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land, giving the city of Conrad clear
title. I thank the Senate for it’s consideration of this important matter for
our senior citizens in Montana.
By Mr. FEINGOLD (for himself,
Mr. SCHUMER, and Mrs. CLINTON):
S. 827. A bill to prohibit products
that contain dry ultra-filtered milk
products, milk protein concentrate, or
casein from being labeled as domestic
natural cheese, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry.
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased to re-introduce the Quality
Cheese Act of 2005. This legislation will
protect the consumer, save taxpayer
dollars and provide support to America’s dairy farmers, who have taken a
beating in the marketplace in recent
years.
When Wisconsin consumers have the
choice, they will choose natural Wisconsin cheese. But some in the food industry have pushed the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) to change current law, which would leave consumers
not knowing whether cheese is really
all natural or not.
If the Federal Government creates a
loophole for imitation cheese ingredients to be used in U.S. cheese vats,
some cheese labels saying ‘‘domestic’’
and ‘‘natural’’ will no longer be truly
accurate.
If USDA and FDA allow a change in
Federal rules, imitation milk proteins
known as milk protein concentrate, casein, or dry ultra filtered milk could be
used to make cheese in place of the
wholesome natural milk produced by
cows in Wisconsin or other parts of the
U.S.
I was deeply concerned by these efforts to change America’s natural
cheese standard. This effort to allow
milk protein concentrate and casein
into natural cheese products flies in
the face of logic and could create a
loophole that could allow unlimited
amounts of substandard imported milk
proteins to enter U.S. cheese vats.
While the industry proposal was
withdrawn, my legislation would permanently prevent a similar back-door
attempt to allow imitation milk as a
cheese ingredient and ensure that consumers could be confident that they
were buying natural cheese when they
saw the natural label.
Over the past decade, cheese consumption has risen at a strong pace
due in part to promotional and marketing efforts and investments by
dairy farmers across the country. Year
after year, per capita cheese consumption has risen at a steady rate.
These proposals to change our natural cheese standards, however, could
decrease
consumption
of
natural
cheese by raising concerns about the
origin of casein and milk protein concentrate. Use of such products could
significantly tarnish the wholesome
reputation of natural cheese in the
eyes of the consumer and have unknown effects on quality and flavor.
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This change could seriously compromise decades of work by America’s
dairy farmers to build up domestic
cheese consumption levels. It is simply
not fair to America’s farmers or to consumers. After all, consumers have a
right to know if the cheese that they
buy is unnatural. And by allowing milk
protein concentrate milk into supposedly natural cheese, we are denying
consumers the entire picture.
Allowing MPCs or dry ultra-filtered
milk into natural cheeses would also
harm dairy producers throughout the
United States. Some estimate that the
annual effect of the change on the
dairy farm sector of the economy could
be more than $100 million.
The proposed change to our natural
cheese standard would also harm the
American taxpayer. If we allow MPCs
to be used in cheese, we will effectively
permit unrestricted importation of
these ingredients into the United
States. Because there are no tariffs and
quotas on these ingredients, these
heavily subsidized products would
quickly displace natural domestic
dairy ingredients.
These unnatural domestic dairy products would enter our domestic cheese
market and could depress dairy prices
paid to American dairy producers. Low
dairy prices, in turn, could result in increased costs to the dairy price support
program as the federal government is
forced to buy domestic milk products
when they are displaced in the market
by cheap imports. So, at the same time
that U.S. dairy farmers would receive
lower prices, the U.S. taxpayer would
pay more for the dairy price support
program.
This change does not benefit the
dairy farmer, consumer or taxpayer.
Who then is it good for?
It would benefit only the subsidized
foreign MPC producers out to make a
fast buck by exploiting a system put in
place to support our dairy farmers.
This legislation addresses the concerns of farmers, consumers and taxpayers by prohibiting dry ultra-filtered
milk, casein, and MPCs from being included in America’s natural cheese
standard.
Congress must shut the door on any
backdoor efforts to undermine America’s dairy farmers. I urge my colleagues to pass my legislation and prevent a loophole that would allow
changes that hurt the consumer, taxpayer, and dairy farmer.
I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
S. 827
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Quality
Cheese Act of 2005’’.
SEC. 2. NATURAL CHEESE STANDARD.
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—
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(1)(A) any change in domestic natural
cheese standards to allow dry ultra-filtered
milk products, milk protein concentrate, or
casein to be labeled as domestic natural
cheese would result in increased costs to the
dairy price support program; and
(B) that change would be unfair to taxpayers, who would be forced to pay more program costs;
(2) any change in domestic natural cheese
standards to allow dry ultra-filtered milk
products, milk protein concentrate, or casein
to be labeled as domestic natural cheese
would result in lower revenues for dairy
farmers;
(3) any change in domestic natural cheese
standards to allow dry ultra-filtered milk
products, milk protein concentrate, or casein
to be labeled as domestic natural cheese
would cause dairy products containing dry
ultra-filtered milk, milk protein concentrate, or casein to become vulnerable to
contamination and would compromise the
sanitation,
hydrosanitary,
and
phytosanitary standards of the United
States dairy industry; and
(4) changing the labeling standard for domestic natural cheese would be misleading
to the consumer.
(b) PROHIBITION.—Section 401 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C.
341) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘Whenever’’ and inserting
‘‘(a) Whenever’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(b) The Commissioner may not use any
Federal funds to amend section 133.3 of title
21, Code of Federal Regulations (or any corresponding similar regulation or ruling), to
include dry ultra-filtered milk, milk protein
concentrate, or casein in the definition of
the term ‘milk’ or ‘nonfat milk’, as specified
in the standards of identity for cheese and
cheese products published at part 133 of title
21, Code of Federal Regulations (or any corresponding similar regulation or ruling).’’.

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself,
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. DEWINE, and
Mr. ALLARD):
S. 829. A bill to allow media coverage
of court proceedings; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the ‘‘Sunshine in
the Courtroom Act.’’ This bill will give
Federal judges the discretion to allow
for the photographing, electronic recording, broadcasting and televising of
Federal court proceedings. The Sunshine in the Courtroom Act will help
the public become better informed
about the judicial process. Moreover,
this bill will help produce a healthier
judiciary. Increased public scrutiny
will bring about greater accountability
and help judges to do a better job. The
sun needs to shine in on the Federal
courts.
Allowing cameras in the Federal
courtrooms is consistent with our
Founding Fathers’ intent that trials be
held in front of as many people as
choose to attend. I believe that the
First Amendment requires that court
proceedings be open to the public and,
by extension, the news media. The Constitution and Supreme Court have said,
‘‘what transpires in the courtroom is
public property.’’ Clearly, the American values of openness and education
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are served by using electronic media in
Federal courtrooms.
There are many benefits and no substantial detrimental effects to allowing
greater public access to the inner
workings of our Federal courts. Fifteen
States conducted studies aimed specifically at the educational benefits derived from camera access courtrooms.
They all determined that camera coverage contributed to greater public understanding of the judicial system.
Moreover, the widespread use in
State court proceedings show that still
and video cameras can be used without
any problems, and that procedural discipline is preserved. According to the
National Center for State Courts, all 50
states allow for some modern audiovisual coverage of court proceedings
under a variety of rules and conditions.
My own State of Iowa has operated
successfully in this open manner for
over 20 years. Further, at the Federal
level, the Federal Judicial Center conducted a pilot program in 1994 which
studied the effect of cameras in a select number of Federal courts. That
study found ‘‘small or no effects of
camera presence on participants in the
proceeding, courtroom decorum, or the
administration of justice.’’
I would like to note that even the Supreme Court has recognized that there
is a serious public interest in the open
airing of important court cases. At the
urging of Senator SCHUMER and myself,
Chief Justice Rehnquist allowed the delayed audio broadcasting of the oral arguments before the Supreme Court in
the 2000 presidential election dispute.
The Supreme Court’s response to our
request was an historic, major step in
the right direction. Since then, the Supreme Court has allowed for audio
broadcasting in other landmark cases.
Other courts have followed suit, such
as the live audio broadcast of oral arguments before the D.C. Circuit in the
Microsoft antitrust case and the televising of appellate proceedings before
the Ninth Circuit in the Napster copyright case. The public wants to see
what is happening in these important
judicial proceedings, and the benefits
are significant in terms of public
knowledge and discussion.
We’ve introduced the Sunshine in the
Courtroom Act with a well-founded
confidence based on the experience of
the States as well as State and Federal
studies. However, in order to be certain
of the safety and integrity of our judicial system, we have included a 3-year
sunset provision allowing a reasonable
amount of time to determine how the
process is working before making the
provisions of the bill permanent.
It is also important to note that the
bill simply gives judges the discretion
to use cameras in the courtroom. It
does not require judges to have cameras in their courtroom if they do not
want them. The bill also protects the
anonymity of non-party witnesses by
giving them the right to have their
voices and images obscured during testimony.
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So, the bill does not require cameras,
but allows judges to exercise their discretion to permit camera in appropriate cases. The bill protects witnesses and does not compromise safety.
The bill preserves the integrity of the
judicial system. The bill is based on
the experience of the States and the
Federal courts. And the bill’s net result will be greater openness and accountability of the nation’s Federal
courts. The best way to maintain confidence in our judicial system, where
the Federal judiciary holds tremendous
power, is to let the sun shine in by
opening up the Federal courtrooms to
public view through broadcasting. And
allowing cameras in the courtroom will
bring the judiciary into the 21st century. I urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting the Sunshine in the
Courtroom Act.
I ask unanimous consent that the
text of the bill be printed in the
RECORD.
There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:
S. 829
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Sunshine in
the Courtroom Act of 2005’’.
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) PRESIDING JUDGE.—The term ‘‘presiding
judge’’ means the judge presiding over the
court proceeding concerned. In proceedings
in which more than 1 judge participates, the
presiding judge shall be the senior active
judge so participating or, in the case of a circuit court of appeals, the senior active circuit judge so participating, except that—
(A) in en banc sittings of any United
States circuit court of appeals, the presiding
judge shall be the chief judge of the circuit
whenever the chief judge participates; and
(B) in en banc sittings of the Supreme
Court of the United States, the presiding
judge shall be the Chief Justice whenever the
Chief Justice participates.
(2) APPELLATE COURT OF THE UNITED
STATES.—The term ‘‘appellate court of the
United States’’ means any United States circuit court of appeals and the Supreme Court
of the United States.
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY OF PRESIDING JUDGE TO
ALLOW MEDIA COVERAGE OF COURT
PROCEEDINGS.
(a) AUTHORITY OF APPELLATE COURTS.—

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
the presiding judge of an appellate court of
the United States may, in the discretion of
that judge, permit the photographing, electronic recording, broadcasting, or televising
to the public of court proceedings over which
that judge presides.
(b) AUTHORITY OF DISTRICT COURTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, any presiding judge of
a district court of the United States may, in
the discretion of that judge, permit the
photographing, electronic recording, broadcasting, or televising to the public of court
proceedings over which that judge presides.
(2) OBSCURING OF WITNESSES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon the request of any
witness in a trial proceeding other than a
party, the court shall order the face and
voice of the witness to be disguised or otherwise obscured in such manner as to render
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the witness unrecognizable to the broadcast
audience of the trial proceeding.
(B) NOTIFICATION TO WITNESSES.—The presiding judge in a trial proceeding shall inform each witness who is not a party that
the witness has the right to request that the
image and voice of that witness be obscured
during the witness’ testimony.
(c) ADVISORY GUIDELINES.—The Judicial
Conference of the United States may promulgate advisory guidelines to which a presiding
judge, in the discretion of that judge, may
refer in making decisions with respect to the
management
and
administration
of
photographing, recording, broadcasting, or
televising described under subsections (a)
and (b).
SEC. 4. SUNSET.

The authority under section 3(b) shall terminate 3 years after the date of the enactment of this Act.

By Mr. BINGAMAN:
S. 831. A bill to provide for the establishment of a Health Workforce Advisory Commission to review Federal
health workforce policies and make
recommendations on improving those
policies; to the Committee on Health,
Education, Labor, and Pensions.
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce legislation that will
help address the devastating health
workforce shortages we will be facing
in this country. Health care expenditures represent 15.3 percent of U.S.
gross domestic product. These expenditures are expected to rise to l8.7 percent by 2014. As health care needs grow,
society faces increasing challenges related to the health care workforce. By
2020, 29 percent nursing positions are
projected to be vacant. From 2000–2010,
an additional 1.2 million aides will be
needed to cover projected growth in
long-term care positions and replacement of departing workers. An aging
health care workforce means that by
2008, almost half of the workforce will
be 45 years of age and older. Currently,
U.S. providers rely on international
medical graduate and foreign trained
nurses to fill some critical roles, while
continuing to face a shortage of providers in health professional shortage
areas. Health workforce challenges
need to analyzed, understood, and alleviated, to ensure better access and better quality of care.
The Health Workforce Advisory Commission Act of 2005 will help to create
a national vision to serve as a roadmap
for investing in the health workforce.
Through analysis and recommendation,
an 18 member commission of national
workforce and health experts will provide insight regarding the solutions
necessary to enhance our health workforce. Key areas for commission focus
will include forecasting of supply and
distribution of physicians, nurses and
other health professionals, studying
the national and global impact of
workforce policies related to the utilization of internationally trained practitioners, and developing appropriate
measures to ensure diversity of the
U.S. health workforce. The commission
will make recommendations to Congress on health workforce policy.
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