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controlled digital media product’” means a
digital media product, as defined in this sec-
tion, to which a redistribution control tech-
nology has been applied.

(10) REDISTRIBUTION CONTROL TECH-
NOLOGY.—The term ‘‘redistribution control
technology’ means a technology or process
that controls or inhibits the transmission of
a digital media product over the Internet fol-
lowing its initial receipt by a member of the
public, without regard to whether such
transmission is for the purpose of use, repro-
duction, performance, resale, or transfer of a
license to use, the digital media product.

By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr.
GRAHAM of Florida (for himself,
Mr. HAGEL, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr.
NELSON of Nebraska, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. DAYTON, Mr.
AKAKA, and Mrs. MURRAY)):

S. 1622. A bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to exempt certain
members of the Armed Forces from the
requirement to pay subsistence charges
while hospitalized; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

(At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the
following statement was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD.)
® Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, Sen-
ators HAGEL, CLINTON, BEN NELSON,
MURKOWSKI, DAYTON, MURRAY, AKAKA,
and | are introducing legislation to
help service members who are injured
or become ill while serving in combat.
Today, if one of our soldiers, sailors,
airmen, or marines fighting in lraq or
in Afghanistan are wounded or suffer
an illness, they are evacuated to a
military hospital. The problem is when
they are discharged from the hospital
they are given a bill for the meals they
were served while being treated.

Under current law, service members
are required to pay for their meals at a
rate of $8.10 per day while they are in
a military hospital. For example, a Ma-
rine Staff Sergeant recently spent 26
days in the hospital recovering from
injuries endured when an lIraqi child
dropped a hand grenade in the
HUMVEE he was driving. Upon his dis-
charge from the hospital, he was hand-
ed a bill for $243 for his meals. While
eight dollars a day may not seem like
a lot of money to you or me, itis to a
private who makes less than $14,000 a
year. If we are looking to save money,
we should not turn first to the pockets
of our injured service members.

The bill we introduce today is simple.
It will prohibit the Department of De-
fense from charging troops for meals
when they are hospitalized as a result
of either injury or illness while in com-
bat or training for combat. This legis-
lation shows strong support for our
service members currently in harm’s
way and helps to alleviate a financial
burden on our injured soldiers.

This bill is similar to one filed by
Congressman BILL YOUNG in the House
of Representatives, but also covers
those who become ill while in combat
or training for combat. We already
know that over 100 soldiers deployed to
the Persian Gulf region and Central
Asia have contracted pneumonia, 30
that become so ill that they had to be
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evacuated to hospitals in Europe or the
United States. This situation high-
lights why we must include those who
suffer from illness as well as injury. |
am grateful to Congressman YOUNG for
his leadership on this issue and am
hopeful we can work together to quick-
ly pass legislation to end the unfair
practice of charging our injured service
members for hospital meals.

The cost to the government for cor-
recting this serious injustice is signifi-
cant. This year, the Department of De-
fense has recouped only $1.5 million for
hospital meals from hospitalized serv-
ice members world-wide. This legisla-
tion is even more limited in scope, as it
only applies to those who become ill or
injured during combat or situations
simulating combat. While | am cog-
nizant of the budget constraints our
military is facing, this is a compara-
tively small expense that will mean a
great deal to those service members af-
fected.

Service members and military fami-
lies are facing many challenges right
now. They have to contend with long
separations, potential financial hard-
ships from extended Reserve and Guard
call-ups, not to mention the very real
fear of being wounded in combat. We
should not add to these burdens by
charging them for their meals after a
lengthy hospital stay for a combat-re-
lated condition.

I urge my colleagues to join me and
my colleagues in quickly moving this
legislation.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill, the following editorial
in support of ending this injustice from
the Omaha World Herald, entitled
“Nickel and Diming the Troops’” be
printed in the RECORD.

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

S. 1622

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXEMPTION OF CERTAIN MEMBERS
OF THE ARMED FORCES FROM RE-
QUIREMENT TO PAY SUBSISTENCE
CHARGES WHILE HOSPITALIZED.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1075 of title 10,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—"’ before
“When’’; and

(2) by striking the second sentence and in-
serting the following:

““(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply to any of the following:

“(1) An enlisted member, or former en-
listed member, of a uniformed service who is
entitled to retired or retainer pay or equiva-
lent pay.

““(2) An officer or former officer of a uni-
formed service, or an enlisted member or
former enlisted member of a uniformed serv-
ice not described in paragraph (1), who is
hospitalized under section 1074 of this title
because of an injury or disease incurred (as
determined under criteria prescribed by the
Secretary of Defense)—

““(A) as a direct result of armed conflict;

““(B) while engaged in hazardous service;

““(C) in the performance of duty under con-
ditions simulating war; or

‘(D) through an instrumentality of war.”.
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(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 1075(b) of
title 10, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall take effect on the date of
the enactment of this Act, and shall apply
with respect to injuries or diseases incurred
on or after that date.

[From the Omaha World Herald, Sept. 16,
2003]
NICKEL-AND-DIMING THE TROOPS

It seems just plain mean-spirited to bill in-
jured soldiers for their food.

The U.S. government does, indeed, put a
price on the sacrifices of the men and women
injured in military combat: $8.10 per day.

That’s the daily food allowance soldiers re-
ceive, which in 1981 Congress decided en-
listed soldiers must repay to the government
when they’re ““lucky’’ enough to be hospital-
ized and get free food.

It sounds like good fiscal sense in theory—
until you confront the reality of a Marine
Corps reservist who lost part of his foot in
Iraq, unaware he’d get a $210.60 bill upon dis-
charge from the National Navy Medical Cen-
ter in Bethesda, Md. Or the many other sol-
diers like him, sometimes hospitalized for
long periods, sometimes handicapped for life.

And the government is busy nickel-and-
diming these heroes amid a bureaucracy
where a million dollars is penny-ante
change. (Once upon a time, it might have
bought a hammer and a toilet seat or two.)

Florida Rep. C.W. Bill Young, chairman of
the House Appropriations Committee, per-
sonally paid the tab for the reservist hos-
pitalized in Bethesda. His bill to correct the
inequity, introduced Sept. 3, already has 114
co-sponsors. It seems likely to sail through
Congress in the next few weeks.

Technically, the 1981 law does prevent
““‘double-dipping’”’—paying the hospitalized
soldiers the $8.10 food allowance and feeding
them, too. But the government already
bends the rules for soldiers in combat.
Young’s bill would extend that exception to
soldiers battling to recover from combat in-
juries.

What a small price to pay for the men and
women who paid so much to protect this
country.

———

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 226—TO AU-
THORIZE REPRESENTATION BY
THE SENATE LEGAL COUNSEL IN
THE CASE OF JOSUE ORTA RI-
VERA V. CONGRESS OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
ET AL

Mr. FRIST (for himself and Mr.
DASCHLE) submitted the following reso-
lution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 226

Whereas, in the case of Josue Orta Rivera v.
Congress of the United States of America, et al.,
Civil No. 03-1684 (SEC), pending in the United
States District Court for the District of
Puerto Rico, the plaintiff has named an de-
fendants all Members of the Senate, as well
as the Vice President, the President Pro
Tem, the Secretary of the Senate, the Ser-
geant at Arms, and the Congress;

Whereas, pursuant to sections 703(a) and
704(a)(1) of the Ethics in Government Act of
1978, 2 U.S.C. 88288b(a) and 288c(a)(l), the
Senate may direct its counsel to defend
Members and Officers of the Senate in civil
actions relating to their official responsibil-
ities;

Whereas, pursuant to section 708(c) of the
Ethics in Government Act of 1978, 2 U.S.C.
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§288g(c), the Senate may direct its counsel to
perform other duties: Now therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate Legal Counsel is
authorized to represent all Members of the
Senate, the Vice President, the President
Pro Tem, the Secretary of the Senate, the
Sergeant at Arms, and the Congress, in the
case of Josue Orta Rivera v. Congress of the
United States of America, et al.

———

SENATE RESOLUTION 2271—EX-
PRESSING THE PROFOUND SOR-
ROW OF THE SENATE FOR THE
DEATH OF INDIANA GOVERNOR
FRANK O’BANNON AND EXTEND-
ING THOUGHTS, PRAYERS, AND
CONDOLENCES TO HIS FAMILY,
FRIENDS AND LOVED ONES

Mr. BAYH (for himself and Mr.
LUGAR) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was considered and agreed
to:

S. REsS. 227

Whereas Frank O’Bannon devoted his en-
tire life to public service and to the people of
the State of Indiana;

Whereas Frank O’Bannon dedicated his life
to defending the Nation’s principles of free-
dom and democracy, serving in the United
States Air Force from 1952 until 1954;

Whereas Frank O’Bannon served 18 years
in the Indiana State Senate and 8 years as
Lieutenant Governor of Indiana;

Whereas, on November 5, 1996, Frank
O’Bannon was elected the 47th Governor of
the State of Indiana, where he served until
his death on September 13, 2003;

Whereas Frank O’Bannon was a true friend
to Indiana, and a gentle man of integrity,
kindness, and good works; and

Whereas Frank O’Bannon will be remem-
bered as a loving husband to his wife Judy, a
devoted father to his 3 children, and a caring
grandfather to his 5 grandchildren: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) has learned with profound sorrow of the
death of the Honorable Frank O’Bannon,
Governor of Indiana, on September 13, 2003;

(2) extends its condolences to the O’Bannon
family, especially to his wife Judy, his chil-
dren Jonathan, Jennifer, and Polly, and his
grandchildren Beau, Chelsea, Asher, Demi,
and Elle;

(3) expresses its profound gratitude to
Frank O’Bannon for the services that he ren-
dered to the Nation in the United States Air
Force and the Indiana State Legislature, and
as Governor of Indiana; and

4) recognizes  with respect Frank
O’Bannon’s integrity, steadfastness, and loy-
alty to the State of Indiana and to the
United States.

———

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 69—PROVIDING THAT ANY
AGREEMENT RELATING TO
TRADE AND INVESTMENT THAT
IS NEGOTIATED BY THE EXECU-
TIVE BRANCH WITH OTHER
COUNTRIES MUST COMPLY WITH
CERTAIN MINIMUM STANDARDS

Mr. FEINGOLD submitted the fol-
lowing concurrent resolution; which
was referred to the Committee on Fi-
nance:

S. CON. RESs. 69

Whereas there is general consensus among
the American public and the global commu-
nity that, with respect to international
trade and investment rules—
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(1) global environmental, labor, health,
food security, and other public interest
standards must be strengthened to prevent a
global “‘race to the bottom™’;

(2) domestic environmental, labor, health,
food security, and other public interest
standards and policies must not be under-
mined, including those based on the use of
the precautionary principle, the internation-
ally recognized legal principle which holds
that, when there is scientific uncertainty re-
garding the potential adverse effects of an
action or a product or technology, govern-
ments should act in a way that minimizes
the risk of harm to human health and the
environment;

(3) provision and regulation of public serv-
ices such as education, health care, transpor-
tation, energy, water, and other utilities are
basic functions of democratic government
and must not be undermined;

(4) raising standards in developing coun-
tries requires additional assistance and re-
spect for diversity of policies and priorities;

(5) countries must be allowed to design and
implement policies to sustain family farms
and achieve food security;

(6) healthy national economies are essen-
tial to a healthy global economy, and the
right of governments to pursue policies to
maintain and create jobs must be upheld;

(7) the right of State and local and com-
parable regional governments of all coun-
tries to create and enforce diverse policies
must be safeguarded from imposed downward
harmonization; and

(8) rules for the global economy must be
developed and implemented democratically
and with transparency and accountability;
and

Whereas many international trade and in-
vestment agreements in existence and cur-
rently being negotiated do not serve these
interests, and have caused substantial harm
to the health and well-being of communities
in the United States and within countries
that are trading partners of the United
States: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That any agreement
relating to trade and investment that is ne-
gotiated by the executive branch with other
countries should comply with the following:

(1) REGARDING INVESTOR AND INVESTMENT
poLIcY.—No such agreement that includes
provisions relating to foreign investment
may permit foreign investors to challenge or
seek compensation because of a measure of a
government at the national, State, or local
level that protects the public interest, in-
cluding, but not limited to, public health,
safety, and welfare, the environment, and
worker protections, unless a foreign investor
demonstrates that the measure was enacted
or applied primarily for the purpose of dis-
criminating against foreign investors or in-
vestments.

(2) REGARDING SERVICES.—AnNy such agree-
ment, to the extent applicable, shall comply
with the following:

(A)(i) The agreement may not discipline
government measures relating to—

() public services, including public serv-
ices for which the government is not the sole
provider;

(I1) services that require extensive regula-
tion;

(111) essential human services; and

(IV) services that have an essentially so-
cial component.

(ii) The services described in subclauses (1)
through (1V) of clause (i) include, but are not
limited to, public benefit programs, health
care, health insurance, public health, child
care, education and training, the distribu-
tion of controlled substances and products,
including alcohol and tobacco and firearms,
research and development on natural and so-

S11577

cial sciences, utilities including energy utili-
ties, water, waste disposal and sanitation,
national security, maritime, air, surface, and
other transportation services, postal serv-
ices, energy extraction and related services,
and correctional services.

(B) The agreement shall permit countries
that have made commitments in areas cov-
ered in subparagraph (A) to revise those
commitments for the purposes of public in-
terest regulation without financial or other
trade-related penalties.

(C) The agreement shall ensure that rules
on subsidies and government procurement
fully protect the ability of governments to
support and purchase services in ways that
promote economic development, social jus-
tice and equity, public health, environ-
mental quality, and human and workers’
rights.

(D) The agreement shall make no new com-
mitments on the temporary entry of workers
because such policies should be determined
by the Congress, after consideration by the
congressional committees with jurisdiction
over immigration to avoid an array of incon-
sistent policies and policies which fail to—

(i) include labor market tests that ensure
that the employment of such temporary
workers will not adversely affect other simi-
larly employed workers;

(i) involve labor unions in the labor cer-
tification process implemented under the im-
migration program for temporary workers
under section 101(a)(15)(H)(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act, including the fil-
ing by an employer of an application under
section 212(n)(1) of that Act; and

(iii) guarantee the same workplace protec-
tions for temporary workers that are avail-
able to all workers.

(E) The agreement shall guarantee that all
governments that are parties to the agree-
ment can regulate foreign investors in serv-
ices and other service providers in order to
protect public health and safety, consumers,
the environment, and workers’ rights, with-
out requiring the governments to establish
their regulations to be the least burdensome
option for foreign service providers.

(3) REGARDING POLICIES TO SUPPORT AMER-
ICAN WORKERS AND SMALL, MINORITY, AND
WOMEN-OWNED BUSINESSES.—AnNy such agree-
ment shall preserve the right of Federal,
State, and local governments to maintain or
establish policies to support American work-
ers and small, minority, or women-owned
businesses, including, but not limited to,
policies with respect to government procure-
ment, loans, and subsidies.

(4) REGARDING ENVIRONMENTAL, LABOR, AND
OTHER PUBLIC INTEREST STANDARDS.—ANy
such agreement—

(A) may not supersede the rights and obli-
gations of parties under multilateral envi-
ronmental, labor, and human rights agree-
ments; and

(B) shall, to the extent applicable, include
commitments, subject to binding enforce-
ment on the same terms as commercial pro-
visions—

(i) to adhere to specified workers’ rights
and environmental standards;

(ii) not to diminish or fail to enforce exist-
ing domestic labor and environmental provi-
sions; and

(iii) to abide by the core labor standards of
the International Labor Organization (ILO).

(5) REGARDING UNITED STATES TRADE
LAWS.—No such agreement may—

(A) contain a provision which modifies or
amends, or requires a modification of or an
amendment to, any law of the United States
that provides to United States businesses or
workers safeguards from unfair foreign trade
practices, including any law providing for—

(i) the imposition of countervailing or
antidumping duties;
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