AGREEMENT CAN
BE REACHED ON A BALANCED AND RESPONSIBLE CIVIL RIGHTS BILL FOR THE ‘90S.

#H#
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ACCORDING TO THE HOUSE REPORT ACCOMPANYING THE HOUSE'S WATERED-
DOWN RECAPITALIZATION BILL, THE BILL "PROVIDED FOR A STRONG SERIES OF
FORBEARANCE PROVISIONS TO ENSURE THAT SAVINGS INSTITUTIONS AND
INDIVIDUAL BORROWERS ARE PROTECTED FROM ADVERSE SUPERVISORY ACTIONS."

THE REPORT GOES ON TO STATE THAT THE HOUSE BILL IS INTENDED TO
"PERMIT THE CONTINUED OPERATION OF THRIFT INSTITUTIONS THAT DO NOT MEET
CURRENT REGULATORY CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS."

AND WHAT IS PERHAPS THE WORST INSULT OF ALL, THE HOUSE REPORT
LAMENTS THAT THE FEDERAL HOME LOAN BANK BOARD "WAS OVERLY
AGGRESSIVE...IN ITS EFFORTS TO PROTECT THE FSLIC FUND."

FACT: ON AUGUST 4, 1987 -- AFTER A FULL-SCALE LOBBYING EFFORT BY
THEN SECRETARY OF TREASURY JIM BAKER -- THE CONGRESS FINALLY PASSED A
$10.8 BILLION RECAPITALIZATION PLAN.

FACT: IF THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION’S $15 BILLION
RECAPITALIZATION PLAN HAD BEEN PROMPTLY ADOPTED BY CONGRESS, THE SIZE
OF THE SAVINGS AND LOAN BAIL-OUT WOULD BE MUCH SMALLER TODAY.

FACT: DURING THE FSLIC RECAPITALIZATION DEBATE, CONGRESSMAN JIM
LEACH OF IOWA OFFERED AN AMENDMENT THAT WOULD HAVE SPECIFICALLY
AUTHORIZED THE BANK BOARD TO PROHIBIT STATE-CHARTERED THRIFTS FROM
MAKING DIRECT INVESTMENTS IN CERTAIN "UNSAFE OR UNSOUND" ACTIVITIES,
INCLUDING SUCH SO-CALLED "TRADITIONAL" THRIFT ACTIVITIES AS THE
FINANCING OF WINDMILLS, RACETRACKS, HAMBURGER JOINTS, AND STUD FARMS.

THE S&L HIGH-FLYERS WON OUT IN THE END, WHEN THE AMENDMENT FAILED
OVERWHELMINGLY IN SUBCOMMITTEE BY A VOTE OF 7 TO 30. WHEN EXPLAINING
HIS VOTE AGAINST THE AMENDMENT, ONE CONGRESSMAN STATED THAT "WE HAVE
NOT HAD HEARINGS ON HOW DIRECT INVESTMENTS...HAVE INJURED THE SAVINGS
AND LOAN INDUSTRY. WE ARE MAKING OUT OF THIS A SITUATION THAT [SIMPLY]
DOESN'T EXIST."

FACT: CONGRESSMAN STAN PARRIS OF VIRGINIA OFFERED AN AMENDMENT
REQUIRING THRIFTS TO PHASE-IN "GENERALLY ACCEPTED ACCOUNTING
PRINCIPLES" OVER A FIVE-YEAR PERIOD. DESPITE GAAP’'S WIDE ACCEPTANCE IN
THE ACCOUNTING AND BUSINESS COMMUNITIES, THE AMENDMENT WAS DEFEATED
OVERWHELMINGLY BY VOICE VOTE.

FINALLY, LET ME JUST ADD THAT CONGRESS DIDN’'T PASS A PERFECT
BAILOUT BILL LAST YEAR.

IT’S A BILL RIDDLED WITH CONFLICTING GOALS FOR THE RTC THAT MAKE
IT EVEN MORE DIFFICULT FOR THE RTC TO DO ITS JOB.

THE RTC, FOR EXAMPLE, IS SUPPOSED TO DISPOSE OF ASSETS QUICKLY,
BUT IT IS PROHIBITED FROM "DUMPING" THESE ASSETS INTO SOFT REAL ESTATE
MARKETS. THE RTC IS SUPPOSED TO GET THE BEST POSSIBLE RETURN ON THE
ASSETS, YET CERTAIN PROPERTIES MUST BE OFFERED TO LOW-INCOME GROUPS FOR
UP TO 90 DAYS. AND THE RTC IS SUPPOSED TO UTILIZE THE PRIVATE SECTOR,
YET MANY OF THE CONFLICT-OF-INTEREST PROVISIONS MAKE PRIVATE SECTOR
PARTICIPATION DIFFICULT, IF NOT IMPOSSIBLE.

WITH THESE KINDS OF CONGRESSIONALLY-MANDATED REQUIREMENTS, IT’S
A MINOR MIRACLE THAT THE RTC CAN REDUCE ITS ASSET INVENTORY AT ALL.
CONCLUSION
THIS IS JUST A SMALL SLICE OF THE S&L CONGRESS' OWN DREARY
LEGISLATIVE RECORD ON THE SAVINGS AND LOAN DISASTER.

IT IS A RECORD STREWN WITH NEGLIGENCE, WITH LOST OPPORTUNITIES,
AND FRANKLY, WITH A CONSIDERABLE AMOUNT OF ARROGANCE.

SO I HAVE TO SHAKE MY HEAD WHEN I SEE THESE ORCHESTRATED
CONGRESSIONAT. ATTACKS ON THE PRESIDENT

THREE YEARS AGO, THE WASHINGTON POST PUBLISHED AN EDITORIAL
ENTITLED "S&L'S IN TROUBLE."

ACCORDING TO THE EDITORIAL, CONGRESS WAS THEN "HARD AT WORK" ON A
BILL TO MAKE "S&L REGULATION WEAKER THAN EVER."

THE EDITORIAL GOES ON -- AND I QUOTE:

"THE [REAGAN] ADMINISTRATION WANTS TO SHUT DOWN THE BANKRUPT
[THRIFTS]. IT WANTS TO RAISE THE DEPOSIT INSURANCE PREMIUMS THAT S&L'S
PAY AND SHORE UP THE INSURANCE FUND. IT WANTS TO CRACK DOWN ON THE
LOOSE PRACTICES THAT GOT THOSE FAILED S&L’S INTO TROUBLE. BUT THE
SENATE’S [THRIFT RECAPITALIZATION] BILL IS INADEQUATE, AND THE HOUSE'S
IS A POSITIVE MENACE."

IT IS UNFORTUNATE THAT THE "SAVINGS AND LOAN" CONGRESS DID NOT
HEED THESE WORDS THREE YEARS AGO.

I ASK UNANIMOUS CONSENT THAT THE FULL TEXT OF THE EDITORIAL BE

REPRINTED IN THE RECORD IMMEDIATELY AFTER MY REMARKS.

#it#
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