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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Reverend Darrell Darling, United

Methodist Church, Santa Cruz, Cali-
fornia, offered the following prayer:

I offer this prayer in the Spirit of
God, that spirit which was in our son,
brother and colleague, Adam.

Gracious God, Father Creator, Moth-
er Sustainer, as my universe grows in-
finitely larger, may my loyalty to be-
loved friends grow dearer. As the world
becomes exponentially complex, may
my passion for the truth fathom its ex-
tremities. As the pursuit of peace
grows costly and elusive, steel my re-
solve.

Temper my candor with kindness, my
directness with humor. Guard me from
the temptation to substitute personal
devotion for the simple truth and save
me from sacrificing the life or char-
acter of one friend or foe for abstract
principle or selfish ambition. Make me
at home with prime ministers and farm
workers alike in order that power may
be less arrogant and the humble may
know the power of their true worth.

May I take no notice of another’s de-
liberate smallness, nor make one deci-
sion from fear, nor withhold my re-
sources in stinginess. In defeat liberate
me in expansive faithfulness, and in
victory deliver me from devaluing
large principles by personal meanness.

Let me spurn public accolades that I
may be truly honorable. And, in the
end, may I be swept away in the infi-
nite, fierce tenderness of Your true
love. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I de-
mand a vote on agreeing to the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I object to the vote on the ground
that a quorum is not present and make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, further proceedings on this
question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
McDevitt, one of its clerks, announced
a bill of the following title in which
concurrence of the House is requested:

S. 1051. An act to amend the Energy Policy
and Conservation Act to manage the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve more effectively,
and for other purposes.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recog-
nize the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR), who wishes to introduce
the guest Chaplain, and then the Chair
will entertain 15 one minutes on each
side.

WELCOMING REVEREND DARRELL
DARLING, UNITED METHODIST
CHURCH, SANTA CRUZ, CALI-
FORNIA
Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,

I have known the Reverend Darling for
many years. He is a friend, he is a
counselor, he is a confidante. His fam-
ily is not new to this Chamber. Rev-
erend Darling and his wife, Karen, are
the parents of Adam Darling, who we
all know died in the ill-fated crash
with Secretary Ron Brown on a moun-
tain in Croatia.

Reverend Darling is a long-time resi-
dent of Santa Cruz, California. Known
locally as Darrell Darling, he is a man
known for his spirit, for pursuit of civil
rights, peace, and justice.

In his ministry, Reverend Darling
has taken seriously the admonition
and invitation to feed the hungry, shel-
ter the strange, forgive the enemy, and
visit the prisoner. He is someone who
lives what he preaches, and the com-
munity is made stronger for it.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to host Rev-
erend Darling. He brings with him
today a message of peace, a message of
tolerance, a message of hope. I com-
mend him to my colleagues and hope
that you will hear his words, read his
words, and take them to heart.
f

EMPLOYER LIABILITY IN HEALTH
CARE

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gress will soon consider the issue of
employer liability in the concern with
healthcare. As a small business owner
myself with 200 employees, the decision
is simple. If faced with the slimmest
possibility of being sued for voluntarily
providing health care to my employees,
I will stop providing such benefits and
give them the cash equivalent.
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I will not be alone. Recently a poll of

small business owners found that 57
percent of small businesses would drop
health care coverage for employees if
employer liability was increased. This
potentially could lead to the end of em-
ployer-based health care and leave tens
of millions of people without health
care coverage.

H.R. 2926, the CARE Act, would en-
sure patients’ rights without exposing
employers to lawsuits for voluntarily
providing health care and benefits to
their employees. The CARE Act also
allows small employers to band to-
gether to provide health care benefits
for their employees by pooling their
purchasing power in a new association
health plan. This provision would cre-
ate affordable access to health care for
millions.

Let small business and employers
continue to provide health care bene-
fits to the American workforce. Vote
for 2926.
f

A STARK CONTRAST BETWEEN
RHETORIC AND REALITY

(Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the House has turned the Ed-
mond Morris Ronald Reagan biography
controversy on its head. Mr. Morris has
been criticized for claiming to be
present when he was not.

The pattern here in the House is the
opposite. Members are essentially
claiming not to have been present
when they were. Indeed, they are try-
ing to disclaim responsibility for
things they themselves did.

Most frequently that has happened
with the 1997 Budget Act, which cut
Medicare and imposed unrealistic caps,
and which a lot of Members are now
acting as if they stumbled across this
somewhere in a room and have no idea
how it got here.

But now we have a new version of
this, the Republican pledge that we
will not spend any of the Social Secu-
rity surplus, which they vigorously ex-
press while they are simultaneously
bringing out appropriations bills which
spend the Social Security surplus. That
reached a new height the other day
when we passed a resolution which was
a memorandum from the House to the
House pledging not to do what we were
in fact in the process of doing.

Claiming that we will never spend
the Social Security surplus this year,
while we are, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office in fact doing ex-
actly that, is about the starkest con-
trast between rhetoric and reality in
recent times.
f

AMERICA’S CHOICE ON SOCIAL
SECURITY

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, the
American public and the American
people deserve to hear the truth about
who will better protect Social Security
and America’s future. Under the Demo-
cratic-controlled Congress, Congress
raided the Social Security trust fund in
every year, in every budget, for nearly
three decades. Why? So they could pay
for bigger, more wasteful government
bureaucracy.

Now this Congress, for the first time,
has a chance to stop this incredulous
thief of big-government spending, the
one who steals from the future of So-
cial Security.

Since the Republicans have taken
control of Congress, we have slowed the
runaway government spending of our
colleagues over here on the left and
begun balancing the budget for the
first time in nearly 40 years and will do
this without dipping into Social Secu-
rity surpluses.

The American public needs to tell the
tax-and-spend Democrats and the
President to quit raiding Social Secu-
rity and work with the Republicans to
better protect Social Security and
America’s future.

Americans have a clear choice, sup-
port a strong Republican principle of
saving Social Security and securing
America’s future, or support the Demo-
crat’s expanding, expensive new gov-
ernment and their tax-and-spend bu-
reaucracy.

Mr. Speaker, it is America’s choice.
f

BE HONEST WITH THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE REGARDING SOCIAL SE-
CURITY
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, So-
cial Security is in trouble, and I am
not going to blame either party. There
is enough blame to go around on every-
body. Congress has tried Gramm–Rud-
man, budget caps, lockboxes, and now
some in Congress even want to create a
zodiac ploy of a 13th month. Beam me
up, Mr. Speaker.

Let us be honest. As long as Social
Security money is there, available to
be spent, it will be spent, by both par-
ties. I say it is time for a constitu-
tional amendment that says Social Se-
curity money can only be used for So-
cial Security and Medicare. Let us be
honest with the American people.

I yield back all the good intentions of
Congress that have not worked and will
not work about Social Security.
f

CBO STATES REPUBLICAN SPEND-
ING PLAN WILL NOT USE PRO-
JECTED SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-
PLUS
(Mr. DELAY asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, during Au-
gust the ranking member on the Com-

mittee on the Budget tried to write a
Republican budget, and he made cer-
tain assumptions that the Republicans
are not going to do. He sent a letter to
the Congressional Budget Office asking
if we would spend the Social Security
surplus under his Democrat-written
Republican budget.

Well, of course the CBO wrote back
that under that budget, the Social Se-
curity surplus would be spent. They
cannot even write a Republican budget.

The budget that we sent to the CBO
that we are actually going to pass in
this House and send to the President
was sent to the CBO yesterday, and
here is the letter back to the Speaker,
Mr. Speaker, that says, ‘‘CBO esti-
mates that this spending plan will not
use any of the projected Social Secu-
rity surplus in fiscal year 2000.’’

So, media, listen up. Why do you not
get it right? At least comment on the
plan that the Republicans are putting
before the House and the Senate and
the CBO numbers that reflect that
plan.
f

b 1015

THE EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT
FOR LOW- AND MODERATE-IN-
COME WORKING AMERICANS
SHOULD NOT BE DELAYED
(Mr. TIERNEY asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, it ap-
pears that our Republican colleagues,
the Republican Party leadership, have
a real dilemma on their hands. After
forcing through Congress a budget res-
olution that we already knew was sim-
ply unrealistic and that in order to im-
plement it it would require disastrous
reductions in programs for the needy
and others, they are desperate to find
some additional funds to finish the ap-
propriations process so they can limp
out of town.

Well, what to do when one needs to
come up with a quick eight or nine bil-
lion dollars? According to the Repub-
lican leadership, the plan goes like
this: Their plan is to find the money
and pass the appropriations bills by de-
laying payment of the earned income
tax credit to 20 million low- and mod-
erate-income working American fami-
lies. That is right. They want to delay
payment of the earned income tax
credit to 20 million low- and moderate-
income working Americans. That
means that the only Americans who
would bear the burden of delaying the
tax refunds are those whose earnings
permit them a refund so they can af-
ford to commute to work, for their jobs
to keep clothes on the children and to
feed their families.

Is there anyone who really believes
that the most intelligent way to raise
money to cover the shortfalls called for
in the failed Republican budget is to
make more money from low- to mod-
erate-income taxpayers? I truly hope
not.
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LIBERAL BIG SPENDERS

THREATEN SOCIAL SECURITY

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, let me
see if I have this right. As a result of
balancing the Federal budget for the
first time in a generation, the Repub-
lican Congress has created a record-
breaking budget surplus. President
Clinton, who opposed spending re-
straints every step of the way, now
takes credit for that surplus. At the
same time, and apparently with a
straight face, the President calls for
billions and billions of dollars in new
spending programs, threatens to veto
legislation because it does not spend
enough, and calls for tax increases on
the American people to pay for yet
more Washington spending. Joined by
his liberal allies in the Congress, he in-
tends to raid the Social Security trust
fund yet once again.

Mr. Speaker, we have been entrusted
by the American people to protect
their Social Security program. Let us
not allow President Clinton and his big
spending friends to betray that trust.
Let us hold the line on runaway spend-
ing. Let us protect the taxpayers. Let
us ensure the solvency of our Social
Security system. Stop the raid, Mr.
President. Stop the raid.

f

AT LEAST ONE ABUSIVE TAX
SHELTER COULD HAVE BEEN
CUT INSTEAD OF THE EARNED
INCOME TAX CREDIT

(Mr. DOGGETT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, of
course the raid on Social Security is
the one our Republican friends have al-
ready incurred through this year, but
what I would like to focus on are the
millions of Americans that are out
there right now preparing our lunch at
a fast food restaurant, caring for sen-
iors at a nursing home or for our chil-
dren at a child care center, a young po-
lice officer who is putting his or her
life on the line, a young teacher trying
to assure educational opportunity; all
of these folks working at low-paid jobs,
as they work, receive an earned income
tax credit as an incentive to work, to
contribute, to pay their taxes.

It is to this group of working Amer-
ican families that this Republican ma-
jority has turned at this very hour to
finance their fiscal irresponsibility.
They could have closed at least one
abusive corporate tax shelter. They
could have ended a tax loophole, but
instead they turned to working Ameri-
cans in what one executive at H&R
Block says would ‘‘cause confusion and
disrupt the personal lives of hard-work-
ing American families’’ by delaying
their tax refund. This is wrong. This
tactic must be rejected.

GREEN BAY, WISCONSIN: THE ALL-
AMERICAN CITY

(Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, on a lighter topic, in my district
last weekend we received formal rec-
ognition of what we from Green Bay
have known for a long time, our area is
one of the best places in America to
live.

Thanks to the National Civic League
and Allstate Insurance, who sponsored
this wonderful program, Green Bay was
named an All-American City. Our area
does indeed represent the very best of
grass-root citizen involvement, cre-
ative community effort, and collabo-
rative problem solving the three key
qualities embodied by this award.

I am proud to say that Green Bay is
on the march, taking aggressive steps
to meet its challenges in the most in-
novative ways we can. Those who live
in Green Bay want to put the rest of
the Nation on notice, there is another
key quality of character we hold dear:
The relentless pursuit of excellence.
The All-American City award is not
the end of a journey but merely an-
other milepost in a longer journey to
make sure that our area is the greatest
place in the world to live, and we will
not rest until we get there.
f

THE REPUBLICANS NEED TO GET
THEIR HEADS OUT OF THE SAND

(Mr. LEWIS of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday the Republicans launched a
new ad campaign accusing the Demo-
crats of dipping into the Social Secu-
rity surplus.

In these ads, Republicans vowed to
draw a line in the sand. It is time for
the Republicans to get their heads out
of the sand. Their own spending plan
for next year takes $18 billion out of
the Social Security surplus. Instead of
running attack ads, it is time we start
working together to pass a budget that
addresses the needs of the American
people.

The American people, working fami-
lies, seniors, and children, are waiting
for this Congress to stand up and do
something. The truth will set us free.
The truth will liberate us all. It is time
for us all to put our cards on the table.
It is time for the Republicans to tell
the truth. Speak the truth to the
American people. That is what the
American people deserve. That is what
they need and that is what they want.
f

WHERE IS THE OUTRAGE WHEN A
DEMOCRATIC MAYOR HONORS
COMMUNIST RULE IN THE PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA?

(Mr. SCHAFFER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, 223
years ago, the Declaration of Independ-
ence was signed in Philadelphia, but
just 5 days ago there was a different
sort of revolt on the steps of Philadel-
phia’s city hall. A crowd of citizens
gathered there to protest a far more
pernicious kind of tyranny than that
which confronted the Founders them-
selves. It seems that the city’s mayor,
Ed Rendell, convened a, quote, celebra-
tion to honor and commemorate 50
years of Communist rule in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China; that, according
to the Philadelphia Enquirer.

Now, Mayor Rendell is a Democrat;
in fact, he is a prominent one. Do we
think other Democrats denounced
Rendell’s celebration of Communist
rule? Did they reprimand him for prais-
ing the very regime which today points
13 nuclear missiles at his country? Did
they cry out about the communist de-
struction of human dignity and human
rights? No.

Last week, Democrats made Rendell
chairman of their party, head of the
Democratic National Committee.

I am not making this up, Mr. Speak-
er.

What is next? Will Chairman Rendell
print his party’s platform in little red
books?
f

REPUBLICANS CANNOT HAVE IT
ALL

(Mr. MENENDEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker,
crafting a responsible budget is about
choices. It is about priorities. We
Democrats want to use the surplus to
save Social Security and Medicare, pay
down the debt, and educate our kids;
but Republicans want to use the sur-
plus to fund their risky $800 billion tax
giveaway.

Now we Democrats stand by our pri-
orities because we know that they are
the priorities of the American people,
but Republicans cannot seem to figure
out what they stand for. One minute
they are for a huge tax cut for the
wealthy. Then they claim their number
one priority is saving Social Security.
Then they are the party of education.
Then it is paying down the debt. Re-
publicans have yet to accept the re-
sponsibility of leadership because they
cannot have it all.

Right now, their own Congressional
Budget Office says their plan breaks
the spending caps. It busts the budget.
If we are going to save Social Security
and Medicare and pay down our debt,
then they cannot have an $800 billion
tax giveaway. Democrats know that.
The President knows that, and the
American people know that.

Apparently, with one day left in the
fiscal year, Republicans have their
heads buried in the sand and their pri-
orities all mixed up.
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WOMEN AND CHILDREN’S

RESOURCES ACT

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, according
to the Alan Guttmacher Institute, the
Planned Parenthood research arm, over
10,000 women in the United States
begin to deal with an unplanned preg-
nancy every day.

Mr. Speaker, thousands of small cri-
sis pregnancy centers, maternity
homes and adoption services are avail-
able to these women in crisis, but often
women do not know that they have
such choices. That is why the Women
and Children’s Resources Act, a bill
that the gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. Bono) and I introduced last week,
is so important.

The Women and Children’s Resources
Act would provide a fee-for-service pro-
gram for providing services to women
like pregnancy tests, maternity home
stays, baby clothes, prenatal and post-
partum health care, even adoption
services and referrals for vocational
training and health care.

This solution-based bill builds a
bridge between pro-life and pro-choice
to offer compassionate solutions to
women on common ground. If today’s
women need choices, we must offer
them real choices. Many women would
choose not to have an abortion if only
they knew that other options were
available to them. I urge my colleagues
to make this a reality. Support and co-
sponsor the Women and Children’s Re-
sources Act.

f

IT IS TIME TO GROW UP, SIT
DOWN, AND COME UP WITH A
BUDGET

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
for days I have stood here on the floor
also sitting and watching on C–SPAN
my Republican colleagues attack the
President’s budget and attack Demo-
crats for spending Social Security dol-
lars, and I knew they were playing fast
and loose with their own spending
plans.

First, they declare the census to be
an emergency so it does not come
under the budget. Then they pass a tax
cut bill that they promised but they
cannot deliver on over the next 10
years. Then they float the idea that,
well, we cannot do it so let us add a
13th month; some of the most ludicrous
things we have ever heard. Now they fi-
nally are finding out that what they
have been saying and the height of cyn-
icism for our government is that they
are spending the Social Security sur-
plus, $18 billion. It is reported in to-
day’s Washington Post and we can see
it here but I am sure it will be in all of
our local newspapers. It is just in the

national media and our local media, $18
billion in Social Security trust funds
they are going to use. Yet they have
been accusing the President and the
Democrats of doing it.

Why do my colleagues not grow up,
and we will sit down and work this out
between us instead of trying to make
hype out of it? Why do we not just pass
a bill that will take the trust funds out
of the unified Federal budget?
f

THE PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE:
TOBACCO BAD, MARIJUANA GOOD
(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
Washington is nothing if not a city of
contradictions. Within one week, we
have seen the Department of Justice
launch a multibillion dollar lawsuit
against tobacco, and then 2 days ago
we saw the President veto the D.C. ap-
propriations spending bill because it
contained a provision which would stop
the District of Columbia from legal-
izing marijuana.

What is the President’s message? To-
bacco bad, marijuana good.

Mr. Speaker, recently this House
passed a provision in the D.C. appro-
priations bill that reminded the Dis-
trict of Columbia that it remains part
of the Union, part of America, subject
to our laws and subject to our Con-
stitution, prohibiting them from tak-
ing steps to legalize mind-altering con-
trolled substances.

While the President will not hold the
line on this and encourages the use of
marijuana in the District of Columbia,
we must in this body hold the line and
prohibit D.C. from legalizing controlled
substances.
f

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE
EARNED INCOME TAX CREDIT
SHOULD NOT BE DELAYED
(Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I was stunned by this head-
line in the New York Times today. It
said that the Republicans plan to delay
the earned income tax credit for the
working poor. This program, Ronald
Reagan said, was absolutely the best
one ever devised to help the working
poor, and the answer here today is that
we are going to delay its implementa-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, in this institution we
would never dream of delaying an in-
come tax refund to the wealthiest
Americans. We would never dream of
delaying oil incentives or mining in-
centives; or, heaven forbid, we would
never dream of cutting back on the
ethanol subsidy. But the answer today
is that we should delay granting the
working poor the earned income tax
credit to get past this budget impasse
that we currently see.

It makes no sense to harm the work-
ing poor with this issue. We should be
coming to their assistance. If one
works, one should not be poor. This
idea makes no sense whatsoever, and it
is being used as a gimmick to get
around this budget impasse. We should
proceed with granting the working
poor this opportunity.
f

UNBORN VICTIMS OF VIOLENCE
ACT

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
today this House will consider a bill
that will be critical to families and
particularly to the women of our coun-
try. H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of
Violence Act, will recognize an unborn
child who is injured or killed while in
the mother’s womb as a victim of a
Federal crime.

Already, 24 States in our Nation have
implemented laws that explicitly rec-
ognize injured, unborn children as vic-
tims of criminal acts.

b 1030

Under this bill, the penalty for the
harm committed against an unborn
baby would be the same as the penalty
for the harm committed against the
mother.

As responsible legislators, we must
ensure that criminals be held account-
able for their violent crimes that result
in death or injury. This should apply
regardless of who the victim is, wheth-
er it be the mother or the unborn child.

I hope that today our colleagues will
honor the many women who have lost
babies due to a crime. I hope that they
will acknowledge the suffering that
these women have endured because of
senseless crimes and remember that
they will never receive justice unless
this legislation is not enacted.

This afternoon, I hope that our col-
leagues vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Unborn Vic-
tims of Violence Act.
f

REPUBLICANS WANT TO ELIMI-
NATE THE EARNED INCOME TAX
REFUND

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, during the August work re-
cess, when I visited with constituents
in my district in Houston, Texas, a city
that I might say is doing considerably
well and individuals are quite pleased
with the state of the economy, but
when I discuss with them the $792 bil-
lion tax cut, they were in complete
horror at the thought that we would
misuse the people’s money for a tax cut
for golf courses and various other ex-
tracurricular-type programs.

But what is more horrific is the fact
that I also met with working families
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with young children, many of whom re-
ceive the earned income tax credit,
something that has been vital to thou-
sands of families in my district, and to
realize that, when I came back after
this work recess, that I would be facing
the Republicans slowing down or elimi-
nating the earned income tax refund to
working families. In fact, one of their
very own said, ‘‘I have a real problem
with delaying payments to poor peo-
ple.’’

Mr. Speaker, this is an outrage. This
is something that should not happen.
f

CBO SAYS SPENDING PLAN WILL
NOT USE SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-
PLUS
(Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland asked

and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, I am going to depart from my
prepared remarks to try and set the
record straight. We had a number of
representatives from the other side of
the aisle who have gotten up to say
that our Republican spending plan
would spend Social Security money.
They have even shown newspaper arti-
cles to bolster their contention. The
newspaper articles are wrong. They are
wrong.

Let me read again from a letter from
the Congressional Budget Office dated
September 30, that is today, to the
Speaker.

‘‘Dear Mr. Speaker: You requested
that we estimate the impact on the fis-
cal year 2000 Social Security surplus
using CBO’s economic and technical as-
sumptions based on a plan whereby net
discretionary outlays for fiscal year
2000 will equal $592.1 billion.’’ That is
the Republican spending plan. ‘‘CBO es-
timates that this spending plan will
not use any of the projected Social Se-
curity surplus in the year 2000.’’

Being a teacher, I know that repeti-
tion is the soul of learning, so let me
say it again to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle: ‘‘CBO estimates
that this spending plan will not use
any of the projected Social Security
surplus in the fiscal year 2000.’’ Do my
colleagues get it?
f

MEANING OF MINIMUM WAGE
STATE FLEXIBILITY

(Mr. DEMINT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. Speaker, let us
talk about the meaning of minimum
wage State flexibility.

State flexibility means admitting
that we in Washington do not always
know what is best. It means trusting
our local leaders to govern their own
citizens and protect their own workers.

State flexibility means giving our
local leaders the freedom to make wage
policies that are specifically tailored
to help those individuals find jobs who
are still struggling on welfare.

State flexibility means giving our
State officials the tools they need to
meet their welfare-to-work goals so
they can continue to receive Federal
funds that help them train the most
disadvantaged citizens in our commu-
nity.

State flexibility means creating laws
that protect the wages of a waiter in
Hollywood, California, and also create
new employment opportunities for a
cashier in Union, South Carolina.

I urge my colleagues to support State
flexibility so that we can continue to
secure the future for all Americans by
returning dollars, decisions, and free-
doms back home.
f

REMEMBER THE FACTS
(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, it was
with great interest that I listened to
the wailing and gnashing of teeth from
my friends on the left this morning.

I thought it might be important to
offer a few historical notes to put this
House in perspective and to help the
American people in the process.

Mr. Speaker, one of the reasons I left
private life to run for public office is
because a previous liberal majority in
this House, with the complicity of the
President of the United States, raided
100 percent of the Social Security sur-
plus for the upcoming fiscal year, even
as they gave us the largest tax increase
in American history and drove us still
further into debt.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I welcome this
new-found accountability for fiscal re-
sponsibility; and to that extent, I wel-
come my friends from the left.

But when it comes to false letters
based on false assumptions sent to
produce false newspaper articles, there
I must draw the line, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause the left has told us what? Medi-
care was going to go away. School
lunches were going to go away. None of
that happened. Remember the facts.
f

STOP THE RAID ON SOCIAL
SECURITY

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, stop the raid. Stop the raid on So-
cial Security. That is our simple mes-
sage, and that is what Republicans are
now fighting with Democrats over as
we finalize our work on the national
budget.

Since 1967, Democrats have been
using the Social Security Trust Fund
as a slush fund, but now Republicans
want to put an end to this bizarre prac-
tice. Many seniors I talk to in my con-
gressional district tell me that the
Federal Government has been doing
this for all these years, and it is wrong.

Why has it been done? It has been
done simply because liberal Demo-

cratic politicians in Washington were
able to get away with it. For 40 years,
Democrats controlled this body, and
they never put one thin dime of the So-
cial Security Trust Fund aside.

Republicans now, with a slim major-
ity, have been able to convince the
President of the United States of the
virtue and the goodness of the Social
Security lockbox provisions which will
put an end to this raid on the Social
Security Trust Fund. Let us stop the
raid. Let us pass our Republican budg-
et.
f

END SLAVERY IN SUDAN

(Mr. ROYCE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the rep-
rehensible practice of slavery in Sudan
entered American homes on Sunday
evening. Touched By An Angel, a tele-
vision series, performed an important
service by broadcasting the ugly re-
ality of slavery in that country to mil-
lions of Americans.

Slavery is just one ugly aspect of the
rule of Sudan’s National Islamic Front
Regime, which overthrew a democrat-
ically elected government. This regime
has given support to international ter-
rorists like Osama Bin Laden, who
masterminded the cowardly bombing of
our embassies in Tanzania and Kenya.
The countries bordering Sudan are also
under attack from Sudan-supported
terrorists.

Many of my colleagues have com-
mitted themselves to spotlighting slav-
ery and religious persecution in Sudan.
This Congress has passed a resolution
condemning the genocide in Sudan. We
need to do more. It is important that
the U.S. and its allies keep up the pres-
sure on this repressive and dangerous
regime.
f

REAPPOINTMENT AS MEMBER TO
SOCIAL SECURITY ADVISORY
BOARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Without objec-
tion, and pursuant to section 703 of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 903) as
amended by section 103 of Public Law
103–296, and upon the recommendation
of the Minority Leader, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s reappointment
on the following Member on the part of
the House to the Social Security Advi-
sory Board for a 6-year term:

Ms. Martha Keys of Virginia.
There was no objection.
f

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 2910, NATIONAL TRANS-
PORTATION SAFETY BOARD
AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1999

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, by
direction of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 312 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:
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H. RES. 312

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2910) to amend
title 49, United States Code, to authorize ap-
propriations for the National Transportation
Safety Board for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and
2002, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. Gen-
eral debate shall be confined to the bill and
shall not exceed one hour equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure now printed in the bill, modified
by the amendment printed in the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution. Each section of that amendment
in the nature of a substitute shall be consid-
ered as read. During consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole may accord priority in
recognition on the basis of whether the
Member offering an amendment has caused
it to be printed in the portion of the Con-
gressional Record designated for the purpose
in clause 8 of rule XVIII. Amendments so
printed shall be considered as read. The
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole
may: (1) postpone until a time during further
consideration in the Committee of the Whole
a request for a recorded vote on any amend-
ment; and (2) reduce to five minutes the min-
imum time for electronic voting on any post-
poned question that follows another elec-
tronic vote without intervening business,
provided that the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on the first in any series of
questions shall be 15 minutes. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. Any Member may
demand a separate vote in the House on any
amendment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole to the bill or to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute made in order as origi-
nal text. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, for
the purposes of debate only, I yield the
customary 30 minutes to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. SLAUGHTER); pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for purposes of
debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 312 is
an open rule, and I am proud to be part
of the Committee on Rules under the
leadership of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman DREIER) who is pur-
suing and succeeding in a policy of
bringing forward an almost unprece-
dented percentage of open rules.
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This one provides for the consider-

ation of H.R. 2910, the National Trans-

portation Safety Board, NTSB, Amend-
ments Act of 1999. The purpose of the
legislation is to reauthorize the NTSB
for fiscal years 2000, 2001 and 2002.

House Resolution 312 provides for 1
hour of general debate to be equally di-
vided between the chairman and the
ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

The rule also makes in order the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure amendment in the nature
of a substitute as an original bill for
the purpose of amendment, modified by
the amendment printed in the Com-
mittee on Rules report accompanying
the resolution. The bill will be open for
amendment by section.

Further, the Chair is authorized to
grant priority recognition to Members
who have preprinted their amendments
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, if other-
wise consistent with House rules.

In addition, the rule allows for the
Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole to postpone votes during consid-
eration of the bill, and to reduce votes
to 5 minutes on a postponed question,
if a vote follows a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the NTSB, which was
last authorized in 1996, is an inde-
pendent agency that is charged with
determining the probable causes of
transportation accidents and with pro-
moting transportation safety.

Many of my distinguished colleagues
will recall the NTSB’s involvement in
the investigation of the tragic ValuJet
crash in the Everglades and the TWA
Flight 800 tragedy.

And in addition to investigating
aviation, marine and major highway
accidents, the NTSB conducts safety
studies, evaluates the effectiveness of
other government agencies’ programs
for prevention of transportation acci-
dents, and coordinates all Federal as-
sistance for families of victims of cata-
strophic accidents. It is truly an im-
portant, a fundamental, and indispen-
sable Federal agency.

So, Mr. Speaker, this Resolution 312,
this rule, is a fair rule. It is a com-
pletely open rule and permits any
Member of the body to bring forth any
germane amendment, and I certainly
would urge its adoption.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
DIAZ-BALART) for yielding me this
time, and I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
support the rule and the underlying
bill, H.R. 2910, the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board Amendments Act
of 1999.

This is an open rule, providing for 1
hour of debate equally divided between

the chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. We thank
the members of the committee who
bring this bill before us this morning
for their very important work.

The bill authorizes the National
Transportation Safety Board at slight-
ly increased levels for the next three
fiscal years, increases which are nec-
essary for the NTSB to continue its im-
portant work.

This is a Nation on the move. Wheth-
er in the skies, on the ground, or across
our waterways, the lifeblood of our
economy pulses through our transpor-
tation system. That same system helps
people bridge the miles which separate
friends and family.

But, tragically, accidents which
claim lives and threaten public safety
are a part of that equation. The NTSB
has, since 1974, worked diligently to
analyze and investigate the causes of
such tragedies, and that knowledge
which has been gained and applied has
helped us to make travel for business
and for pleasure more safe.

When the question is public safety,
there is no room for complacency,
which is why this bill is so important.
This bill was forwarded to the House by
a voice vote, and no opposition to its
consideration has been noticed on ei-
ther side of the aisle. Therefore, I am
pleased to support the rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time, and
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BARRETT of Nebraska). The question is
on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

This will be a 15-minute vote, fol-
lowed by a 5-minute vote on agreeing
to the Speaker’s approval of the Jour-
nal.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 0,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 460]

YEAS—420

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci

Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
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Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske

Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther

Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo

Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder

Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant

Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Becerra
Chenoweth
Cubin
Danner
Engel

Hooley
Houghton
Jefferson
McKeon
Meeks (NY)

Scarborough
Weldon (PA)
Wu
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So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska).

Pursuant to clause 8 of rule XX, the
pending business is the question of
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 52,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 18, as
follows:

[Roll No. 461]

YEAS—362

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell

Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson

Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde

Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell

Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
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Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield

Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—52

Aderholt
Baird
Bilbray
Borski
Brady (PA)
Capuano
Clay
Costello
Crane
Dickey
English
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)

Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoyer
Johnson, E. B.
Klink
Kucinich
LoBiondo
McDermott
McNulty
Miller, George
Moore
Moran (KS)
Oberstar
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Ramstad
Sabo

Sawyer
Schaffer
Stark
Stupak
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Weller

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—18

Becerra
Bonior
Chenoweth
Collins
Cubin
Danner

DeFazio
DeLay
Gephardt
Hooley
Houghton
Jefferson

McKeon
Meeks (NY)
Paul
Scarborough
Weldon (PA)
Wu
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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY BOARD AMENDMENTS
ACT OF 1999
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

QUINN). Pursuant to House Resolution
312 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
2910.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2910) to
amend title 49, United States Code, to
authorize appropriations for the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board for
fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, and for
other purposes, with Mr. BARRETT of
Nebraska in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read for the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN).

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

This bill before us today reauthorizes
the National Transportation Safety
Board, the NTSB, for 3 years. The
House needs to move forward with this
legislation because the Board’s author-
ization expires at the end of this fiscal
year.

We are all familiar with the work of
the Safety Board. It investigates all

aviation accidents as well as accidents
in other modes of transportation. The
problems it uncovers and the rec-
ommendations it makes often lead to
changes that make travel safer for us
all.

The bill before the House now would
increase the authorized funding levels
for the Safety Board. Currently, the
agency is receiving $54 million per
year. This bill would increase that
amount to $57 million in fiscal year
2000, $65 million in 2001, and $72 million
in 2002. These are substantial increases
in the second and third years, but the
funding levels in these last 2 years are
much less than the Board had sought.
They seem to be necessary to provide
the Board with the employees and the
training to keep up with rapidly chang-
ing technology.

Also, as the agency’s budget in-
creases, it is becoming more important
that it be subject to the proper level of
oversight. Therefore, for the first time
this bill will give the Inspector General
the authority to review the business
and financial management of the
NTSB. With this provision, we do not
mean to imply that there is anything
improper going on. We are merely
treating the NTSB the same as other
agencies which are subject to Inspector
General review.

There are several other provisions in
this bill worth noting. The first makes
clear that the NTSB’s jurisdiction over
accidents on the navigable waters and
territorial sea of the United States ex-
tends 12 miles from the coast. This is
consistent with Presidential Proclama-
tion 5928 and with the Coast Guard’s ju-
risdiction.

The second change authorizes the
NTSB to enter into agreements with
foreign governments for the provision
of technical assistance and to be reim-
bursed for those services which the
NTSB provides. The NTSB requested
that this be clarified.

The bill would also permit the NTSB
to pay time-and-a-half to its employees
who work overtime on an accident in-
vestigation. These employees some-
times are called unexpectedly to work
in difficult conditions during nights
and weekends. This provision would
fairly compensate them for that. Em-
ployees in the private sector usually
receive time-and-a-half when they
work overtime. However, I know that
overtime provisions have been abused
at other agencies. Therefore, the over-
time provision in this bill is subject to
two limitations to ensure that such
abuse does not occur at the Safety
Board, and it should be done in other
agencies. These limitations are that an
employee cannot get more than 15 per-
cent of his base yearly salary in any
year, and the NTSB cannot pay more
than $570,000, or 1 percent of their au-
thorized amount, per year total under
this section. Moreover, overtime pay
would be subject to an annual report-
ing requirement to ensure the commit-
tee’s continued oversight of this issue.
The NTSB had requested even more au-

thority in the personnel area but indi-
cated that it was the overtime issue
addressed here that it is most inter-
ested in.

Another important provision, Mr.
Chairman, in this bill is the section
that ensures confidentiality of video
recorders on aircraft and of voice and
video recorders on surface vehicles.
The NTSB requested this change in
case these new technologies are in-
stalled in the future. We take no posi-
tion on whether these recorders should
be installed. We merely want to make
sure that if recorders are installed, the
information on them is used only for
safety purposes and not generally re-
leased for sensational purposes or to
invade the privacy of the operators.

The bill once again makes clear that
the NTSB safety investigation takes
priority over other investigations of
the same accident. However, there is a
carefully negotiated procedure in the
bill for the NTSB to turn over its in-
vestigation to the FBI when the FBI
notifies the Board that the accident
may have been caused by a criminal
act.

Finally, the bill directs the FAA to
install a terminal Doppler weather
radar at the former Coast Guard sta-
tion in Brooklyn, New York. The FAA
has already decided that this is needed
for the safety of all air travelers but we
want to make sure that nothing else
holds this up. The need for this provi-
sion arose out of our hearing on avia-
tion and weather accidents in July.
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There it was revealed that the Park
Service was objecting to the placement
of this equipment which would very
much enhance safety at LaGuardia and
Kennedy airports. The Park Service
has since backed down from its objec-
tion, but we want to keep pressure on
them to make sure that important
safety equipment is installed as quick-
ly as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this bill
gives the NTSB the tools it will need to
carry it into the next century. I urge
the House to support this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of H.R. 2910, the National
Transportation Safety Board Amend-
ments Act of 1999. H.R. 2910 is a bipar-
tisan bill that reauthorizes the NTSB
for 3 years so it can continue to play a
critical role in ensuring the safety of
our Nation’s transportation system.

The NTSB is an independent agency
that investigates transportation acci-
dents and promotes safety for transpor-
tation. It investigates accidents in all
of transportation’s various modes:
Aviation, highway, transit, maritime,
railroad, and pipeline and hazardous
material transportation and makes
recommendations on ways in which to
improve safety. In the last 3 years
alone, the board has investigated more
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than 7,000 accidents and issued 57
major reports. The board has also
issued more than 1100 safety rec-
ommendations. These recommenda-
tions, many of which have been adopt-
ed, have greatly increased the safety of
each mode of transportation.

To maintain its position as the
world’s preeminent investigative agen-
cy, it is imperative that the National
Transportation Safety Board has the
resources necessary to handle increas-
ingly complex incident investigations.
H.R. 2910 ensures that by increasing
the National Transportation Safety
Board’s funding steadily and sensibly
over the next 3 years, $57 million in fis-
cal year 2000, 65 million in fiscal year
2001, and 72 million in fiscal year 2002.
This funding will be used to permit the
NTSB to hire more technical experts as
well as to provide better training for
its current work force. Dramatic
changes in technology demand such an
investment.

The bill also addresses the issues of
coordination among investigative
agencies. As we have learned from the
tragic TWA 800 crash, accident scenes
can often be chaotic with many local,
State, and Federal investigators, agen-
cies on the scene. This is especially
true where accidents are not only being
investigated for probable cause, but
also when criminal activity is sus-
pected. Proper coordination among
these various investigative agencies is
extremely important.

This bill reaffirms the National
Transportation Safety Board’s priority
over an accident scene unless the at-
torney general, in consultation with
the NTSB chairman, determines that
the accident may have been caused by
a criminal act. In that case the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board
would relinquish its primary investiga-
tive authority over the scene.

I strongly support H.R. 2910, and I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
no other speakers at this time, so I
simply reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. OBER-
STAR), the ranking member of the full
committee.

(Mr. OBERSTAR asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding this
time to me.

Mr. Chairman, the National Trans-
portation Safety Board is the Nation’s
premier safety agency. Our highways
are safer, our airways are safer, our
railroads are safer, our maritime com-
merce is safer because of the work of
the National Transportation Safety
Board year in and year out, going back
as far as 1926 when the Air Commerce
Act vested in the Department of Com-
merce the authority to investigate air-

craft accidents, an initiative, I might
add, spearheaded by a leader in govern-
ment who later was known or best
known for other things that happened
in the country. Herbert Hoover, as an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce,
championed aviation but also realized
that if we did not act as a government
to set national standards to make avia-
tion safe and reliable, that there could
not be commercial growth in this new
mode of transportation. And he was the
champion for aviation safety. The Na-
tion owes him a debt of gratitude for
that leadership.

Since those years and on to the cre-
ation of the Department of Transpor-
tation in 1966, the role of overseeing
safety was lodged largely within the
various modes of transportation. In
1966, Congress acted to create a Depart-
ment of Transportation, and I was a
member of the staff of the chairman,
the Honorable John Blatnik, who was
chairman of the Executive Branch Re-
organization subcommittee that cre-
ated the Department of Transportation
and crafted an independent safety
board but left it within the Depart-
ment.

We realized 6 months after the De-
partment had been created, that this
was not going to work, that it would
create the appearance of the Depart-
ment and its several modal administra-
tions investigating themselves. So we
separated out from the Department of
Transportation the Safety Board, cre-
ated a National Transportation Safety
Board, and in 1974 further strengthened
that board, giving it greater independ-
ence.

The true significance of this board is
that its investigations are independent.
They are conducted by a staff of high-
ly-trained, skilled, gifted, talented,
hard-working professionals. The find-
ings and the conclusions of the board
stand above reapproach. Their rec-
ommendations to the modal adminis-
trations are normative, not burdened
by cost-benefit analysis. Their obliga-
tion is simply to recommend as im-
provements in safety what the board in
its judgment, in the judgment of its
professional staff and its board mem-
bers, believe to be in the highest best
interests of safety. It is then up to the
rulemaking process of the modal ad-
ministration to sort out the costs and
the benefits, and that is why the board
stands in such high regard throughout
all modes of transportation within the
United States, with the traveling pub-
lic and with other countries.

Since its establishment in 1966, the
board has investigated over 100,000
aviation accidents and 10,000 surface
transportation accidents and hundreds
more railroad and maritime issues. The
work of this board deserves the support
that we give it in this legislation with
additional funding, with increased
staffing, with authority to pay over-
time, with support in the legislation to
strengthen the agreement between
NTSB and the Inspector General of the
Department of Transportation. Yes,

even the NTSB needs oversight of its
financial management and business op-
erations and long ago concluded an
agreement with the I.G. to undertake
such activity. The authority we pro-
vide in this legislation will ensure that
the money we invest in the board is
well spent and that potential for fraud
and abuse is reduced or eliminated.

Mr. Chairman, there are a number of
other items that I would like to ad-
dress, and in order to save time I ask
unanimous consent to revise and ex-
tend. I would like to concentrate on
just one issue and that is Coast Guard
safety functions.

On May 1, an amphibious vessel sank
in Arkansas killing 13 people. The
Coast Guard had just inspected the ves-
sel, had ordered the owner to install
bilge alarms, but it failed to ensure
that the vessel owner had indeed com-
plied with the Coast Guard order. De-
spite this apparent conflict of interest,
the Coast Guard led the investigation
of that accident. Under no cir-
cumstances should the Coast Guard or
any Federal Government agency uni-
laterally decide when it has a conflict
of interest and when it should inves-
tigate its own decision and its own ac-
tions. We do not allow this in aviation;
we do not allow it in any other mode of
transportation; and we should not
allow it here.

I am concerned about the process of
the Coast Guard in conducting accident
investigations. The NTSB has told us
that when the Coast Guard convenes a
formal board of investigation, it is very
difficult for the board to obtain infor-
mation that the board can verify as ac-
curate. The open nature of the formal
Coast Guard board can also affect wit-
ness testimony or recollection of
events because such proceedings allow
witnesses to hear each others’ testi-
mony.

After discussing these concerns with
Admiral Loy, the Commandant of the
U.S. Coast Guard, we reached an under-
standing these issues could be ad-
dressed administratively without spe-
cific legislative change. Language in-
cluded in the committee report to ac-
company H.R. 2910 is intended to pro-
vide guidance for both the Coast Guard
and the NTSB to address these con-
cerns. In short, we mean for them to
get together and resolve the issue of
primacy in an investigation and tim-
ing. If that issue is not resolved be-
tween the two, I assure both parties
this committee will come back and ad-
dress it legislatively.

All in all this is an excellent piece of
legislation, it moves the cause of safe-
ty significantly ahead; it strengthens
the role of the NTSB. I commend the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN) for the extensive work that he has
contributed to the formulation of this
bill and to the ranking member, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI)
for the diligent effort that he has in-
vested in the formulation of the legis-
lation.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of
H.R. 2910, the National Transportation Safety
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Board Amendments Act of 1999. H.R. 2910
reauthorizes the NTSB for three years so it
can continue to play a critical role in ensuring
the safety of the United States transportation
system.

This agency’s roots stem as far back as
1926 when the Air Commerce Act vested the
Department of Commerce with the authority to
investigative aircraft accidents. During the
1966 consolidation of various transportation
agencies into the Department of Transpor-
tation (DOT), the NTSB was created as an
independent agency within DOT to investigate
accidents in all transportation modes. In 1974,
in further resolve to ensure that NTSB retain
its independence, Congress reestablished the
Board as a totally separate entity distinct from
DOT. Since that time, the NTSB has inves-
tigated more than 100,000 aviation accidents,
and more than 10,000 surface transportation
accidents. The American travelling public is
much safer today due to the hard work of the
NTSB staff in conducting investigations and
pursuing safety recommendations.

In the last three years alone, the Board has
investigated more than 7,000 accidents and
issued 57 major reports covering all transpor-
tation modes (aviation, highway, transit, mari-
time, railroad, and pipeline/hazardous mate-
rials). The Board has also issued more than
1,100 safety recommendations—many of
which have been adopted by Congress, fed-
eral, state and local governments, and the af-
fected industries.

The NTSB’s tireless efforts in investigating
accidents and issuing recommendations have
led to innovative safety enhancements, such
as manual cutoff switches for airbags, to
measures to prevent runway incursions, to
countermeasures against operator fatigue in
all modes of transportation. In addition, the
NTSB has promoted the installation of more
sophisticated voice recorders to enhance its
ability to investigate aircraft accidents.

Despite a small workforce of approximately
370 full-time employees, the NTSB has pro-
vided its investigative expertise in thousands
of complex aviation accidents—including its
painstaking review of the TWA 800 crash. The
NTSB is also frequently called upon to assist
in aviation accident investigations in foreign
countries. The demand upon this small agen-
cy, with its highly trained, professional staff,
will only grow with the aviation market’s ever-
increasing globalization. In addition, according
to a preliminary analysis by the RAND Cor-
poration, new technological advances in all
modes of transportation—from glass cockpits
in aviation to sophisticated electronic alerting
devices in the railroad industry—will require
more extensive training for NTSB investiga-
tors.

To maintain its position as the world’s pre-
eminent investigative agency, it is imperative
that the NTSB has the resources necessary to
handle the increasingly complex accident in-
vestigations. H.R. 2910 ensures that by in-
creasing NTSB’s funding steadily and sensibly
over the next three years: $57 million in FY
2000; $65 million in FY 2001; and $72 million
in FY 2002. This funding will be used to permit
NTSB to hire more technical experts as well
as to provide better training for its current
workforce. Dramatic changes in technology
demand such an investment.

However, with this increase in funding also
comes the requirement to strengthen the over-
sight of financial matters at the agency. H.R.

2910 vests the DOT’s Inspector General with
the authority to review the financial manage-
ment and business operations of the NTSB.
This will help ensure that money is well spent
and the potential for fraud and abuse is re-
duced. The DOT Inspector General’s authority
is specifically limited to financial matters, how-
ever, so as not to undermine the NTSB’s inde-
pendence.

Equally important, H.R. 2910 provides the
NTSB with the authority to grant appropriate
overtime pay to all of its accident investigators
while on-scene. These competent individuals
are oftentimes called upon to work upwards of
60, 70 or 80 hours per week in extreme condi-
tions—whether in the swamps of the Florida
everglades or the chilly waters off the Atlantic
ocean—side-by-side with other federal agency
investigators—many of whom are paid for
extra hours worked. Moving to this type of par-
ity is the least that we can do to show our ap-
preciation for the efforts of these dedicated
professionals.

As we have learned from the tragic TWA
800 crash, accident scenes can often be cha-
otic with many local, state, and federal inves-
tigative agencies on scene. This is especially
true where accidents are not only being inves-
tigated for probable cause—but also when
criminal activity is suspected. Proper coordina-
tion between these various investigative agen-
cies performing very important, albeit very dif-
ferent, functions is of paramount importance.
H.R. 2910 reaffirms NTSB’s priority over an
accident scene unless the Attorney General, in
consultation with the NTSB chairman, deter-
mines that the accident may have been
caused by an intentional criminal act. In that
case, the NTSB would relinquish its priority
over the scene—but such relinquishment will
not, in any way, interfere with the Board’s au-
thority to continue its probable cause inves-
tigation.

One issue of concern to me is the NTSB’s
ability to investigate major marine casualties.
Currently, both the NTSB and the Coast
Guard have joint authority to conduct inves-
tigations of major marine casualties. I have
two concerns about the current process. First,
under the existing regulations and the Memo-
randum of Understanding, the Coast Guard
must agree to allow the NTSB to have the
lead in casualties that involve significant safety
issues relating to Coast Guard safety func-
tions.

On May 1, an amphibious vessel sank in Ar-
kansas killing 13 people. Although the Coast
Guard had just inspected the vessel and or-
dered the owner to install bilge alarms, it failed
to ensure that the vessel owner complied with
its order. Despite this apparent conflict of in-
terest, the Coast Guard led the investigation.
Under no circumstances should the Coast
Guard be able to unilaterally decide when it
has a conflict of interest. We do not allow this
in aviation or any other transportation safety
investigation and should not allow it here.

Second, I am concerned about the Coast
Guard’s process in conducting accident inves-
tigations. According to the NTSB, once the
Coast Guard convenes a formal board of in-
vestigation, it is very difficult to obtain informa-
tion that you can be sure is accurate. The
open nature of the formal board can affect wit-
ness testimony or recollection of events be-
cause such proceedings allow for witnesses to
hear each other’s testimony.

After discussing these concerns with Admi-
ral Loy, the Commandant of the Coast Guard,

it was agreed that both of these issues could
be addressed administratively without a spe-
cific legislative change. Language included in
the Committee Report to H.R. 2910 is in-
tended to provide guidance to both Coast
Guard and the NTSB to address these con-
cerns.

Having a well funded, well-trained NTSB
workforce to meet the challenges of the 21st
Century is of the utmost importance for the
American travelling public. I urge my col-
leagues to support this critical piece of legisla-
tion, and I compliment Chairman SHUSTER,
Chairman DUNCAN and Ranking Member LIPIN-
SKI for their efforts.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the ranking member
and the chairman for listening to the
concerns that I have with respect to a
series of incidences that have occurred
actually in my district.

First of all, I want to associate my-
self with the supporters of this legisla-
tion. As I listened to the remarks of
the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.
OBERSTAR), I am reminded of when the
tragedies of any kind of transportation
incident or accident occurs, you sort of
look to the NTSB, the board, to come
in like the Red Cross or those angels of
assistance to clarify what happened
and particularly if there is loss of life,
and we always hear the news as they
come in and there is a sigh of relief
from the respective communities be-
cause, as my colleagues know, this
group of experts will be assisting in de-
termining the true facts of what oc-
curred.

I would almost hope that I did not
have to rise today, Mr. Chairman, but
it has been enormously difficult for my
community. I represent an urban com-
munity with a number of interstate
routes that go throughout it, and par-
ticularly in my minority community.

I was to offer, or was intending to
offer, an amendment today that would
have asked that we look at or should
include the National Transportation
Safety Board’s recommendation that I
understand they had offered regarding
recording devices in trucks.
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That kind of device, similar to a
black box in airplanes, could provide a
tamper-proof mechanism that could be
used or can be used for accident inves-
tigation and to enforce the hours of
service regulation.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak
to the issue of the accident aspect of
that technology and would hope that
maybe if it is not today, since I hope to
be working with the members of this
committee, that maybe we can look at
the motor carrier bill and be able to in-
clude language on this particular issue.

Mr. Chairman, let me share with you
a headline. ‘‘Jurors left in tears at
wreck trial. Widow describes freeway
horror,’’ in my district. ‘‘In tearful,
highly charged testimony, a woman
told Tuesday of the horror of seeing
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her husband and three children die
after a truck crushed their sport util-
ity vehicle on a Houston freeway
ramp.’’

Mr. Chairman, it was a family made
in heaven, if you will. Having picked up
her husband from the airport, probably
hearing the discussions of his travel,
happily going home, and a truck turns
a curve on an interstate freeway, falls
over, the woman is expelled from the
truck, and she has to watch her three
young babies and her husband burn to
death.

‘‘Trucks-cars prove to be a deadly
mix on freeways.’’ Another one that
happened on Interstate 45. A tanker
truck veered into oncoming traffic and
drivers across the city shuddered as a
tragedy resulted in that accident as
well.

I have had about 10 of these back to
back during the summer. ‘‘Tanker rig
flips, trucker perishes in fiery crash.’’
This was an overpass that, in addition
to the tragic loss of the trucker, as a
witness said, ‘‘All I saw was the cab of
the truck bounce and the whole thing
rolled over.’’ An eyewitness said the
truck flipped and then burst into
flames almost instantly. It is not only
the terrible loss of the trucker’s life,
but the shutdown of that freeway for
many, many, many months, thereby
denying access of transportation to
many of my constituents and the citi-
zens of Houston.

Tanker truck firm sued in crash that
killed infant and father, whose 5 year
old son died in collision. It talks about
the negligence. The collision killed 9-
month-old Lisa Patrice Pete and half
brother Jerry Andrew Morino.

I can only say, Mr. Chairman, that I
think as we all acknowledge the impor-
tance of the National Transportation
Safety Board and the importance, if
you will, of its work in these amend-
ments, I would hope that we also will
look to some of the recommendations
that they have made with respect to
the technology of a recording device. It
is important that we note whether or
not in determining the accident as
well, whether or not a trucker has been
driving too long, whether or not there
has been any falsification of records. I
am going off on other issues that may
have an impact on tragic accidents like
this.

But the one thing I can tell you is
when these trucks go through crowded
urban areas, when they are going
through cities, and I realize they have
deadlines and responsibilities, Mr.
Chairman, I would simply say to you
that we must look to the protection of
those residents that live in that area.

I hope this language that I would
have offered could be language that we
could consider. I understand it was a
recommendation by the board. I would
inquire of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI) about the opportunity to
work with him to protect our commu-
nities.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to discuss my proposed
amendment to H.R. 2910. Nearly 5,000 people

are killed in truck related accidents in each of
the past three years on our nation’s highways.
There are many agencies within our govern-
ment that have a shared responsibility for
safety on our nation’s highways, including the
Transportation Department, the NTSB and the
Federal Highway Administration. But despite
much talk and discussion, several hearings,
and meetings over improving trucking safety
we have had little action aimed at improving
safety.

What we do have is accident after accident
involving truck drivers who are too tired and
even drunk. A total of 5,374 people died in ac-
cidents involving large trucks which represents
13 percent of all the traffic fatalities in 1998
and in addition 127,000 were injured in those
crashes.

In Houston, Texas, a man (Kurt Groten) 38
years old and his three children David, 5,
Madeline, 3, and Adam, 1, were killed in a
horrific accident when a 18-wheel truck
crashed into their vehicle. His wife was the
only survivor of the crash, testified in criminal
proceedings against the driver last week stat-
ing ‘‘I saw that there was a whole 18-wheeler
on top of our car. . . . I remember standing
there and screaming, ‘My life is over! All of my
children are dead!’ ’’

In Galveston, a 5-year-old boy (Jerry
Moreno and his 9-month old sister, (Lisa) were
killed in an accident when the vehicle driven
by their father was struck by an oncoming
truck.

These are only a few examples of the thou-
sand of terrible and fatal trucking accidents
that are caused every year on our nation’s
roads and highways.

My amendment/resolution would require that
data recorders similar to the black boxes
found on airliners be carried in trucks. The
NTSB has pushed for this technology as a
means of verifying the hours drivers work
since 1990. Currently truck drivers must com-
ply with the federal government’s 60-year-old
rule that they take eight hours of rest for every
10 behind the wheel.

Truckers are required to maintain logbooks
for their hours of service. But truckers have
routinely falsified records, and many industry
observers say, to the point that they are often
referred to as ‘‘comic books.’’ In their 1995
findings the National Transportation Safety
Board found driver fatigue and lack of sleep
were factors in up to 30 percent of truck
crashes that resulted in fatalities. In 1992 re-
port the NTSB reported that an astonishing 19
percent of truck drivers surveyed said they
had fallen asleep at the wheel while driving.
Recorders on trucks can provide a tamper-
proof mechanism that can be used for acci-
dent investigation and to enforce the hours-of-
service regulations, rather that relying on the
driver’s handwritten logs.

Mr. Chairman, I know that the trucking in-
dustry is concerned by the added cost of the
recorders. I also appreciate the fact that close
to eighty percent of this country’s goods move
by truck and that the industry has a major im-
pact on our economy. But can we afford to put
pocket before safety? Ask your selves where
we would be without recorders in commercial
aviation, rail, or the marine industry? I think
that I have a good idea what the answer is,
we would not know what caused that accident
nor would we be able to learn from our mis-
takes.

Mr. Chairman, there is no good reason that
we should not adhere the advice of the NTSB

and require these recorders on the trucks that
navigate our highways. Putting our pockets
before safety is simply foolish when the tech-
nology exits today which could save the lives
of the constituents we represent.

Mr. Chairman, let us vote today to put ac-
tion behind our discussion.

[From the Houston Chronicle, March, 18,
1999]

TRUCKS, CARS, PROVE TO BE A DEADLY MIX
ON FREEWAYS

Big truck, little cars, nowhere to go.
It happened again Tuesday when three peo-

ple died on Interstate 45-North. A tanker
truck veered into oncoming traffic and driv-
ers across the city shuddered.

Some were upset because of the mix of
trucks and cars on area roadways. Others
were mad because the stretch of freeway
where the accident happened is notorious for
crashes.

The collision is the latest in a string of
well-publicized accidents involving trucks,
such as the Feb. 12 Gulf Freeway crash that
killed four.

Large trucks drive less than 5 percent of
the vehicle-miles on Harris County road-
ways, according to the Houston-Galveston
Area Council.

At fault or not, they are involved in 9 per-
cent of the fatal collisions, according to the
Texas Department of Public Safety statistics
for 1995–97.

By comparison, passenger cars drive 70 per-
cent of local miles traveled but were in-
volved in only 63 percent of fatal collisions.

Several experts said that every accident is
unique in terms of who deserves the blame.
Cars have many more accidents per mile
driven than trucks, but trucks cause more
deaths when they do crash, because of their
size and weight.

While the crash victims Tuesday couldn’t
escape the out-of-control truck, the experts
said one thing often found in car-truck acci-
dents is lack of understanding by car drivers
of how much space a truck needs.

‘‘The commercial driver is a trained driver.
The person in a passenger car may know how
his car handles, but he has no idea how a
truck handles,’’ said Pasadena police Sgt.
Loni Robinson, who runs the city’s truck in-
spection program.

An 18-wheeler cannot see tailgating driv-
ers. At 55 mph, a fully loaded truck needs the
length of a football field to make an emer-
gency stop—twice as long as a passenger car
going the same speed.

In Houston, when a responsible truck driv-
er tries to leave extra room in front of his
rig, several cars likely will zip in front of
him and close up the space.

Even the best trucker will be forced to give
up and drive too closely to a vehicle ahead,
said B.L. Manry, safety director at
Palletized Trucking of Houston and a na-
tional board member of the American Truck-
ing Association’s Safety Management Coun-
cil.

Manry stressed that he is not an industry
apologist. ‘‘Let’s face it, there’s a lot of out-
laws out there,’’ he said.

[From the Houston Chronicle, Sept. 29, 1999]

JURORS LEFT IN TEARS AT WRECKTRIAL/
WIDOW DESCRIBES FREEWAY HORROR

(By Steve Brewer)

In tearful, highly charged testimony, a
woman told Tuesday of the horror of seeing
her husband and three children die after a
truck crushed their sport utility vehicle on a
Houston freeway ramp.

‘‘I saw that there was a whole 18-wheeler
on top of our car . . . I remember standing
there and screaming ‘My life is over! All of
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my children are dead!’ ’’ Lisa Groten told ju-
rors.

By the time the window finished testi-
fying, many in the packed courtroom were
sobbing. Tears welled in the eyes of at least
two jurors.

Hers was the first testimony in the trial of
Jose Coronado Martinez, 35, who is charged
with four counts of intoxicated man-
slaughter in the deaths of Kurt David
Groten, 38, and his children, David, 6, Mad-
eleine, 4, and 11-month-old Adam.

If convicted, Martinez, a native of El Sal-
vador, could get four consecutive 20-year
sentences.

Lisa Groten has just picked her husband up
at Hobby Airport the night of June 29, and
had brought their children along, clad in
their pajamas.

‘‘I remember thinking, ‘It’s a pretty night
out and there’s no need to hurry home. We’ll
put the kids to bed when we get home,’ ’’ she
testified.

Kurt Groten had been in Austin on a busi-
ness trip. Lisa, after a busy day of swimming
lessons reading and playing with the chil-
dren, put them in the family’s Ford Expedi-
tion to pick him up because they all wanted
to see him so badly.

The couple married in 1987 and their first
two children were the result of vitro fer-
tilization and artificial insemination. Adam
was conceived naturally.

Prosecutor Warren Diepraam said in his
opening remarks that Kurt Groten had of-
fered to take a taxi home that night, but his
wife and the kids decided to pick him up in-
stead.

The children had eaten at their favorite
restaurant and were ready for bed when their
father got behind the wheel at Hobby. Things
got quiet after talk of the trip died down and
Lisa Groten said she was looking forward to
a quiet evening.

As they headed up an entrance ramp to
U.S. 59, Lisa Groten looked at her husband.

‘‘He had both hands on the wheel and I was
watching his face,’’ she said, ‘‘We were talk-
ing and I saw something through the wind-
shield and I didn’t know what it was . . . I
felt the impact. It was like a crushing im-
pact. I believe Kurt cried out. I remember
saying, ‘Kurt, we need to pray.’ ’’

The impact was Martinez’s truck falling
into their Ford Expedition. Testimony later
showed Martinez has swerved into Groten’s
lane, then swerved back into his own, caus-
ing the rig’s load of office supplies to shift
and tipping it over.

Breath tests later showed that Martinez,
who was not hurt, had a blood-alcohol level
of 0.12 exceeding the then-legal limit of 0.10.

Lisa Groten remembers saying again and
again that the family must pray. Because
her section of the Expedition was not com-
pletely crushed, Houston police Sgt. John
Norwood was able to help her get out.

But her husband was hopelessly pinned.
Lisa said she looked at the back of the car,
but couldn’t see her children, only the crum-
pled roof.

As the vehicle started to catch fire, she
went back to the vehicle to be with her in-
jured husband. She held his hand while be
begged Norwood and others to rescue his
children.

‘‘He just kept saying, ‘Jesus, please take
me to heaven. Jesus, please take me to heav-
en,’ ’’ Lisa Groten said.

She was finally pulled away as the flames,
fueled by the office supplies, kicked up and
the smoke got dense. She said she didn’t
want to leave because her place was with her
husband.

‘‘It was so surreal. It shouldn’t happen to
anybody,’’ she said. ‘‘I just kept thinking my
husband and all my children died, just so
fast like that,’’ she testified. ‘‘It was just be-
yond my comprehension. It still is.’’

Despite the efforts of the police, tow truck
drivers, passers-by, firefighters, and para-
medics, Kurt Groten and the children
couldn’t be extracted from the burning vehi-
cle in time.

Diepraam told jurors that Kurt Groten had
died of smoke inhalation.

Postal worker Walter Wilson, who saw the
accident and stopped to help, wept as he told
jurors of hearing the children’s cries and
Kurt Groten’s pleas for help.

‘‘He was telling me to get his kids out,’’
Wilson said.

But an explosion of flames stopped all
those efforts, he said, and the children were
quiet after a few seconds.

Testimony continues today in state Dis-
trict Judge Ted Poe’s court. In opening argu-
ments, Martinez’s attorney, Jon A. Jawor-
ski, said the crash was just a tragic accident
and that police botched the investigation.

[From the Houston Chronicle, Sept. 27, 1999]
TRIAL BEGINS FOR DRIVER IN FIERY CRASH/

LAWYER, 3 CHILDREN DIED IN 18-WHEELER
ACCIDENT

(By Steve Brewer)
Jury selection starts today in the trial of

an accused drunken driver whose 18-wheeler
killed a Houston lawyer and his three small
children on June 29 when it crushed their
sport utility vehicle.

Testimony in the case of Jose Coronado
Martinez, 35, could start by Tuesday in state
District Judge Ted Poe’s court. Prosecutors
are seeking a maximum of 80 years in prison
for the native of El Salvador.

Both sides are expected to give jurors vast-
ly different views of the fiery crash that
shattered a local family in what has shaped
up to be a complex, high-profile case.

Defense attorney Jon A. Jaworski said he
will prove the tragedy was an unfortunate
accident, that police botched the investiga-
tion and that his client is a scapegoat in a
political game of revenge to get even with
truckers who are often involved in freeway
accidents.

Prosecutor Warren Diepraam scoffed at
that and said he’s sure jurors will find Mar-
tinez guilty of the four charges of intoxi-
cated manslaughter that he faces.

‘‘Their case is still, ‘I’m the victim and I
didn’t do anything wrong.’ We’ll give him a
chance to put up or shut up,’’ Diepraam said.
‘‘I think the evidence is going to show to a
rational jury who the real person at fault is
and who the real victim is. It ain’t Jose Mar-
tinez.’’

Martinez’s truck, which was carrying a
load of office supplies, crushed the Ford Ex-
pedition carrying the Groten family on an
entrance ramp to U.S. 59.

Killed were Kurt David Groten, 38, and his
children, David, 5, Madeleine, 3, and Adam, 1.

Kurt Groten’s wife, Lisa Kay Groten, 36,
was the only survivor. Diepraam said she
will testify in the trial.

Lisa Groten had picked her husband up at
Hobby Airport, and the family was en route
home on the Gulf Freeway when the fatal
crash occurred.

Police said Martinez’s truck and the
Grotens’ vehicle were side-by-side on the
ramp.

Martinez was going too fast, lost control
and his rig hit a guardrail, causing it to lift,
police have said. As his tires came down,
Martinez swerved and Kurt Groten honked at
him.

But the swerve apparently caused Mar-
tinez’s load to shift, making his truck tilt,
all but crushing the Expedition, police said.
Passers-by tried in vain to fight the ensuing
blaze and pull the family from the burning
wreckage.

Diepraam said Kurt Groten was yelling for
them to save his children and that Martinez

staggered from his truck and was arrested
after an officer smelled alcohol on him.

Two breath tests conducted later showed
that Martinez’s blood-alcohol level was 0.11
and 0.12 percent. At the time, a driver was
considered legally drunk in Texas at 0.10.

The law has since changed and the stand-
ard is now 0.08. But in this case, the old
mark will be used.

Jaworski said the official version of events
has been obscured and that his client has
been unfairly demonized.

‘‘I think this is basically a case where they
want to make an example of truck drivers
that are causing accidents,’’ Jaworski said.
‘‘This accident could have happened to any-
one, whether there was alcohol involved or
not . . . Unfortunately, the Grotens were
just in the wrong place at the wrong time.’’

Jaworski said his client was not speeding
and that he was cut off by an unidentified
driver who fled the scene. He said Martinez
told that to a witness at the scene minutes
after the accident.

Also, the machine used to conduct the
breath tests was not working properly, Ja-
worski said, and police lied about Martinez’s
conduct after the crash.

Houston police also didn’t follow proper
procedure by not getting a blood sample
from the defendant, said Jaworski, who ac-
knowledged that his client had a ‘‘couple of
beers’’ earlier that day.

Jaworski said Martinez tried to help the
family, but was told to stay back by officers
at the scene.

Martinez’s truck and the trailer he was
pulling was also in bad mechanical condi-
tion, Jaworski said. The trailer was loaded
improperly and needed repair, and so did
Martinez’s rig.

Jaworski said he will rely on expert testi-
mony to show the bad condition of the truck
and he added that Martinez himself might
even take the stand.

In addition to Groten’s testimony and ac-
counts from officers at the scene and others,
Diepraam could also rely on expert testi-
mony.

As for Jaworski’s claims that the police
lied or didn’t follow proper procedure in the
case, Diepraam said: ‘‘We’ll have evidence to
show that everything was working just fine,
that there were no problems with the police
investigation, the Intoxilyzer or the police
officers, and that the only person who has a
motive to lie is the defendant.’’

Diepraam also said he believes that any
problems with the truck don’t matter.

‘‘If the truck was in perfect condition or
wasn’t working at all, he’s the driver and
he’s responsible,’’ Diepraam said. ‘‘That’s
what common sense says and that’s what the
law says.’’

If he’s convicted, Martinez could get two to
20 years in prison and a $10,000 fine for each
charge. Because of the nature of the charges,
Poe could make the terms run consecutively,
in which case Martinez could be looking at a
maximum total of 80 years in prison.

Diepraam has already filed a motion ask-
ing Poe to ‘‘stack’’ the sentences if Martinez
is convicted.

If the jury makes an additional finding
that Martinez’s truck was used as a deadly
weapon then that means he will have to
serve half of the combined terms before
being eligible for parole. For example, if he
gets 80 years then it will be 40 years before
he’s eligible for parole.

That’s the equivalent of a life sentence in
a capital murder case.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would first of all
like to hear from the gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN), the chairman
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of the Subcommittee on Aviation, in
regard to this matter.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LIPINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a discus-
sion with the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) about her concerns.
I want to assure the gentlewoman that
from our side that we certainly will
work with her in every way possible,
because all of us, I think on both sides
of this House, want to do everything
possible to improve truck safety, and
especially in regard to trucks that are
moving through heavily populated
urban areas. So certainly we will try to
do everything we can.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, I want to echo the
statement of the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, the gentleman
from Tennessee (Chairman DUNCAN). I
too will work and our staff will work
very closely with the gentlewoman to
see if we cannot work something out
that is beneficial in the next bill we are
going to be dealing with in regards to
the Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield
further, I am most grateful. I thank
the chairman and the gentleman from
Illinois, and my community thanks
you very much.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time. Let me just say I un-
derstand the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WEINER) is going to offer an
amendment, and we are going to agree
to this amendment concerning the in-
stallation of a doppler weather radar
system in Brooklyn, New York. This
provision was placed in this legislation
because there was a dispute between
the FAA and the Department of Inte-
rior, the Park Service, on the installa-
tion of this system.

We have been told that the Park
Service and the FAA have now reached
an agreement to go ahead and install
this system. The staff had included this
in the legislation just because of some
uncertainty regarding a pending Fed-
eral lawsuit on this issue.

I will simply say this: we feel it is
the intent of the Congress that this
system should be installed there, and
we will remove this provision at this
time, reserving the right to revisit this
issue if necessary in a conference with
the Senate or at some later point if for
some reason this agreement is not car-
ried out.

With that said, Mr. Chairman, that
we will agree to that change, we do
have a good bill, a necessary bill, and I
urge the support of the entire body for
this reauthorization of the National
Transportation Safety Board.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 2910, the National
Transportation Safety Board Amendments Act
of 1999. I want to commend Aviation Sub-
committee Chairman DUNCAN and Ranking
Member LIPINSKI for the excellent work they
have done in crafting this excellent piece of
legislation. Having spent the better part of a
year working with the National Transportation
Safety Board on my own review of the TWA
Flight 800 tragedy, I am familiar with the chal-
lenges facing the board.

H.R. 2910 includes a number of important
provisions that will improve the NTSB’s ability
to deal with major airline accidents and work
more efficiently with federal law enforcement
agencies. The bill also clarifies that the board
has the authority to enter into agreements with
foreign governments to provide technical as-
sistance and other services. I am also pleased
that the committee report to accompany this
legislation includes language making rec-
ommendations on how the NTSB can better
improve coordination and cooperation with
other parties in a major airline investigation.

I helped craft this language and hope to
continue working with the NTSB to ensure that
it has the resources it needs to do its job, and
that it makes the best possible use of the spe-
cialized expertise that exists at companies like
Boeing and Pratt Witney. I would also like to
thank the former chairman of the committee,
Congressman Norm Mineta, for his assistance
in this area. The commission that he chaired
made a number of recommendations on how
to improve the party system. The report lan-
guage echoes the findings of the Mineta Com-
mission.

Mr. Chairman, as I have several times in the
past, I want to salute the dedicated profes-
sionals at the NTSB. Day in and day out, year
after year, these remarkable public servants
work long hours under trying conditions. Often
their work is frustrating and extremely stress-
ful. But because of their professionalism, com-
mitment and talent, thousands of lives have
been saved. For example, even though the
Board has yet to determine the cause of the
Flight 800 crash, the work that Board inves-
tigators have done on that accident investiga-
tion has forced the FAA and airline industry to
make substantive changes, especially in the
area of aircraft wiring and aircraft wiring in-
spection. These changes will make our skies
safer.

Every American who flies owes the NTSB a
debt of gratitude. I, for one, deeply appreciate
the excellent work they have done and con-
tinue to do.

I urge approval of the bill.
Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

back the balance of my time.
The CHAIRMAN. All time for general

debate has expired.
Pursuant to the rule, the committee

amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill, modified by
the amendment printed in House Re-
port 106–347 shall be considered by sec-
tion as an original bill for the purpose
of amendment, and each section is con-
sidered read.

During consideration of the bill for
amendment, the Chair may accord pri-
ority in recognition to a Member offer-
ing an amendment that he has printed
in the designated place in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. Those amendments
will be considered read.

The Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

The Clerk will designate section 1.
The text of section 1 is as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; REFERENCES.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘National Transportation Safety Board
Amendments Act of 1999’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Except as otherwise specifi-
cally provided, whenever in this Act an amend-
ment or repeal is expressed in terms of an
amendment to, or repeal of, a section or other
provision of law, the reference shall be consid-
ered to be made to a section or other provision
of title 49, United States Code.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 1?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 2.

The text of section 2 is as follows:
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

Section 1101 is amended to read as follows:

‘‘§ 1101. Definitions
‘‘Section 2101(17a) of title 46 and section

40102(a) of this title apply to this chapter. In
this chapter, the term ‘accident’ includes dam-
age to or destruction of vehicles in surface or air
transportation or pipelines, regardless of wheth-
er the initiating event is accidental or other-
wise.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 2?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 3.

The text of section 3 is as follows:
SEC. 3. AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREE-

MENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1113(b)(1)(I) is

amended to read as follows:
‘‘(I) negotiate and enter into agreements with

private entities and departments, agencies, and
instrumentalities of the Government, State and
local governments, and governments of foreign
countries for the provision of technical services
or training in accident investigation theory and
technique, and require that such entities pro-
vide appropriate consideration for the reason-
able costs of any goods, services, or training
provided by the Board.’’.

(b) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS.—Section 1114(a) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘Except’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) The Board shall deposit in the Treasury

amounts received under paragraph (1). Such
amounts shall be available to the Board as pro-
vided in appropriations Acts.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 3?

If not, the Clerk will designate sec-
tion 4.

The text of section 4 is as follows:
SEC. 4. OVERTIME PAY.

Section 1113 is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(g) OVERTIME PAY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the requirements

of this section and notwithstanding paragraphs
(1) and (2) of section 5542(a) of title 5, for an
employee of the Board whose basic pay is at a
rate which equals or exceeds the minimum rate
of basic pay for GS–10 of the General Schedule,
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the Board may establish an overtime hourly rate
of pay for the employee with respect to work
performed at the scene of an accident (including
travel to or from the scene) and other work that
is critical to an accident investigation in an
amount equal to one and one-half times the
hourly rate of basic pay of the employee. All of
such amount shall be considered to be premium
pay.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON OVERTIME PAY TO AN EM-
PLOYEE.—An employee of the Board may not re-
ceive overtime pay under paragraph (1), for
work performed in a calendar year, in an
amount that exceeds 15 percent of the annual
rate of basic pay of the employee for such cal-
endar year.

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON TOTAL AMOUNT OF OVER-
TIME PAY.—The Board may not make overtime
payments under paragraph (1), for work per-
formed in a calendar year, in a total amount
that exceeds $570,000.

‘‘(4) BASIC PAY DEFINED.—In this subsection,
the term ‘basic pay’ includes any applicable lo-
cality-based comparability payment under sec-
tion 5304 of title 5 (or similar provision of law)
and any special rate of pay under section 5305
of title 5 (or similar provision of law).

‘‘(5) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than January
31, 2001, and annually thereafter, the Board
shall transmit to Congress a report identifying
the total amount of overtime payments made
under this subsection in the preceding fiscal
year and the number of employees whose over-
time pay under this subsection was limited in
such fiscal year as a result of the 15 percent
limit established by paragraph (2).’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any
amendments to section 4?

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remainder
of the committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute be printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Tennessee?

There was no objection.
The text of the remainder of the com-

mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute is as follows:
SEC. 5. RECORDERS.

(a) COCKPIT VIDEO RECORDINGS.—Section
1114(c) is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading by striking
‘‘VOICE’’;

(2) in paragraphs (1) and (2) by striking
‘‘cockpit voice recorder’’ and inserting ‘‘cockpit
voice or video recorder’’; and

(3) in the second sentence of paragraph (1) by
inserting ‘‘or any written depiction of visual in-
formation’’ after ‘‘transcript’’.

(b) SURFACE VEHICLE RECORDINGS AND TRAN-
SCRIPTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1114 is amended—
(A) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e) as

subsections (e) and (f), respectively; and
(B) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-

lowing:
‘‘(d) SURFACE VEHICLE RECORDINGS AND

TRANSCRIPTS.—
‘‘(1) CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDINGS.—The

Board may not disclose publicly any part of a
surface vehicle voice or video recorder recording
or transcript of oral communications by or
among drivers, train employees, or other oper-
ating employees responsible for the movement
and direction of the vehicle or vessel, or between
such operating employees and company commu-
nication centers, related to an accident inves-
tigated by the Board. However, the Board shall
make public any part of a transcript or any
written depiction of visual information that the
Board decides is relevant to the accident—

‘‘(A) if the Board holds a public hearing on
the accident, at the time of the hearing; or

‘‘(B) if the Board does not hold a public hear-
ing, at the time a majority of the other factual
reports on the accident are placed in the public
docket.

‘‘(2) REFERENCES TO INFORMATION IN MAKING
SAFETY RECOMMENDATIONS.—This subsection
does not prevent the Board from referring at
any time to voice or video recorder information
in making safety recommendations.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The first sen-
tence of section 1114(a) is amended by striking
‘‘and (e)’’ and inserting ‘‘(d), and (f)’’.

(c) DISCOVERY AND USE OF COCKPIT AND SUR-
FACE VEHICLE RECORDINGS AND TRANSCRIPTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1154 is amended—
(A) in the section heading by striking ‘‘cock-

pit voice and other material’’ and inserting
‘‘cockpit and surface vehicle recordings and
transcripts’’;

(B) in subsection (a)—
(i) by striking ‘‘cockpit voice recorder’’ each

place it appears and inserting ‘‘cockpit or sur-
face vehicle recorder’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘section 1114(c)’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘section 1114(c) or
1114(d)’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(6) In this subsection—
‘‘(A) the term ‘recorder’ means a voice or

video recorder; and
‘‘(B) the term ‘transcript’ includes any writ-

ten depiction of visual information obtained
from a video recorder.’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 11 is amended by striking
the item relating to section 1154 and inserting
the following:
‘‘1154. Discovery and use of cockpit and surface

vehicle recordings and tran-
scripts.’’.

(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR INSTALLATION AND USE
OF RECORDING DEVICES.—Section 329 is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) REQUIREMENTS FOR INSTALLATION AND
USE OF RECORDING DEVICES.—A requirement for
the installation and use of an automatic voice,
video, or data recording device on an aircraft,
vessel, or surface vehicle shall not be construed
to be the collection of information for the pur-
pose of any Federal law or regulation, if the
requirement—

‘‘(1) meets a safety need for the automatic re-
cording of realtime voice or data experience that
is restricted to a fixed period of the most recent
operation of the aircraft, vessel, or surface vehi-
cle;

‘‘(2) does not place a periodic reporting bur-
den on any person; and

‘‘(3) does not necessitate the collection and
preservation of data separate from the device.’’.
SEC. 6. PRIORITY OF INVESTIGATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1131(a)(2) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(2) An investigation’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(2)(A) Subject to the requirements of
this paragraph, an investigation’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) If the Attorney General, in consultation

with the Chairman of the Board, determines
and notifies the Board that circumstances rea-
sonably indicate that the accident may have
been caused by an intentional criminal act, the
Board shall relinquish investigative priority to
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The relin-
quishment of investigative priority by the Board
shall not otherwise affect the authority of the
Board to continue its investigation under this
section.

‘‘(C) If a law enforcement agency suspects
and notifies the Board that an accident being
investigated by the Board under paragraph
(1)(A)–(D) may have been caused by an inten-
tional criminal act, the Board, in consultation
with the law enforcement agency, shall take
necessary actions to ensure that evidence of the
criminal act is preserved.’’.

(b) REVISION OF 1977 AGREEMENT.—Not later
than 1 year after the date of enactment of this

Act, the National Transportation Safety Board
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation shall
revise their 1977 agreement on the investigation
of accidents to take into account the amend-
ments made by this Act.
SEC. 7. PUBLIC AIRCRAFT INVESTIGATION CLARI-

FICATION.
Section 1131(d) is amended by striking

‘‘1134(b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘1134(a), (b), (d), and
(f)’’.
SEC. 8. AUTHORITY OF THE INSPECTOR GEN-

ERAL.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter III of chapter 11

of subtitle II is amended by adding at the end
the following:
‘‘§ 1137. Authority of the Inspector General

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Inspector General of
the Department of Transportation, in accord-
ance with the mission of the Inspector General
to prevent and detect fraud and abuse, shall
have authority to review only the financial
management and business operations of the Na-
tional Transportation Safety Board, including
internal accounting and administrative control
systems, to determine compliance with applica-
ble Federal laws, rules, and regulations.

‘‘(b) DUTIES.—In carrying out this section, the
Inspector General shall—

‘‘(1) keep the Chairman of the Board and
Congress fully and currently informed about
problems relating to administration of the inter-
nal accounting and administrative control sys-
tems of the Board;

‘‘(2) issue findings and recommendations for
actions to address such problems; and

‘‘(3) report periodically to Congress on any
progress made in implementing actions to ad-
dress such problems.

‘‘(c) ACCESS TO INFORMATION.—In carrying
out this section, the Inspector General may exer-
cise authorities granted to the Inspector General
under subsections (a) and (b) of section 6 of the
Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.).

‘‘(d) REIMBURSEMENT.—The Inspector General
shall be reimbursed by the Board for the costs
associated with carrying out activities under
this section.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for such subchapter is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:
‘‘1137. Authority of the Inspector General.’’.
SEC. 9. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 1118(a) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There is authorized to be

appropriated for the purposes of this chapter
$57,000,000 for fiscal year 2000, $65,000,000 for
fiscal year 2001, and $72,000,000 for fiscal year
2002. Such sums remain available until ex-
pended.’’.
SEC. 10. TERMINAL DOPPLER WEATHER RADAR.

If the Administrator of the Federal Aviation
Administration determines that it would en-
hance aviation safety, the Administrator shall
install a Terminal Doppler Weather Radar at
the site of the former United States Coast Guard
Air Station Brooklyn at Floyd Bennett Field in
King’s County, New York.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WEINER

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WEINER:
Strike section 10 of the bill, relating to

terminal doppler weather radar.

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Chairman, I first
want to thank the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Aviation and rank-
ing member for the fine work that they
have done on this bill. This is a piece of
legislation that doubtlessly will not
earn front page notice in our news-
papers around the country, but the fine
work that has been done by the sub-
committee in ensuring the safety of
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travelers around the country should
not go unnoticed, and this bill is indeed
worthy of the full House’s support.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take my full
time. I just want to thank the chair-
man for his previous statement and for
his understanding of the situation.
This is an instance where the drafting
of the bill had been overtaken by
events on what is admittedly a con-
troversial issue.

I agree 100 percent that there should
be a terminal doppler radar installed to
serve the New York City area, the Ken-
nedy and LaGuardia Airports. That is
something that I think my constitu-
ents and all New Yorkers and travelers
around the world support. I am hopeful
and confident that the way has been
cleared for a way to install that dopp-
ler radar in a quick and expeditious
fashion.

My amendment simply strikes the
section of the bill that predates an
agreement that was entered into be-
tween Interior and the FAA that was
mediated by the Council on Environ-
mental Quality.

Again, I want to thank very much
the chairman of the subcommittee and
the ranking member for their under-
standing in this matter.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as I stated earlier, we
feel this system should be installed to
enhance the safety of the traveling
public, particularly into Kennedy and
LaGuardia Airports. We agree to this
amendment.

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to simply state
that from our side of the aisle, we also
agree that we will accept this amend-
ment. I spoke to the gentleman from
Tennessee (Chairman DUNCAN) about
this amendment. I appreciate very
much his cooperation in removing this
language from the bill by accepting the
amendment.

I want to say also, as the gentleman
from Tennessee (Chairman DUNCAN)
mentioned, and I concur with him, in
the event that everything does not de-
velop the way we anticipate it devel-
oping pertaining to this doppler weath-
er system, we do reserve the right to
revisit this issue when we get to con-
ference or some other time before the
bill actually comes back to be passed
into law.

Based upon my observance over here,
I do not think we have any further
amendments coming forth, and I think
we are very close to passing this bill.
So in getting to that point, I want to
say that it is always a pleasure work-
ing with the gentleman from Tennessee
(Chairman DUNCAN). He and I get along
very well together. He is very coopera-
tive.

I appreciate also the cooperation of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Chairman SHUSTER), the ranking
member, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. OBERSTAR), and, once
again, the staff of the Subcommittee

on Aviation, I believe, has done an out-
standing job; and I want to express my
personal appreciation to each one of
them for everything that they have
done.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WEINER).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further

amendments?
If not, the question is on the com-

mittee amendment in the nature a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
ROGAN) having resumed the chair, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2910) to amend title
49, United States Code, to authorize ap-
propriations for the National Transpor-
tation Safety Board for fiscal years
2000, 2001, and 2002, and for other pur-
poses, pursuant to House Resolution
312, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to committee amendment
in the nature of a substitute adopted in
the Committee of the Whole? If not,
the question is on the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 4,
not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 462]

YEAS—420

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer

Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin

Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett

Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing

Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham

LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
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Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster

Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman

Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—4

Chenoweth
Coburn

Paul
Sanford

NOT VOTING—9

Becerra
Boyd
Burton

Hooley
Jefferson
Meeks (NY)

Scarborough
Wise
Wu

b 1223

Mr. GREEN of Texas and Mr.
STEARNS changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea’’.

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

UNBORN VICTIMS OF VIOLENCE
ACT OF 1999

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 313 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 313

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2436) to amend
title 18, United States Code, and the Uniform
Code of Military Justice to protect unborn
children from assault and murder, and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. Points of order
against consideration of the bill for failure
to comply with clause 3(b) of the rule XIII
are waived. General debate shall be confined
to the bill and shall not exceed two hours
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on the Judiciary. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the

Committee on the Judiciary now printed in
the bill. The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be considered as
read. No amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those printed in the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each amendment
may be offered only in the order printed in
the report, may be offered only by a Member
designated in the report, shall be considered
as read, shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent,
shall not be subject to amendment, and shall
not be subject to a demand for division of the
question in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole. The Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole may: (1) postpone until a time
during further consideration in the Com-
mittee of the Whole a request for a recorded
vote on any amendment; and (2) reduce to
five minutes the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on any postponed question that
follows another electronic vote without in-
tervening business, provided that the min-
imum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentlewoman from North
Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER); pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Yesterday, the Committee on Rules
met and granted a structured rule for
H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act. The rule waives points of
order against consideration of the bill
for failure to comply with 3(b) of rule
XIII, requiring the inclusion in the re-
port of any record votes on a motion to
report, or on any amendment to a bill
reported from committee.

The rule provides 2 hours of general
debate equally divided among the
chairman and ranking minority Mem-
ber of the Committee on Judiciary.

The rule makes in order the Com-
mittee on Judiciary amendment in the
nature of a substitute now printed in
the bill as an original bill for purposes
of amendment, which shall be consid-
ered as read. The rule makes in order
only those amendments printed in the
Committee on Rules report accom-
panying this resolution.

The rule provides that amendments
made in order may be offered only in
the order printed in the report, may be
offered only by a Member designated in
the report and shall be considered as
read, shall be debatable for the time

specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent, and shall not be subject to
amendment, shall not be subject to the
demand for a division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of
the Whole.

The rule permits the Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole to postpone
votes during consideration of the bill
and to reduce voting time to 5 minutes
on a postponed question if the vote fol-
lows a 15-minute vote.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

This is a fair rule which will permit
thorough discussion of all of the rel-
evant issues. Indeed, after 2 hours of
debate and consideration of the Demo-
crat substitute amendment, we will be
more than ready to vote on H.R. 2436.
This is not a complex issue.

Mr. Speaker, on September 12, 1996
Gregory Robbins, an Air Force enlisted
man wrapped his fist in a T-shirt and
brutally beat his pregnant 18-year-old
wife. Soon after, his young wife gave
birth to a stillborn 8-month-old fetus.

To their surprise and disappoint-
ment, the Air Force prosecutors con-
cluded that, although they could
charge Gregory Robbins with simple
assault, they could not charge him in
the death of the couple’s child. Why?
Because Federal murder laws do not
recognize the unborn.

b 1230
A criminal can beat a pregnant

woman in her stomach to kill the baby
and the law ignores her pregnancy.
This is wrong and it has to be stopped.

Fortunately, 24 States have adopted
laws that protect pregnant women
from assaults by abusive boyfriends
and husbands, and now it is time for
the Federal Government to do the
same.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act
would make it a Federal crime to at-
tack a pregnant woman in order to kill
or injure her fetus. The bill would
apply only in cases where the under-
lying assault is, in and of itself, a Fed-
eral crime, such as attacks by military
personnel or attacks on Federal prop-
erty.

This bill, introduced by my good
friend, the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM), should have the
support of everyone in Congress,
whether they are pro-life, such as my-
self, or pro-choice. We should all agree
to protect young women from forced,
cruel, and painful abortions.

All we have to do is ask the woman
who just lost her child after a violent
attack. It is not the same thing as a
simple assault. Clearly, it is more seri-
ous and more emotionally jarring, and
it should be treated accordingly.

Just a few months ago, in Charlotte,
North Carolina, we had a man murder
his pregnant wife in a child custody
dispute. The incident would not have
been covered by H.R. 2436, it would be
covered by the State law, but it is a re-
minder that we are talking about a
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real problem here that is increasingly
happening more and more.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and to sup-
port the underlying legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my distinguished colleague, the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRICK), for yielding me this
time, and I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I strongly oppose the modified closed
rule on H.R. 2436. On an issue as impor-
tant as this, we should hear the voice
of every Member of the House without
the limitations imposed by the major-
ity on the committee. During consider-
ation of the rule yesterday, a motion
was made for an open rule, but it was
defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the underlying bill, the so-
called Unborn Victims of Violence Act.
This dangerous legislation would estab-
lish penalties for those who harm or
terminate a pregnancy at any stage of
development, either knowingly or un-
knowingly, while committing a Fed-
eral crime. This bill would create the
first Federal law that recognizes a fer-
tilized egg an independent victim of a
crime and gives it the same legal right
as people who are born.

The bill marks a major departure
from existing Federal law and threat-
ens to erode the foundations of the
right to choose as recognized in the
1973 Roe versus Wade decision. Indeed,
Mr. Speaker, should the Senate take up
this bill, which is most unlikely, it will
be vetoed.

Under H.R. 2436, the fetus has the
same or more legal status as the preg-
nant woman. Recognizing the fetus as
having the same legal rights inde-
pendent of the pregnant woman makes
it possible to use those rights against
her. This bill would put the woman and
the fetus in conflict and could place
the health, worth, and dignity of
women on a lower level.

The supporters suggest that they are
advancing this bill in an effort to com-
bat domestic violence. If that is true, it
is at best an awkward and at worst a
dangerous effort. If the supporters of
this legislation are so interested in
stopping violence against women, I
stand ready to join them in a vigorous
effort to bring to the floor the Violence
Against Women Act and Violence
Against Women Act II. Yesterday, at
the Committee on Rules, I made such a
motion, but it was defeated.

The supporters of the bill insist that
H.R. 2436 has nothing to do with the
abortion debate and was crafted to pro-
tect women against violence. Why
then, one is left to wonder, was this
bill referred not to the Subcommittee
on Crime but, instead, to the Sub-
committee on the Constitution of the
Committee on the Judiciary?

It is the Constitution which provides
the foundation for a woman’s protec-
tion of her right to choose. And despite

what we hear to the contrary, this bill
is the hammer striking a chisel against
that foundation.

Are we sickened and outraged by at-
tacks on pregnant women that cause
harm or miscarriage? To the depths of
our souls. Situations such as the one in
Arkansas, where a husband hired three
youths to beat his wife so she would
miscarry, deserve the contempt of our
society and the full measure of justice
our legal system can muster. But this
can be done by prosecuting a defendant
for an assault on the woman, provi-
sions that might be addressed in the
Violence Against Women Act.

Members of the Committee on the
Judiciary are working courageously to
thwart this attack. My friends and col-
leagues, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
will offer a substitute which makes it a
Federal crime to assault a pregnant
woman. If it is violence against women,
including pregnant women, which we
are trying to stop, then the Lofgren
substitute is the only reasonable alter-
native before us today.

Otherwise, the underlying bill is
nothing more than another scheme to
advance the Christian Coalition and
National Right to Life’s agenda to de-
stroy Roe versus Wade and, in fact,
they boast as much on their net as to
how they drafted the bill.

This measure aims to chip away at a
woman’s reproductive freedom under
the guise of fighting crime. I will con-
tinue to fight the leadership’s efforts
to turn back the clock on women’s
rights and reproductive health.

Mr. Speaker, as I said before, the De-
partment of Justice opposes this bill,
and it will be vetoed.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. BRYANT).

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRICK) for yielding me this
time.

Not to be repetitious, but I do want
to emphasize what she said in her open-
ing statement; that this is certainly a
bill that, I believe regardless of wheth-
er we might be pro-choice or pro-life,
we can support. Because what we are
talking about here in the underlying
bill, and certainly I support this rule
that we are talking about right now, is
a law that would protect not only the
mother of the child but also that un-
born child.

Just imagine, my colleagues, the hor-
rible scene where a woman, who might
be 4 or 5 months pregnant, is attacked
by her husband, and who shot her five
times as she sat in the car, killing both
the mother and the unborn child in
this particular instance. That grue-
some scene actually happened to a
woman in Charlotte, North Carolina. I
think there has already been reference
to her, but there are countless other
stories with the same ending.

It is a sad commentary on our soci-
ety when someone takes the life of a
pregnant woman as well as her unborn
child and does not face any type of ret-
ribution or punishment or even deter-
rent for taking the life of that unborn
child. That is because under current
laws this type of crime does not pro-
tect the life of the unborn child, even if
the mother survives.

This bill is especially important for
those women who suffer from domestic
abuse and the amount of violence they
endure despite carrying a child. This
bill addresses those issues and protects
the unborn child. The legislation holds
these violent criminals liable for any
injuries and harm forced upon the child
during the incident involving a Federal
crime committed against the mother.

Members of this Congress, this is a
common-sense bill. This is a way to
create a separate law to protect an un-
born child from any physical harm or
some act of violence which causes per-
manent damage or death. The bill
would also follow the lead of so many
States already who have adopted laws
which give legal protection to those
children. Criminal convictions in these
States have been upheld, and none of
these statutes have been found to be
unconstitutional.

While looking at this particular bill,
keep in mind that there are Federal
statutes concerning the killing or in-
juring of endangered plants and ani-
mals. If this argument against this leg-
islation is centered around the issue of
viability of the fetus and whether a
child would have the capability to live
outside the womb, then we should look
at this issue of endangered species. Do
we consider the viability, in that case
of a plant or animal? Or even in the
case of an American eagle, do we con-
sider the viability of that egg, or what-
ever it might be, under the endangered
species, which itself, the endangered
species law, provides a punishment of
up to $50,000. We have a criminal fine
for the destruction of plants and ani-
mals, and we do not talk about viabil-
ity there. Yet that will be a distinction
that is made today when we are talk-
ing about an unborn child.

If I might say, the other unfortunate
part of this issue that will be raised in
opposition to the bill is that some
might argue that it will be unconstitu-
tional. As I said earlier, there have
been a number of States who have
passed similar bills where the constitu-
tionality has not been overruled.

I even think about other issues in
this Congress where, even as recently
as 2 weeks ago, when we talked about
campaign finance reform, the argu-
ment was made by some who opposed
that, that it might be unconstitu-
tional. I think we heard some of those
same people say that that does not
matter that we need to pass this bill
and get campaign reform. I think we
will hear today some of those same
people say that this is not constitu-
tional. So it is certainly an incon-
sistent argument on their part.
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I would simply close by again urging

my colleagues to put aside what might
become the rhetoric of a pro-life, pro-
choice vote, what might try to be cast
as an abortion vote, and look at the re-
alities of this and the absolute need at
the Federal level to establish legisla-
tion, which, in addition to protecting a
person from these types of violent
crimes, also protects the unborn child
in that person’s womb. We need to add
additional punishment for that, to
have a separate offense for that; and, in
that way, we might deter. And all
criminal laws are designed to do just
that, in addition to punishment. They
are designed to deter that type of con-
duct which everybody in this House
disagrees with and does not support.

So I urge all my colleagues to set
aside the rhetoric of abortion and pro-
life and pro-choice and do what is right
in this instance.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) for
yielding me this time, and I rise to say
that I recognize the dilemma my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
face. The dilemma is that Roe versus
Wade is the law of the land.

No doubt, having listened to testi-
mony yesterday in the reauthorization
of the Violence Against Women Act,
there is no lack of sympathy and un-
derstanding and empathy for the out-
rageous violence that occurs against
women almost daily and, in fact, by
the minute: violence against women in
the workplace, sexual violence, and do-
mestic violence. I am outraged, and I
think all women have a great deal of
empathy for the unchecked or unfet-
tered violence that occurs even with
the very unanimously supported legis-
lation like the Violence Against
Women Act.

But this particular legislation, Mr.
Speaker, finds many of us at odds with
the intent of the proponents. And it is
not because we are not empathetic and
sympathetic to the crisis and the trag-
edy that occurs when a pregnant
woman is attacked, and not because we
do not want to find relief, but because
this bill, unfortunately, wants to be a
side bar or a back-door response to
some of our colleagues’ opposition to
Roe versus Wade.

This bill undermines a woman’s right
to choose by recognizing for the first
time under Federal law that an embryo
or fetus is a person, with rights sepa-
rate and equal to that of a woman and
worthy of legal protection. And the bill
does not establish the time frame. The
Supreme Court has held that fetuses
are not persons within the meaning of
the 14th Amendment. If enacted, H.R.
2436 will improperly inject debates
about abortion into Federal and mili-
tary criminal prosecutions across the
country.

Now, the sponsors claim that this is
a moderate crime bill that has nothing
to do with abortion because it exempts
from prosecution legal abortion, med-
ical treatment, and the conduct of
women. However, when pressed during
the Committee on the Judiciary de-
bate, the bill’s proponents candidly ad-
mitted that their purpose is to recog-
nize the existence of a separate legal
person where none currently exists.

Their argument also goes against
most of the forward thinking prosecu-
tors in our Nation who have been able
to find and substantiate claims of
those who have assaulted women who
happen to be pregnant and who have
done the heinous and ugly attack of
specifically attacking the pregnant
woman in order to eliminate the life of
the fetus.
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So I would say to the Speaker, we are

dithering around on this bill and I
would hope that we did not even have
to have this bill on the floor of the
House. Because I, too, want to stop the
violence against women and, by neces-
sity, the violence against a pregnant
woman. I, too, promote life and the
sanctity of life in terms of the view of
the importance of that pregnancy that
that woman is carrying. But this is on
dangerous ground.

Constituents of mine have written
me to urge in opposition because this
bill, which is quickly working its will
through the House, said one con-
stituent from Houston, will create a
new separate criminal offense. It is an
unprecedented attempt to grant the
same legal status to all stages of the
prenatal development as that of a
woman. This is anything but a mod-
erate bill.

By setting up the fetus as a separate
legal entity, the sponsors of the bill are
setting up the foundation to dismantle
and undermine Roe versus Wade. This
bill fails to address the very real need
for strong Federal legislation to pre-
vent and punish violent crimes against
women, such as the hate crimes legisla-
tion, on which my colleagues will not
even move, Mr. Speaker, because that
has added gender to the provisions of
hate crime.

I had one member of the Committee
on the Judiciary say, why do we not
want to do that? Would that not be
something against the drunken hus-
band who comes home and beats up the
wife, he would be considered a hate
crime proponent? All excuses not to
pass the hate crimes. That letter, by
the way, is by Ken Roberts of Houston,
Texas.

The National Coalition Against Do-
mestic Violence argues vigorously
against this legislation. The Profes-
sional Association of Business Women,
likewise, I think reasonable constitu-
encies, who themselves understand
when we are truly supporting legisla-
tion that is in opposition to the vio-
lence against women.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, let me
simply say this is a bad bill. I wish it

was not here. Procedurally it is bad.
But more importantly, it is attempt-
ing, through a back-door way, of under-
mining Roe versus Wade.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to express my opposition to the
rule of this bill, the ‘‘Unborn Victims of Crime
Act.’’ This rule closes all needed debate
amongst the concerned members of this
House and is a veiled attempt to move for-
ward with the creation of a legal status for the
unborn. While we would all like to protect
pregnant women and the fetus from intentional
harm by others, this bill seeks to create a
legal status that will give anti-abortion advo-
cates a back door to overturning current law.
If the proponents are serious about protecting
the fetus and the mother, they will support the
Democratic substitute, which is not a blatant
attack against Roe versus Wade.

Although I believe that the cosponsors of
this bill may have had good intentions when it
was introduced, the practical effect of this leg-
islation would effectively overturn 25 years of
law concerning the right of a woman to
choose. I, too, abhor the results of a brutalized
woman suffering the loss of her pregenacy—
but let’s fight this by fighting violence against
women.

I sympathize with the mothers who have lost
fetuses due to the intentional violent acts of
others. Clearly in these situations, a person
should receive enhanced penalties for endan-
gering the life of a pregnant woman. In those
cases where the woman is killed, the effect of
this crime is a devastating loss that should
also be punished as a crime against the preg-
nant woman.

However, any attempt to punish someone
for the crime of harming or killing a fetus
should not receive a penalty greater than the
punishment or crime for harming or killing the
mother. By enhancing the penalty for the loss
of the pregnant woman, we acknowledge that
within her was the potential for life. This can
be done without creating a new category for
unborn fetuses.

A new status of ‘‘human-ness’’ extended to
the unborn fetus of a pregnant woman creates
a situation of constitutional uneasiness. While
the proponents of this bill claim that the bill
would not punish women who choose to termi-
nate their pregnancies, this bill will give anti-
abortion advocates a powerful tool against
women’s choice.

The state courts that have expressed an
opinion on this issue have done so with the
caveat that while Roe protects a woman’s
constitutional right to choose, it does not pro-
tect a third party’s destruction of a fetus.

This will create a slippery slope that will re-
sult in doctors being sued for performing abor-
tions, especially if the procedure is controver-
sial, such as partial birth abortion. Although
this bill exempts abortion procedures as a
crime against the fetus, the potential for in-
creased civil liability is present.

Supporters of this bill should address the
larger issue of domestic violence. For women
who are the victims of violence by a husband
or boyfriend, this bill does not address the
abuse, but merely the result of that abuse.

If we are concerned about protecting a fetus
from intentional harm such as bombs and
other forms of violence, then we also need to
be just as diligent in our support for women
who are victimized by violence.

In the unfortunate cases of random vio-
lence, we need to strengthen some of our
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other laws, such as real gun control and con-
trolling the sale of explosives. These reforms
are more effective in protecting life than this
bill.

I urge my Colleagues to vote against the
rule. We need an informed debate on this bill
that would provide special status to unborn
fetuses. A better alternative is to create a sen-
tence enhancement for any intentional harm
done to a pregnant woman. This bill is simply
a clever way of creating a legal status to
erode abortion rights.

TEXAS FEDERATION OF BUSINESS
AND PROFESSIONAL WOMEN’S
CLUBS, INC.,

Corpus Christi, TX, September 29, 1999.

Re H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of Violence
Act.

Representative SHEILA JACKSON-LEE,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE LEE: As the legisla-
tion chair for the approximately 3000 mem-
bers of BPW/Texas (The Texas Federation of
Business and Professional Women’s Clubs,
Inc.), I am writing to you to urge you to op-
pose H.R. 2436, the ‘‘Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act.’’ This bill which is quickly work-
ing its way through the House, would create
a new separate criminal offense to punish
anyone that injures or causes the death of a
fetus during the commission of a federal
crime.

H.R. 2436 is an unprecedented attempt to
grant the same legal status to all stages of
prenatal development as that of the woman.
The bill is designed to chip away at the foun-
dation of a woman’s right to choose as set
forth in Roe v. Wade.

Under this bill, someone could be pros-
ecuted for harming a fetus, regardless of
whether or not the same person is prosecuted
for harming the mother. While we fully sup-
port efforts to punish acts of violence
against women that injure or terminate a
pregnancy, we believe that the sponsors of
this legislation are not trying to protect
women. Instead, we believe that the sponsors
are seeking to advance their anti-choice
agenda by altering federal law to elevate the
fetus to an unprecedented status.

This is anything but a moderate bill. By
setting up the fetus as a separate legal enti-
ty, the sponsors of this bill are setting up the
foundation to dismantle Roe v. Wade. Our
members support reproductive choice and
this bill establishes the foundation to limit
woman’s reproductive choices. Furthermore,
this bill fails to address the very real need
for strong federal legislation to prevent and
punish violent crimes against women.

We urge you to vote against H.R. 2436, the
‘‘Unborn Victims of Violence Act.’’

Sincerely,
ANNETTE DUVALL,

BPW/Texas Legislation Chair.

HOUSTON, TX.
Representative SHEILA JACKSON-LEE,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE JACKSON-LEE: I am
writing to urge you to oppose H.R. 2436, the
‘‘Unborn Victims of Violence Act.’’ This bill,
which is quickly working its way through
the House, would create a new, separate
criminal offense to punish anyone that in-
jures or causes the death of a fetus during
the commission of a federal crime.

H.R. 2436 is an unprecedented attempt to
grant the same legal status to all stages of
prenatal development as that of the woman.
Under this bill, someone could be prosecuted
for harming a fetus, regardless of whether or
not the same person is prosecuted for harm-

ing the mother. While I fully support efforts
to punish acts of violence against women
that injure or terminate a pregnancy, I be-
lieve that the sponsors of this legislation are
not trying to protect women. Instead, I be-
lieve the sponsors are seeking to advance
their anti-choice agenda by altering federal
law to elevate the fetus to an unprecedented
status.

This is anything but a moderate bill. By
setting up the fetus as a separate legal enti-
ty, the sponsors of this bill are setting up the
foundation to dismantle Roe v. Wade. Fur-
thermore, this bill fails to address the very
real need fore strong federal legislation to
prevent and punish violent crimes against
women.

Sincerely,
KEN ROBERTS.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend, colleague and neighbor from the
Ninth District of North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK), for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, in all due respect to my
friend and colleague from Texas, there
is no dilemma here. There is no di-
lemma at all. We either care about
children or we do not care about chil-
dren. This bill is about additional pro-
tection for children.

Now, we are not talking about car-
rying pregnancies. We are not talking
about fetuses. We are talking about a
good rule that protects children. Born
and unborn children merit and deserve
protection.

The consensus is clear, life begins at
conception. This rule and this bill are
not about in any way Roe v. Wade.
These are simply protections for moth-
ers and children.

I support the rule. I support the bill.
I want to help educate the Members of
the House today about this piece of leg-
islation. Confusion is being created
about the issue at stake. What is at
stake is prosecution for a criminal in-
juring a pregnant woman. The Unborn
Victims of Violence Act will create
stringent Federal penalties to protect
mothers and children.

The law states that an unborn child
who during the commission of a violent
Federal crime suffers bodily injury or
death is considered a victim apart and
in addition to harm being done to the
mother. It grants the same Federal
protection to unborn children against
violence that already exists for all
Americans.

I am having a hard time believing the
argument from the other side. They do
not want to pass this bill because it
designates the unborn child as a per-
son. I want to ask them what do they
want to happen to these criminals who
knowingly abuse a pregnant woman
and who know that by causing harm to
the mother they will ultimately cause
harm to the child? We cannot treat the
child as a nonentity.

I would ask the mothers here in Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle, can
they accept that? This legislation sup-
ports many of our States who are pass-
ing similar legislation in their State
legislatures.

In my home State of North Carolina
it is a felony to injure a pregnant
woman and cause her to undergo a mis-
carriage or stillbirth. Let us send a
message to our State legislatures that
we support prosecution of violent
criminals. This legislation is common
sense. Let us protect mothers. But
most of all, let us protect our children,
born and unborn, from harm.

Support the rule. Support the bill.
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WEINER).

Mr. WEINER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from New York for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that I
agree with the ostensible purpose of
the bill that we will be considering
today. If the idea is to have additional
penalties when a woman is harmed who
is carrying a child because that person
is more vulnerable, because the harm
to them is greater, I agree. That is why
I am supporting the Lofgren sub-
stitute.

But let us be very honest here. There
is a true purpose and, frankly, the
sponsors of the legislation stated that
true purpose in committee and that is
to undermine Roe versus Wade.

The previous speaker articulately
pointed out that we should be pro-
tecting children. Well, I am not sure he
has actually had an opportunity to
read who it is that we are protecting in
this bill. We are protecting ‘‘a member
in any stage of development who is car-
ried in the womb.’’

But frankly, I would like to address
my remarks to not those who have al-
ready a position on whether they be-
lieve Roe versus Wade should or should
not be undermined. If they believe that
there should be increased penalties for
people who commit this type of crime
to a woman, then they can vote for the
Lofgren substitute. The Lofgren sub-
stitute, frankly, has the exact same
penalty in total years as the base bill.
If they want someone to go away for
life, the Lofgren substitute will do
that.

And the sponsors, frankly, agreed in
questioning during markup that their
objective was not that. I pointedly
asked the sponsor, I said, listen, if they
have the same exact crime and the pen-
alty meted out by the courts is life in
prison without the opportunity for pa-
role in both cases, would they be satis-
fied with the Lofgren substitute? And
the answer was no. Because the true in-
tention is to establish this new subter-
fuge to undermine Roe versus Wade.

But for those of us in this House who
want to ease prosecution, I would tell
them definitely do not support the base
bill, support the Lofgren substitute.
Can my colleagues imagine any pros-
ecutor in this Nation who is going to
want the choice-of-life debate getting
in the way of deliberations on a murder
in an assault case, having that float
over these debates? Well, that is what
will happen if the base bill becomes law
and not the Lofgren substitute.
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For all of my colleagues who want to

protect women, let us do it, let us real-
ly protect women. Let us try to strike
a blow for the nearly one in three
women in this country who are victims
of domestic violence. We should pass
laws that focus on that crime. The
Lofgren substitute is one. Violence
against women is one. The hate crimes
bill is one. These are things that seek
to strike a blow to protect women.

Let us do that. Let us reject this base
bill. Support the common sense
Lofgren substitute and support this
rule which allows that to happen.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. SOUDER).

(Mr. SOUDER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
for yielding me the time.

It is hard for me to understand the
preciseness of this debate between the
majority bill and the minority offering
because we really do not have a dis-
agreement about domestic violence and
abuse of women. We should definitely
be focusing on that in this Congress,
and in fact we do on a number of bills.

In fact, there is no question we
should be focusing on hate crimes, as
we do frequently not only against kind
of the traditional categories where we
have had hate crimes in America and
homosexuals and members of racial mi-
norities, but also the religious persecu-
tion that we see occurring in a number
of cases in this country; and legislation
has been introduced in the other body
relating to this.

I think we all need to speak out
against all sorts of different types of
crimes. But this is a very particular
type of crime. It is not an appendix or
a liver we are talking about here. We
can argue whether we believe it is a
human being, as I do, from the moment
of conception or whether it is a devel-
oping human being. But it is, at the
very minimum, a developing human
being inside another person, which puts
the mother more at risk; and this bill
addresses that, but it also puts the de-
veloping human being, or the baby, as
I believe, at tremendous risk.

In this body, we have not been con-
sistent nor have we been in laws
around the country consistent with
how to handle this big dilemma. We
talk about fetal alcohol syndrome and
how babies are destroyed by mothers
who become alcoholics and who are al-
coholics or abuse alcohol during the
time they are pregnant. We have multi-
million-dollar media campaigns about
fetal alcohol syndrome. We have por-
tions of the population, subgroups who
are devastated in many cases by this
problem.

When we say that the mother when
she drinks a bottle of alcohol has that
compounded because of the weight of
the baby and then turn around and say,
oh, but that is not really anything to
do with life afterwards, it is silly.

When we talk about crack babies and
the problems when a parent abuses
drugs while they have a baby, or devel-
oping baby, at the very minimum, in-
side their womb, we are acknowledging
that there is a difference here that
needs protection.

Part of this legislation arose because
a courageous attorney general in South
Carolina pursued this subject there re-
garding crack babies and whether there
was an accountability for a second, at
the very least, developing baby, but
baby as I believe. It is not an appendix.
Otherwise, if it was an appendix, we
would not have to have its life there-
after outside the body affected by the
behavior of the mother or the behavior,
in this case, of others who would do
damage outside to the mother.

Because it is not the question. It is
part of the question of additional risks
of the mother, but it is also the long-
term either termination of life or dam-
ages to the developing baby or, as I be-
lieve, the human being inside the womb
who can be affected because of the cal-
lousness, carelessness, meanness, ag-
gressiveness of other people.

We are really, in fact, worrying about
two different problems here simulta-
neously. One, the higher risk to the
mother, and also to the developing and
the little human being inside who will
be forever impacted by the behavior of
others.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to
the rule and to the underlying bill and
in support of the Democratic Lofgren
substitute. It sounds reasonable to
punish someone for harming a preg-
nant woman. There are many things
that we could do to protect women
from violence, but it is quite clear that
that is not the intent of this bill at all.
This bill is not about protecting
women. It is about granting legal sta-
tus to a fetus and undermining Roe v.
Wade.

I would like to put this vote in per-
spective. This is the 129th vote against
choice since the beginning of the 104th
Congress. I have documented each of
these votes in a choice report, which is
available on my Web site or by con-
tacting my office.

Congress has acted again and again
to eliminate a woman’s right to choose
procedure by procedure, restriction by
restriction. And, unfortunately, in
some cases they are succeeding. This
time they found a brand new way of
chipping away at a woman’s right to
choose.

Violence against women is a very
real problem, a problem that needs ac-
tion. But this bill is not about pro-
tecting women from violence. This bill
is about advancing the political agenda
of the anti-choice movement.

It is a tragedy when a pregnant
woman is victimized and her pregnancy
ends. No one could disagree with that.
But why cannot my colleagues in this

Congress focus on preventing women
from being victimized in the first
place?

This bill, however, does not focus on
the women victimized by violence. In-
stead, the legislation draws our atten-
tion away from the woman and focuses
only on her pregnancy.

I intend to vote for the Lofgren sub-
stitute, which will establish additional
punishments for assaulting a pregnant
woman while committing a crime.
Granting legal status to a fetus is not
necessary to accomplish this goal. So I
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule and on the
bill and urge my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to do something
that would actually help pregnant
women. If we want to help pregnant
women, let us ensure direct access to
OB–GYNs, let us fund the WIC pro-
gram, let us support and strengthen
the Pregnancy Discrimination Act or
enact a folic acid campaign.

If we want to help pregnant women,
let us ensure comprehensive prenatal
care for all pregnant women. If we
want to help pregnant women, let us
make sure every pregnancy is a wanted
pregnancy by supplying a full range of
contraceptive options for women. We
could also strengthen the day-care sys-
tem. This does not help. And we can
pass the Violence Against Women Act.
Please vote no.
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Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Roe versus Wade does give a woman
the right to have an abortion. This bill
does not change that right at all. But
this bill does protect women from
forced abortions. That is all we are try-
ing to do here.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.

MYRICK). Pursuant to House Resolution
313 and rule XVIII, the Chair declares
the House in the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill, H.R.
2436.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 2436) to
amend title 18, United States Code, and
the Uniform Code of Military Justice
to protect unborn children from as-
sault and murder, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. LAHOOD in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN)
each will control 60 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 8 minutes to the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM), the sponsor of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

This is an important debate. It is
going to be an emotional debate. All I
ask is that the Members look long and
hard at what the statute does, not
what people are trying to claim it does
but actually read it. Take some time to
read it, to think about it. If Members
have any questions, I will be glad to
try and answer them the best I can.

Let us start with an example of what
the intent and purpose of this bill is
trying to do. We will start with an Ar-
kansas case that happened about a
month or two ago. The case involved a
man who had a girlfriend, a former
girlfriend, and he tried to persuade her
to have an abortion and she said no, I
do not want to have an abortion, and
she decided to carry the child to term.
This person, this man, did not want to
be responsible for this child, so when
she was in her ninth month in Arkan-
sas, he allegedly hired three people to
go and beat her and kill her baby, with
the express purpose of beating her to
the point that she would lose her child.

Well, they did that. Allegedly they
grabbed this woman, took her away
and beat her. She was on the floor beg-
ging for her baby’s life. She was not
saying, ‘‘Don’t terminate my preg-
nancy, please don’t kill my baby.’’ And
the allegation goes that one of the as-
sailants said, ‘‘You don’t get it, bitch.
Your baby dies tonight.’’

There was a CNN program yesterday
where the woman was interviewed and
she was talking about how she could
hear the heartbeat fade away and how
that affected her. This was a seven-
pound baby girl. This cries out not just
for some action, it cries out for severe
punishment. What they are allowed to
do in Arkansas, they can now charge
these three people and the man in-
volved who hired them with the crime
of murder, because 6 weeks before this
event, Arkansas passed a law making it
a separate offense for a criminal to
cause the death or injury of an unborn
child. And because of that law, these
three thugs and the man that hired
them are facing capital murder
charges, not just an additional penalty
for assaulting the woman.

This is not just a loss to the woman.
She was not begging, ‘‘Don’t lose some-
thing for me,’’ she was begging, ‘‘Don’t
take my baby away,’’ something she
understood to be separate and apart
from her. Without that law, the three

people that were hired to beat her and
cause her to lose her child would never
have been prosecuted for what they in-
tended to do, which was to kill the
baby.

Now, what are we trying to do in this
statute? We are trying to do what 24
States have already done in some fash-
ion. Federal law is silent on this ques-
tion. This bill only applies to Federal
statutes that already exist. In this bill,
if a woman is covered by a Federal
statute and happens to be pregnant and
she is assaulted and her baby is injured
or killed, under this statute the Fed-
eral prosecutor can bring an additional
charge, that being the loss or the in-
jury to the child in addition to the as-
sault to the mother. It does not change
any State law, it only applies where
Federal law already is in existence by
adding an additional charge like States
do, recognizing the entity, the child,
the unborn child, being a separate vic-
tim. That is the scope. That is the pur-
pose.

California has had a similar statute
since 1970. There are a lot of statutes
throughout our States that deal with
this issue in varying ways. One thing
this bill does, it allows the prosecution
to occur at the moment the embryo is
attached to the womb like 11 States.
There is no requirement for viability to
be had before the criminal can be pros-
ecuted. Many States take that tack.
Missouri is one of them. Their statute
has been upheld by the Supreme Court
as being constitutional because it did
not infringe on Roe versus Wade rights,
it only applied to third-party criminals
who assault pregnant women and de-
stroy the unborn child, recognizing
that they could be prosecuted.

This statute is legally sound, and I
think it brings Americans together in
this fashion: When the term ‘‘abortion’’
is brought up, we divide as a country.
That is not going to change any time
soon. There is a genuine debate and
heartfelt views about that. But I be-
lieve most Americans in the Arkansas
case would want the criminals pros-
ecuted for killing that baby. I think
most Americans would want the person
who shot the woman five times with a
baby inside of her, her child, to be pros-
ecuted for the two events, assaulting
the woman and killing the child. I
think, regardless of pro-life or pro-
choice feelings, that most Americans
want to protect the unborn from vio-
lence against criminals, and when a
woman chooses to have her child, a
criminal should not take that away
from her. It is not just a loss from sen-
tencing enhancement, it is the taking
away of a life.

If Members have got any doubt about
Federal law and the unborn, I am going
to read something to them. I hope
every Member of Congress will sit down
and think for a moment. The imple-
mentation of the death penalty at the
Federal level is covered by section 3596.
It talks about how the death penalty is
imposed at the Federal level and under
what manner it can be imposed, but it

has a section. Listen to this. Section
3596, Federal law, section B, Pregnant
Women. ‘‘A sentence of death shall not
be carried out upon a woman while she
is pregnant.’’ Why? Why do we not exe-
cute women while they are pregnant if
it is just a mere loss to the woman?
She is going to lose her life, why not
just go ahead and do it? Federal law
understands that we are not going to
kill an unborn child because of the
crimes of her mother.

I would suggest to Members that 99.9
percent of Americans agree with that
concept, and if you tried to execute a
woman who was pregnant, there would
be a hue and cry throughout this Na-
tion like you have not seen or heard
ever before. What I am trying to do in
this bill is fill a gap in the Federal law
and say this: If the State cannot kill
the unborn child for the crimes of the
mother, a criminal who destroys or in-
jures an unborn child should be pros-
ecuted to the fullest extent of the law
because it is more than a loss to the
woman. That is all I am saying.

Roe versus Wade clearly says that
when it comes to the woman choosing
about her pregnancy, that is her deci-
sion in the first trimester. This bill ex-
pressly exempts consensual abortions
because it is the law of the land, that
that is the right of the woman to
choose as to her own body. This bill
does not allow a prosecution of the
woman if she takes drugs or does dam-
age to her own baby. I did not go down
that road. The woman under no cir-
cumstances can be prosecuted, nor can
medical personnel. All I am saying is if
a pregnant woman is assaulted where
Federal jurisdiction exists already and
her baby is destroyed or injured, the
criminal is going to pay a separate
debt to society.

So if one of your constituents comes
to Capitol Hill and visits you and while
up here, unimaginable things happen,
terrible things happen, they are as-
saulted and they happen to be pregnant
and lose their child, because this is an
exclusive Federal jurisdiction area,
this statute would kick in to allow a
prosecution of that criminal who took
their baby away from them when they
chose to have it.

I hope that rationality will prevail
and that Members will actually read
the statute. We are going to divide the
pro-choice and pro-abortion people
today, because abortion has taken a
fervor among some Members that they
have lost the view of what is right, fair
and common sense. Let us bring our-
selves together and do some good.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume. I
oppose this bill, and I would urge my
colleagues in the House, who believe
that Roe versus Wade should be upheld
and honored because it protects the re-
productive choice of women in Amer-
ica, to vote against this bill.

I will offer later today a substitute to
the underlying bill that will accom-
plish what the author of this bill says
he wants to do. Obviously, I believe
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that it is wrong to assault women. If
the assault causes a miscarriage, that
is a grievous harm and deserves to be
punished. What the underlying bill
does, however, is to create an unprece-
dented right for the fetus that is not
permissible under Roe versus Wade. In-
deed, it flies in the face of Roe’s hold-
ing. More than that, as one speaker
during the discussion of the rule point-
ed out, should this bill ever become
law, it will be almost impossible for a
prosecutor to actually use this bill in
any effort to go after someone who
might engage in the unbelievably odi-
ous behavior contemplated by the bill,
namely, assaulting a woman and caus-
ing her to miscarry.

I want my colleagues to understand
the obvious, that those of us who op-
pose the underlying bill do not condone
violence against women. To the con-
trary, the ranking member the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS)
asked permission of the Committee on
Rules to offer a reauthorization of the
Violence Against Women Act and was
denied that request.

I regret in so many ways that we are
once again here divided on the issue of
reproductive choice in America. I be-
lieve very strongly that it is the
woman who should make this decision
about whether or not to have a family,
and not the U.S. Congress.

I recognize that there are people on
the other side of this issue who have
enormously strong religious beliefs
that Congress should make that deci-
sion and outlaw reproductive choice.

What bothers me, and what I think is
really very sad, is that we would bring
this dispute about reproductive choice
that is so heartfelt into this issue of vi-
olence against women. It is unneces-
sary to do so, and I am hopeful that as
Members listen to the debate today,
they can take a look at the substitute
that the Ranking Member and I will
offer so that we can come together for
once—instead of continuing to divide
over this very emotional issue. I look
forward to outlining in some detail at
a later time in this debate the sub-
stitute that I will offer.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

What we are talking about here
should not be controversial. This legis-
lation is long overdue, a Federal law
that simply holds violent criminals lia-
ble for conduct that injures or kills an
unborn child.

I would like to cite one particularly
disturbing example of a homicide of an
unborn child that occurred in my
hometown of Cincinnati back in 1997.
On the day before Thanksgiving, 1997,
in a classic case of road rage, a woman
forced the car of Rene Andrews that

she was driving off the road and into a
parked truck. Mrs. Andrews was seri-
ously injured, and tragically the baby
she was carrying died as a result of
that accident. Mrs. Andrews has never
recovered fully from the crash. The
simple explanation offered by the per-
petrator of this heinous act was that
Mrs. Andrews had allegedly cut off the
woman in traffic.
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Just 2 months earlier, at Wright-Pat-
terson Air Force Base an airman as-
saulted his wife who was 8 months
pregnant with her daughter, Jasmine.
He covered his fist with a tee shirt and
beat her in the face and abdomen. As a
result of this beating, the woman’s
uterus ruptured and expelled Jasmine
into her abdominal cavity. Baby Jas-
mine died before taking her first
breath outside the womb.

Both of these cases are tragic, Mr.
Chairman, but they have another im-
portant factor in common. Both deaths
were successfully prosecuted under
Ohio’s unborn victims law. The Cin-
cinnati woman was convicted of aggra-
vated vehicular homicide, and the man
was convicted of involuntary man-
slaughter for the death of his child. I
am proud that my home State of Ohio
recognizes the aggravated death of an
unborn child as a crime separate and
apart from the one committed against
the mother.

Mr. Chairman, it is time for Congress
to do the same, and I want to thank
very much personally all those who
have brought this to the attention of
Congress, and I would urge passage of
this very important legislation.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
delighted to be here today, and I com-
pliment the authors of the bill and the
leadership on the Committee on the
Judiciary on the Republican side for
their calm and deliberate tem–
peraments, their civil attitudes, but we
have here a problem that the New York
Times has pointed out is a very impor-
tant part of the abortion bill debate.
We are now going to make a criminal
act out of nonconsensual termination
of a pregnancy even if the person that
terminates the pregnancy did not even
know that the woman was pregnant.
This will be the first criminal law in
which intent will be irrelevant. It will
be murder, Mr. Chairman, but they did
not know they were committing mur-
der.

So I, as a crime fighter myself, am
reluctant to oppose the Unborn Vic-
tims of Violence Act, but it is another
abortion bill that is being sold to us as
an important criminal law in the mak-
ing. On its face, the bill appears to be
a tool for protecting pregnant women
from assault and the nonconsensual
termination of pregnancy, but on clos-
er examination, we are chipping away
at Roe versus Wade, another stage is

being set for an assault on Roe versus
Wade. How? By treating the fetus and
all other stages of gestational develop-
ment, Mr. Chairman, as a person with
rights and interests distinct from the
mother.

That is why I recommend to my col-
leagues the Lofgren-Conyers substitute
that will come shortly afterward, and I
thank the Committee on Rules for
granting it.

So this bill raises profound constitu-
tional issues in that it implicates a
foundational premise of Roe v. Wade.
This bill identifies a fetus as a separate
and distinct victim of crime which is
unprecedented as a matter of Federal
statute and plunges the Federal Gov-
ernment into the most difficult and
complex issues of religious matters, of
scientific consideration, and into the
midst of how a variety of State ap-
proaches already exist in handling the
matter. So there simply can be no ar-
gument by anyone that a pregnant
woman and her fetus should be pro-
tected from criminal attack through
aggressive use of our criminal laws,
and that is what we propose.

So let us admit it, Republican mem-
bers and supporters of the bill. Let us
confess that we are taking another lit-
tle few baby steps forward to eat away
at the fundamental premises of Roe
versus Wade; and if that is the case,
then this bill does not deserve to be
called an exercise of our criminal juris-
diction in the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

I rise in opposition to H.R. 2436, the Unborn
Victims of Violence Act. This bill attempts to
cloak yet another abortion bill as a legitimate
exercise of our Federal criminal jurisdiction.

On its face, this bill appears to be a tool for
protecting pregnant women from assault and
the non-consensual termination of a preg-
nancy. On closer examination, however, the
bill sets the stage for an assault on Roe
versus Wade through the legislative process
by treating the fetus, and all other stages of
gestational development, as a person, with
rights and interests distinct from the mother.

This bill raises profound constitutional
issues in that it implicates a foundational
premise of Roe versus Wade. H.R. 2436’s
identification of a fetus as a separate and dis-
tinct victim of crime is unprecedented as a
matter of federal statute and plunges the fed-
eral government into one of the most—if not
the most-difficult and complex issues of reli-
gious and scientific consideration and into the
midst of a variety of State approaches to han-
dling these issues.

There simply can be no argument by any-
one that a pregnant women and her fetus
should be protected from criminal attack
through the aggressive use of our criminal
laws. For that reason, a majority of states
have statues or court decisions that allow
criminal prosecution and sentencing enhance-
ment for causing death or injury to a devel-
oping pregnancy.

However, despite the fact that a fetus can-
not be injured without inflicting harm to the
mother, this bill ignores the interests of the
pregnant women. H.R. 2436 switches our at-
tention from an overt attack on a women to
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the impact of the crime on the pregnancy—di-
verting attention from the issue of domestic vi-
olence. The vast majority of attacks on women
that harm pregnancies arise in the context of
domestic violence, as the majority has sup-
plied in amply reference.

If the majority were truly concerned about
protecting pregnant women and preventing
harm to developing pregnancies, they would
reauthorize the Violence Against Women Act
of 1994 (‘‘VAWA’’), or mark up the ‘‘Violence
Against Women Act of 1999’’ (H.R. 357) which
expands protections for women against cal-
lous acts of violence regardless of their preg-
nancy status.

Recognizing the fetus as an entity with legal
rights independent of the pregnant woman
makes it possible to create future fetal rights
that could be used against the pregnant
woman.

This is not some idle fear. We already seen
some of these measures introduced at the
state level. If this trend continues, pregnant
women would live in constant fear that any ac-
cident or ‘‘error’’ in judgment could be deemed
‘‘unacceptable’’ and become the basis for a
criminal prosecution by the state or a civil suit
by a disenchanted husband or relative.

Perhaps the most foreboding aspect of al-
lowing increased state involvement in preg-
nant women’s lives in the name of the fetus is
that the state may impose direct injunctive
regulation of women’s actions. Absent an in-
creased awareness of the costs to women’s
autonomy, these intrusive fetal rights provi-
sions will almost certainly continue to expand.

This bill stands as yet another transparent
attempt to score points in the perennial abor-
tion debate. If you care about protecting a
fetus, you must care about protecting the
mother. This bill does not enhance the welfare
of mothers; it creates a climate of intrusive
government intervention on their bodies and
their reproductive choice.

We should vote no and stop wasting time
on regressive, rhetorical measures like H.R.
2436. Rather than seeking to score points, we
invite the majority to join us in crafting legisla-
tion that protects woman and mothers from vi-
olence that threatens all those under their
care.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. VITTER), a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise in strong support for the Unborn
Victims of Violence Act of 1999 and to
commend my friend and colleague from
South Carolina for introducing this im-
portant legislation. This legislation,
Mr. Chairman, is simply designed to
narrow the gap in the law by providing
that an individual who injures or kills
an unborn child during the commission
of federal crimes of violence will be
guilty of a separate offense.

Now my friends on the other side of
the aisle raise a couple of arguments;
number one, that there are constitu-
tional problems with this. Clearly this
is not the case. This is virtually proven
by the fact that there are numerous
State laws in this regard, none of
which have been seriously challenged
or struck down, and they also suggest
that this somehow impacts abortion

rights. Clearly that is not the case.
This does not, in fact, impact any cur-
rent abortion rights.

So these opponents do not make
valid points on either of these two
issues. I think in trying to, they only
underscore, in my view, their own ex-
tremist position on the issue because
the bottom line in this legislation is
about combating violence against preg-
nant women, violence against the un-
born, and it is about holding violent
criminals accountable for the crimes
they commit.

Mr. Chairman, in my view, to oppose
this is wrong and is extremist, so I
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of
the Unborn Victims of Violence Act.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would like to apprise my colleagues
of the communication just received
from the Office of the President, a
statement of administration policy.
‘‘The Administration,’’ and I quote
‘‘strongly opposes enactment of H.R.
2436 which would make it a separate
Federal offense to cause ‘death or bod-
ily injury’ to a ‘child in utero’,’’ and
those phrases are in quotes, ‘‘in the
course of committing certain specified
federal crimes. If H.R. 2436 were pre-
sented to the President, his senior ad-
visers would recommend that he veto
the bill.’’

The statement continues as follows:
‘‘The administration has made the

fight against domestic violence and
other violence against women a top
priority. The Violence Against Women
Act, which passed with the bipartisan
support of Congress in 1994, marked a
critical turning point in our national
effort to address domestic violence and
sexual assault. The Violence Against
Women Act for the first time created
Federal domestic violence offenses
with strong penalties to hold violent
offenders accountable. To date, the De-
partment of Justice has brought 179 Vi-
olence Against Women Act and Vio-
lence Against Women Act related fed-
eral indictments and awarded over $700
million in grants to communities to as-
sist in combating violence against
women.

‘‘Unfortunately, H.R. 2436 is not de-
signed to respond to violence against
women. The Administration has sig-
nificant public policy concerns with
the legislation, as was described by the
Department of Justice’s letter to the
House Committee on the Judiciary on
September 9, 1999. For example, H.R.
2436 would: (1) trigger an excessive in-
crease in the length of sentence as
compared with the sentence that would
otherwise be imposed for injury to a
woman who is not pregnant; (2) depart
from the traditional rule that criminal
punishment should correspond to the
knowledge and intent of the defend-
ants; and, this is the more serious
problem, (3) identify a fetus as a sepa-
rate and distinct victim of a crime,
which is unprecedented as a matter of
Federal statute, and unnecessary to
achieve the goal of increasing the pun-

ishment for violence against pregnant
women.

‘‘H.R. 2436 is, in fact, careful to rec-
ognize that abortion-related conduct is
constitutionally protected; however,
this does not remove all doubt about
the bill’s constitutionality, as ex-
plained by the Department of Justice
letter to the House Committee on the
Judiciary on September 9, 1999.’’

The Administration strongly opposes
this bill, H.R. 2436. They recognize, and
so state, that I will ‘‘offer an alter-
native that,’’ in the Administrations
opinion, ‘‘appropriately focuses on in-
creasing the punishment for violence
against pregnant women without iden-
tifying the fetus as a separate and dis-
tinct victim of a crime.’’

I am hopeful that my colleagues in
the House will listen carefully to this
Statement of the Administration’s pol-
icy and come together to support the
substitute that the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and I will offer
that will allow for tough sentences,
that will deter violence against women,
that will allow up to a life sentence to
punish those who would commit the
odious crime of assaulting a woman
and causing her to miscarry, and that
we do this together instead of con-
tinuing to divide this Congress and this
Nation over the very emotional issue of
reproductive choice.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HALL).

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of H.R. 2436. I ap-
preciate the author that introduced the
legislation that would make it a fed-
eral law to protect unborn children.
Mr. Speaker, the bill to me simply
states that, and I quote, an individual
who commits a Federal crime of vio-
lence against a pregnant woman and
thereby causes death or injury to her
unborn child will be held accountable
for the harm caused to both victims,
mother and child. H.R. 2436 does not at-
tempt to overturn Roe vs. Wade. It
would not offend me if it did, but it
does not, nor infringe on the rights of
a woman to have an abortion. The bill
applies after conception and before de-
livery.

Opponents of the bill have said that
this bill is a back door to eliminating
a woman’s right to choose, but this bill
is about choice, Mr. Chairman, but it is
about choice after the choice favoring
life has been made. It is about pro-
tecting women’s right to make certain
choices. If a woman chooses to bring a
new life into the world, H.R. 2436 will
allow under federal law for the prosecu-
tions of those who callously disregard
that choice.

I urge my colleagues to vote for H.R.
2436 and make criminals accountable
for their malicious acts against a preg-
nant woman and her unborn child.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), the
chairman of the House Committee on
the Judiciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
compliment the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) for bringing
this bill forward. It is much needed and
fills a gap in our criminal law, and to
those who lament the fact that Roe
versus Wade might be somehow or
other impacted or questioned, I can
only say because an issue is difficult
and creates heartburn on all sides is no
reason we should not address it because
Roe versus Wade, which in my opinion
ranks right up there with Dred Scott as
an outrageous decision in our Supreme
Court’s history deserves to be discussed
and not surrendered to.

There are two aspects to this debate.
The first one is the concept of pun-
ishing somebody for damaging or kill-
ing a fetus. That is about as clinical a
term as we can get, fetus.
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There are others, embryo, blastocyst,
zygote. My favorite is ‘‘products of
conception.’’ Anything to dehumanize
that little baby. That little child, need-
ing time and nourishment to be a little
boy, a little girl, time and nourishment
to be an old man or an old woman, that
little child with immense potential,
that little child in the woman growing,
is rendered a nullity, a cipher, a zero.

The gentlewoman from California re-
peatedly repeats how she does not
agree with violence against women. I
do not know anybody who does. But
what about the unborn? Why is that
forgotten in your calculus?

What about when the obstetrician
treats a pregnant woman, the fact that
he treats two patients? What about the
fact that the little unborn can have a
different gender than the mother, can
have a different blood type than the
mother? The little unborn is a separate
and distinct patient, and the obstetri-
cian treats both of them.

So the dehumanizing, the desen-
sitizing, the depersonalizing of this lit-
tle entity known as the unborn is an
essential aspect of the other side’s ar-
gument, because otherwise they have
to confront the fact that abortion kills
a tiny member of the human family.

Now, nobody, no decent person would
kill another person, except in self-de-
fense or for some other legitimate rea-
son. So then when you support abor-
tion you have to have recourse to some
semantic gymnastics. You have to de-
fine the little victim as less than
human, subhuman, expendable.

You cannot throw away a human
being, but you can throw away a fetus,
if you define it as utterly without
value or possessing secondary value to
the woman.

So this dilemma the pro-choicers are
in is well known. They cannot admit

any humanity to the unborn. But that
is clinically primitive. The unborn is
there. It has a little heartbeat, it has
brain waves, it is a member of the
human family, and to deny that, in my
opinion, is self-deception, terribly seri-
ous self-deception.

So this bill recognizes that when a
pregnant woman is assaulted, it is a
more serious condition than when a
woman who is not pregnant is as-
saulted, considering the same force
used in the assault. That second little
victim deserves recognition. You oblit-
erate the second little victim. You will
not give credit for the membership in
the human family, and that is sad.

I know why you do it, because other-
wise you are confronted with the fact
that you are aborting a human being,
and that just cannot be. So define them
out of existence, that is what you do.

So I am pleased and proud that this
bill has been offered by the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).
Logically to reject this bill or accept
the gentlewoman’s substitute is to
deny the truth and the facts, the re-
ality, that that little child in the
womb is a member of the human family
and ought to be loved and nourished
and cherished and recognized, not ob-
literated and rendered a zero.

Why is it the party of compassion,
why is it Members who pride them-
selves on caring for the little guy, the
one that is left out, have no room in
their moral imagination for the un-
born?

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EDWARDS).

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I had
not intended to speak, but I must make
an observation that concerns me.

It seems to me that there comes now
a pattern among our pro-life colleagues
here in the House. They begin by defin-
ing a legitimate concern. The last 4
years the concern was about late-term
abortions. But then they come up with
a solution, a law, almost written for
the purpose of being defeated, knowing
that the bill is going to be vetoed, with
no intention of working with the ad-
ministration to pass a solvable law
that can deal with the problem that
they claim concerns them so greatly.

Just as we could have had a partial-
birth late-term abortion bill signed
into law prohibiting frivolous late-
term abortions 4 years ago if our pro-
life colleagues had been willing to sit
down in good faith and deal with their
concerns, now today we find ourselves
with another legitimate concern, the
concern that no one, no one in this
House, man or woman, wants to con-
done anyone harming a woman or her
fetus at any stage in her pregnancy.

Yet, once again, like they did for the
last 4 years, they wrote a law without
consulting with the administration,
without considering how can we actu-
ally solve this problem together, how
can we protect pregnant women by
working together. Instead, it seems to
me the greater goal in developing this

legislation was to make a point, that a
fertilized egg a second after conception
is a human being. We could have solved
this problem they talk about today;
but it seems to me, once again, as with
the other legislation, that was not the
ultimate goal.

Finally, I must raise the question if
in this bill you define a child as a fer-
tilized egg, then how can you philo-
sophically be consistent in saying it is
okay to allow abortion in cases of rape
and incest? How can you say in this
bill itself that it is okay for a woman
to take drugs, it is okay for a woman
to do something that might end up ter-
minating her pregnancy.

It seems to me if you accept the defi-
nition of a child as being conception,
then you are saying okay, it is okay to
have murder in some cases, but not in
other cases.

My primary point is, is it not time
we stop this political posturing and sit
down on a bipartisan basis with the ad-
ministration? Whether it is the issue of
late-term abortions or harming preg-
nant women, let us work together to
find a solution that can be passed into
law and actually do some good.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EDWARDS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to agree with the gentleman. There is
no logic or consistency for tolerating
abortion as a result of rape or incest.
The little victim has committed no
wrong or no crime. The gentleman is
absolutely right, and it saddens me
that that is in our law. Unfortunately,
it recognizes the political reality, and
we are saving some children, if not all
that we should save.

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s philosophical
consistency. I respect that. Unfortu-
nately, many of the others supporting
the bill saying life begins at conception
are not being consistent, are not being
straightforward. I respect the gen-
tleman greatly for being consistent.
Even though I might disagree with the
conclusion of his beliefs, the gentleman
is consistent.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN).

(Mr. COBURN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, first of
all I want to thank the authors for this
bill. My home State has a bill that pro-
tects unborn children in the case of the
death of the mother.

I have been involved in delivering
five babies to dead women, five. Three
of them died, one of them is essentially
going to be totally dependent all the
rest of her life, and one is a bright,
alive, awake child.

Four of those deliveries happened be-
fore Oklahoma had a law. There was
nothing that happened to the person
that killed the mother, ultimately, or
the child. So what we are attempting
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to do here is a right thing; it is not a
wrong thing.

We ought to talk about half-truths.
The gentleman from Texas said that all
we had to do was agree with the Presi-
dent on partial-birth abortion, that the
health of the woman as an exception,
and he would have signed it, which to-
tally renders that bill useless. What it
says is if you want to abort a late-term
baby, you can; and you can just ration-
alize and say it is for the health of the
mother, because she does not want the
baby.

So I understand the gentleman’s
quest for consistency, but before we
ask for a quest for consistency, we
ought to ask for a quest for the fullness
of all the facts before we make the
statements.

The life, there is no question about
it. There is no question about it geneti-
cally that life begins at conception.
Based with the knowledge we have now
in our country, we define death as the
absence of brain waves and the absence
of heartbeat. Before most women ever
recognize the signs and symptoms of
their pregnancy, their baby has those
two things, a heartbeat and brain
waves, and when our technology
catches up with our hearts, then we
will be able to prove scientifically that
in fact a baby at conception is a human
being.

I will grant, we cannot prove that
now, but we certainly can at 41 days
post-last menstrual period. We can
prove that scientifically, just by using
our definition of death.

So, again, I want to thank the gen-
tleman for bringing this bill to the
floor. It is way too late, it is way too
late for all those children whose oppor-
tunity for life is going to be taken
away in this next year, but maybe in-
crementally, and maybe when we have
somebody of conscience that will sign
the bills of conscience, we will have
saved the lives we should be saving.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to this bill, and I
thank my colleagues for their hard
work on this issue.

We can all agree on one thing: that
crimes against women that cause the
loss of a pregnancy are tragic and de-
plorable acts. These crimes ought to be
punished severely. However, this bill is
not the way to achieve this goal.

This bill misses the point because it
completely ignores the injury to the
woman and instead it attempts to give
new legal protections to the fetus as a
way of undermining a woman’s right to
choose.

We are here debating a bill that will
not provide any significant enhance-
ment of our ability to prosecute crimi-
nals who harm pregnant women, be-
cause it only applies to cases pros-
ecuted in the Federal court. Criminal
acts of this type are almost never pros-
ecuted in a Federal criminal court.

Before the Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution of the Committee on the Ju-

diciary a former special counsel to the
U.S. Sentencing Commission testified
that ‘‘this bill is unnecessary and cur-
rent Federal law already provides suffi-
cient authority for the punishment of
criminals who hurt fetuses.’’

If we are serious about protecting
women and their pregnancies from
harm, we should be passing legislation
that addresses the real world, common
sense of these crimes.

What we need to be talking about
today is the all-too-frequent occur-
rence of domestic violence. Sadly, in
this country nearly one in three adult
women experiences at least one phys-
ical assault by a partner during adult-
hood. Why are we not here debating the
Violence against Women Act reauthor-
ization to provide grants for law en-
forcement to crack down on sexual as-
sault, domestic violence, and child
abuse? We could be providing training
for law enforcement to help them ad-
dress domestic violence, counseling for
women who have been attacked or
abused, and funding for battered wom-
en’s shelters.

I would be pleased to work with my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
to pass a bill that addresses these de-
plorable acts against women and pro-
vides a strong and decisive tool for
punishing those criminals who commit
these horrific acts.

I am happy to support the substitute
offered by the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN), which estab-
lishes a sentencing enhancement of up
to life in prison for an offense against
a woman which results in the loss of
her pregnancy. Rather than debating a
back door attempt at undermining a
woman’s constitutional right to
choose, we should be working together
hand in hand to pass legislation that
addresses the real nature of violence
against women in this country.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the
majority leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I must say I am a lit-
tle confused about this debate. I do not
understand why it is so difficult to un-
derstand. Now, admittedly, Mr. Chair-
man, I stand before you a man. Pretty
obviously, I have never been pregnant,
and I never will be. It will be said,
therefore, I cannot understand.
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I must say, Mr. Chairman, I have
been in close association with women
who have been pregnant: My wife with
our own babies, my beautiful daughter-
in-law when pregnant with my grand-
son, friends who were pregnant with
their babies.

What I have seen in my association
with these lovely ladies in their preg-
nancy is one consistent pattern. Al-
most immediately upon learning they
are pregnant, they begin and do put the
baby first. They change their own pat-
terns of behavior. They change their

eating habits. They change many other
patterns of behavior. They do so to pro-
tect that baby during that pregnancy.
They have prenatal medical experi-
ences that are elaborate, thorough and
consistent.

I have heard it said by many people
in the health profession and by many
women in their pregnancies, there is no
time, no time in that child’s life, where
their medical experience is more crit-
ical than when that child is receiving
prenatal care.

We quite rightly observe that need,
honor that need, and attend to that
need while always putting the baby
first.

We protect that child from illness
during that time when the child is so
fragile, and now we have brought be-
fore this body a piece of legislation
that says that same child, in that same
time, should be protected from vio-
lence. That baby should be protected
from acts of violence.

How can somebody argue against
that? It is perfectly possible for a preg-
nant woman to be assaulted and while
being assaulted viciously suffer harm
while her baby loses its life. Certainly
we want that person that would assault
that woman, whether pregnant or not,
to be subject to the most stiff of pun-
ishments, and we have attended to that
in this body and we do attend to it; but
now we are saying that the baby must
be attended to, too.

The baby is a life. That baby has a
right.

I see people down here arguing
against that protection for that baby
who I have seen myself and heard with
my own ears, in other times, in other
venues, stand in this same room and
argue most vociferously for the need
for prenatal care, most eloquently.

I am confused, Mr. Chairman. How
can the baby’s need for prenatal care
be recognized and then reject the
baby’s right to protection from vio-
lence?

I have heard arguments here that
might be construed that this bill was
written about or is written about or is
perhaps wrong because it fails to be
about the mother. The legislation was
written for the baby.

Do we now have a situation where in
this body we fail to honor the mother’s
sacrifice for the baby? Do we now fail
in all the bills that come through this
body to say that it is right, proper,
necessary, indeed urgent, that in this
bill, at this time, we do what every
mother I have ever known does during
this pregnancy, we put the rights of the
baby first and foremost out there?

Mr. Chairman, I am proud of telling
people that the first time I saw a pic-
ture of my baby grandson, Chris, he
was only 5 months old, and when I saw
that sonogram I knew he had his
grandpa’s eyes. Chris was entitled, at
the time that picture was taken, to
every bit of care he could get through
the advances of modern medicine, and
he was entitled to every bit of protec-
tion under the law that this Congress
can afford him.
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I will be absolutely heartbroken to

believe that there can be anybody in
this body that is given the high privi-
lege of serving in this body that could
find it in their heart to vote against
that baby’s right for protection. I just
cannot believe anyone could be that
cruel, heartless, and selfish.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
6 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this misguided bill, as a
mother of three, as a grandmother of
five, because once again we are faced
with a decent idea but, in my judg-
ment, it has gone horribly awry.

The proponents of this bill have
taken an important principle, the con-
stitutional right of a woman to have
control over her own pregnancy, and
hijacked it, unfortunately, into the di-
visive world of abortion politics.

I want to make something absolutely
clear from the outset. The loss or harm
to a woman and her fetus is absolutely
devastating to the woman and her fam-
ily. As a mother and a grandmother, I
cannot imagine a greater pain, frankly.
Those who injure or kill a pregnant
woman and her fetus should be severely
punished and families should have ap-
propriate redress for their loss.

Because we believe strongly that
families should have the legal tools to
have their loss recognized, we will offer
a substitute that does just that, and I
believe that the Lofgren substitute will
demonstrate very clearly that there is
a lot of common ground on this issue if
we would only look for that instead of
looking for ways to disagree.

Having said that, let me explain why
the approach this bill takes is just an-
other thinly veiled attempt to chip
away at a woman’s right to choose.

This bill would give a fetus the same
legal recognition as you or I, for the
first time in Federal law, the first
time. Instead of addressing the real
issue at hand, the horrible pain for a
woman who loses a pregnancy to a cow-
ardly, violent act, this bill is an ideo-
logical marker for the anti-choice spe-
cial interests.

Frankly, this bill is just another way
of writing a human life amendment. In
fact, the National Right to Life Com-
mittee admits that it participated in
drafting the bill and, according to the
committee web site, the bill challenges
that pro-choice ideology by recognizing
the unborn child as a human victim,
distinct from the mother.

If anti-choice Members of this House
want to recognize the fetus as a person,
I respect that. Do that. Bring a human
life amendment to the floor and let us
debate it and let us vote on it. But let
us not tell pregnant women in this
country that my colleagues are trying
to protect them with this bill when
there are existing Federal laws to do
just that, and when we are willing to
join my colleagues in addressing the
tragic but rare cases where pregnant
women are attacked.

The American people are smarter
than they are being given credit for.

They know my colleagues are pro-
posing a political statement today, not
a real solution. Let us not insult their
intelligence this way. If my colleagues
really want to crack down on cowardly
criminals who would attack a pregnant
woman, support the Lofgren sub-
stitute. It gets us to the same ends
without the overtly political means.

If my colleagues are serious about
protecting women in this country from
violence, why do we not bring up the
Violence Against Women Act for floor
consideration? It has 174 cosponsors,
almost double the number of cospon-
sors of the Unborn Victims of Violence
Act. Where is it?

Reauthorizing VAWA is critical to ef-
fectively combatting violence against
women. Every year, over 2 million
American women are physically abused
by their husbands or boyfriends. A
woman is physically abused every 15
seconds in this country, and one of
every three abused children becomes an
adult abuser or victim. The Unborn
Victims of Violence Act, unfortu-
nately, Mr. Chairman, will not do any-
thing for these women, but the Vio-
lence Against Women Act will make all
the difference in the world.

Mr. Chairman, the Unborn Victims of
Violence Act is not about protecting
pregnant women from violent acts. It
is yet another anti-choice attempt to
undermine a woman’s right to choose.

Time and time again I have stood on
the House Floor and asked my col-
leagues to work with me, to help
women improve their health, plan their
pregnancies, have healthier children. It
is tragic that every day over 400 babies
are born to mothers who receive little
or no prenatal care. Every minute a
baby is born to a teen mother and
three babies die every hour. It is tragic
that one of three women will experi-
ence domestic violence in her adult-
hood.

Instead of finding ways to visit the
divisive abortion battle, Americans
want us to focus our efforts on pro-
viding women with access to prenatal
care, affordable contraception, health
education, violence prevention. If we
truly want to protect women and their
pregnancies from harm, then let us
work together to enact legislation to
help women have healthy babies.

I see my good friend, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE). We have
worked together on legislation to try
and help women have healthy babies. I
would love to continue to work with
my good friend to do just that. Let us
focus on that, but I would hope we
would vote no on H.R. 2436.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from New Mexico (Mrs. WIL-
SON).

Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Chairman, as my
colleagues know, I have never partici-
pated in a pro-life or pro-choice debate
on the floor of this House. I am usually
the one sitting in the back of the room
carefully reading the text, trying to de-
cide what the right thing to do is, but

I came here today because I think this
one is so clear.

I do not understand why we spend so
much time arguing about how many
angels dance on the head of a pin in-
stead of trying to look at what is right
and what is wrong. One can be the most
pro-choice person in this body and vote
in favor of this bill with enthusiasm
because it is not about the unwanted
pregnancies; it is about the wanted
ones.

Most of the women in this House
have been blessed with being moms.
Those are the children that we prayed
for, we waited for, we read books to, we
sang to. If someone deprives us of our
choice to bring that child into the
world, it is wrong; and it should be a
crime to do so.

We talk about taking attention away
from the problem of domestic violence
and my colleague, the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY), knows
that I am cosponsoring many of those
pieces of legislation that she is so
strongly in favor of, but it does not
make any sense to me to say that car-
ing about the lost child somehow de-
means that child’s mother.

If there are children in this room and
something goes wrong, all of us do
what is natural and what is also good.
We protect the children. We protect the
children. It is both natural and admi-
rable and I commend the gentleman for
bringing forward this bill.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
41⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER), a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary.

MR. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. LOFGREN) for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, we have a large prob-
lem in this country with violence
against women, and it is obviously a
great tragedy if a physical assault
against a woman results in damage to
the fetus she carries and damage to the
baby when it is born or, God forbid, in
a miscarriage.
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Such an assault should clearly be

punished more severely than an assault
on her that does not harm the fetus.
Both the bill before us and the Lofgren
substitute would accomplish this end.

Both provide for penalties up to life
in prison. Both suffer from the fact
that they amend only Federal law. Of
course, most cases of violence against
women are prosecuted in State courts,
and so it would be unaffected by either
the bill or the substitute.

If we really want to protect women
and their unborn children, we should
pass the Violence Against Women Act,
too. But that is not, that is not, I re-
peat, the real purpose of this bill. If it
were the real purpose, the sponsors
would agree to the Lofgren substitute,
which provides for enhanced sentences
up to life imprisonment for people who,
while assaulting the woman, injure or
kill the fetus.

But they will not accept the sub-
stitute. Why not? Because the real pur-
pose of the bill is, as the distinguished
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chairman the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) and the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the
sponsor of the bill, have admitted is
not to protect the mother or the fetus,
but to establish the status of the fetus
or the embryo or even the zygote as a
legally separate person, and thus to un-
dermine the Roe v. Wade decision, le-
galizing a woman’s right to choose an
abortion.

Neither the Congress nor the Federal
courts have ever recognized the fetus
as a separate person. The gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) was eloquent
in his description of the separate
personhood of the fetus. That of course
is the central question in the abortion
debate. If an embryo or fetus is, in fact,
a separate person, then abortion is
murder.

Now, some people may think that. A
majority of the Americans may not
agree. But the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), and others are
entitled to their opinion. They are en-
titled to introduce a constitutional
amendment to try to overturn Roe v.
Wade and to send desperate women
back to the back alley coat hanger
abortionists. We would fight that, but
at least we would have an honest de-
bate on the real issue.

But do not ask us to vote for a bill to
undermine a woman’s right to choose
an abortion disguised as a bill to pro-
tect victims of violence. Be honest
with us and with the American people.
Be direct.

If my colleagues’ interest is to pro-
tect the mother and the fetus, then
they should support the Lofgren sub-
stitute, because it does exactly that up
to life imprisonment.

But if my colleagues’ intent is to es-
tablish the legal status of a fetus as a
separate person, then they support this
bill. That is a totally new concept in
Federal law. Congress and the courts
have never agreed with that. It under-
mines Roe v. Wade. It undermines a
woman’s right to choose. That is the
real purpose of this bill.

It also establishes another novel
legal concept that we should punish
somebody specifically when there is no
intent. That is undermining the gen-
eral intent of the criminal law.

So the real question is not protecting
women. We can protect women. Sup-
port the Lofgren substitute. Bring up
for a vote the Violence Against Women
Act. Bring that to the floor.

Do not pretend that this is what this
is. This is simply an assault on abor-
tion. As the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY) said, it is a dis-
guised human-life amendment. That is
its purpose. I do not believe we should
act on this floor with subterfuge.

If that is my colleagues’ purpose, say
so. The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) was honest about it. But we
should have a direct bill to do that and
not try to disguise it under assaults
against women, which this is.

I would hope that we would adopt the
Lofgren substitute so that we can pro-

tect women so that we do express our
horror and give additional heavier pen-
alties to someone who assaults a
woman and harms and kills the fetus
and causes a miscarriage, but not get
involved in the other debate, which we
should debate in a different time, rath-
er, on the issue of whether we want to
ban abortions and send women back to
the back alley coat hanger abortions.

A vote for this bill and against the
Lofgren substitute is exactly a vote to
do that, to say to desperate women
they have no right to choose and we
want to undermine abortion. Those
who say it is not because we exempt it
in the bill are not recognizing the real
intent and the purpose and effect of the
bill.

So I urge a vote for the Lofgren sub-
stitute.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I would inquire of the Chair con-
cerning the amount of time remaining
on both sides.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 34 min-
utes remaining. The gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 331⁄2 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Montana (Mr. HILL).

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, the recent cover of a
Newsweek Magazine featured the
image of a preborn child. The article
went on to discuss the latest scientific
findings that what happens to the
preborn in the gestation period will af-
fect the health and the life of that per-
son for the rest of their life.

Now, Newsweek is not a publication
that has probably been sympathetic to
the cause of the preborn. But this arti-
cle reinforces something that we have
all known intuitively; and that is,
what happens to the preborn is impor-
tant, and it will have lasting impact on
their life.

Now, Congress has noted this in the
past, because Congress has supported
nutrition programs and prenatal pro-
grams. But, ironically, under current
Federal law, a person who assaults a
woman and who kills or injures that
unborn child faces no criminal, none
whatsoever, no consequence, no crimi-
nal action for the death or injury to
that child.

This bill seeks to change that. It sim-
ply says that violent criminals are
going to be held responsible and ac-
countable for the violence that they
incur.

There is some irony, Mr. Chairman,
that one of the great achievements I
think of this century, when history
looks back on it, has been the fight for
the civil rights of minorities. I believe
that one of the greatest tragedies of
this generation has been its failure to
extend those basic civil rights to the
preborn, civil rights that we take for
granted: the rights of due process and
equal protection and the basic right to
life.

The great irony is that, in this great
deliberative body, that there are so
many who have benefited so much by
the civil rights movement stand so
firmly against extending those basic
human rights, the right to be protected
against violence to the most innocent
and the most fragile in our society, the
preborn.

I urge support of this bill.
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

41⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 2436, the Un-
born Victims of Violence Act. Accord-
ing to its sponsors, the legislative in-
tent is to protect pregnant women
from violence. Instead of protecting
pregnant women, this legislation fo-
cuses on giving legal protection to any
‘‘member of the species Homo sapiens,’’
and I quote, ‘‘at all stages of develop-
ment.’’ This includes the zygote, a
blastocyst, and an embryo or fetus.

Instead of protecting pregnant
women from violence, this legislation
would impose the same sentence for at-
tacking an unborn fetus which the Su-
preme Court has ruled is not a person
as is imposed for attacking the victim,
the pregnant woman, a recognized per-
son under law.

The true legislative intent of this
piece of legislation is to bestow upon
the fetus the legal standing of a person.

The United States Supreme Court
has already ruled an unborn is not a
person and does not receive legal
rights. Even Justice Antonin Scalia, a
staunch opponent of Roe v. Wade
agrees with this position.

I rise to speak for a moment about
some of the legal aspects of this bill,
since it seems, so far, we have only
been caught up in a discussion of
things that pull on the heart strings of
the American public.

Not a person who stands on the floor
today would say that it is unfortunate,
it is a terrible incidence that a preg-
nant woman would be caused to lose
her baby or even lose her own life.

I quote the Justice Department, as
follows: ‘‘The Justice Department
strongly objects to H.R. 2436 as a mat-
ter of public policy and also believes
that in specific circumstances, illus-
trated below, the bill may raise a con-
stitutional concern. The administra-
tion has made the fight against domes-
tic violence and other violence against
women a top priority. The Violence
Against Women Act (VAWA), which
passed with the bipartisan support of
Congress in 1994, has been a critical
turning point in our national effort to
address’’ the issue. ‘‘VAWA, for the
first time, created Federal domestic vi-
olence offenses with strong penalties to
hold violent offenders accountable.’’

H.R. 2436 expressly provides that the
defendant need not know or have rea-
son to know that the victim is preg-
nant. The bill thus makes a potentially
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dramatic increase in penalty turn on
an element for which liability is strict.

As a consequence, for example, if a
police officer uses a slight amount of
excessive force to subdue a female sus-
pect, without knowing or having any
reason to believe that she was preg-
nant, and she later miscarries, the offi-
cer could be subject to mandatory life
imprisonment without possibility of
parole, even though the maximum sen-
tence for such use of force on a non-
pregnant woman would be 10 years.
This approach is an unwarranted de-
parture from the ordinary rule that
punishment should correspond to cul-
pability.

As a former prosecutor, I was always
alarmed when I saw Congress moving
to legislate a new crime solely for the
purpose of political leverage and atten-
tion, instead of looking to the real im-
pact such legislation could have. I be-
lieve this is the case here.

If this Congress was truly interested
in protecting pregnant women, we
would have passed gun control and gun
safety legislation, because, as a result
of domestic violence, guns are in our
homes, and they are used against
women who are pregnant or not preg-
nant. In light of the fact that it is a
major target, domestic violence is a
major target of Violence Against Wom-
en’s Act, we need to address the many
ways women are attacked at home.

I would think that, if we were talk-
ing about doing something to assist
pregnant women and protect unborn
children, we would be talking about
other issues on this floor instead of
wasting our time talking about a piece
of legislation that has, in fact, nothing
but a political remedy to it.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HYDE) says ‘‘moral imagination.’’ The
women in this House do not have to
have moral imagination. Many of them
have had children. Many of them may
have, in fact, suffered from mis-
carriages or other incidents where they
have lost their children. But it does
not rise to the level where we want to
change or put into effect a law that is
unconstitutional.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from Flor-
ida for yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, it is amazing to me
what length me people will go to sus-
tain a myth, believe the unbelievable,
and aggressively market a collective
sense of denial concerning a profound
truth.

Mr. Chairman, at a time when we
know more and understand more about
the magnificent life of an unborn child
than ever before in history, at a time
when doctors can diagnose and treat
serious anomalies that afflict these
smallest of patients, at a time when
ultrasound imaging has become a win-
dow to the womb, revealing the child in
utero, sucking his or her thumb or
doing somersaults or even little karate

kicks, along comes the pro-choice
lobby, outraged, angry, fuming, that
anyone dare challenge their big lie and
suggest that unborn children have in-
nate value, worth, and dignity.

At all costs, abortion advocates must
cling to the self-serving fiction that
unborn babies are something other
than human and alive. By systemati-
cally debasing the value of these chil-
dren, it has become easier for adults to
procure the violent deaths of these lit-
tle ones if they happen to be unwanted,
unplanned, or imperfect.

But the inherent violence of abortion
is not what is addressed by this bill. As
a matter of fact, abortion is expressly
outside the scope of this legislation. I
say to my colleagues, read the bill.

So for now at least, I say to the advo-
cates of abortion, go ahead, pat your-
selves on the back. You have won for
now. As a result of Roe versus Wade
and its prodigy and 26 years of congres-
sional acquiescence, 40 million unborn
babies in America have been dis-
membered or chemically poisoned or
have had their brains sucked out by
what some euphemistically call choice.

But that should not mean that mur-
derers, muggers, and rapists should
also have that same unfettered ability
to maim or kill an unborn child with-
out consequence.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act
is designed to deter and, if that fails, to
punish the perpetrators of violence
against unborn children in the commis-
sion of a Federal offense.

The bill, as we know, would apply to
some 65 laws that establish Federal
crimes, including violence. H.R. 2436
does not diminish existing law con-
cerning violence against women in any
way, shape, or form, but adds new pen-
alties and seeks justice for the harm or
death suffered by the child.

Thus, if this legislation is enacted
into law, our laws against violence will
be stronger, tougher, and more com-
prehensive. H.R. 2436 merely adds new
penalties to existing ones and tracks
existing statutes currently in force in
approximately 24 States.
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This initiative adds layers of deter-
rence and punishment so that violent
offenders can be held to account for all
of the damage and injury or death and
heartbreak they have inflicted on inno-
cent victims.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act,
Mr. Chairman, recognizes in law the
self-evident truth that an assault on a
pregnant woman is an attack on two
victims. Both lives are precious; both
lives deserve protection.

This is truly a humane and necessary
legislative initiative, and I congratu-
late the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. GRAHAM) for his wisdom and
courage in authoring this bill and the
skill and tenacity of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution; and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the

Committee on the Judiciary, in shep-
herding this legislation to the floor.

I urge all my colleagues to vote
‘‘yes’’ and against the substitute.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL).

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
wish we could come together in this
country on the very difficult question
of abortion. I think there are people of
good will on both sides of this issue.

I know that in my own life I have
tried my best to reach out. I have had
a long dialogue with a pastor in my
district to see if there is not some mid-
dle ground, something we can take as a
position that all reasonable people
would agree with. There is some hope
in that regard. For example, to empha-
size adoption rather than abortion; to
emphasize personal responsibility and
try to teach family planning.

Today’s bill, I am afraid, is a step in
the opposite way, and that is why I am
opposed to it. The bill states something
that many people of very sincere faith
hold dear: namely that a person begins
at the earliest possible moment of con-
ception. That is what the bill says. It
does not use the word conception, but
it says, ‘‘a member of the species Homo
sapiens from the earliest possible point
of development.’’

I know people of good will believe
that. But the truth is that there are
other people of good will who do not.
And there are people of good will who
do not know exactly when life begins
and who recognize that it is a process
that certainly has a start at concep-
tion and certainly has a very signifi-
cant point at birth and somewhere in
between we might say miracle life,
human life.

But are we prepared today to say
that we know for certain, for every-
body in a Federal Congress, through
the criminal law, that life begins at
conception? I do not think so, not in a
government that is explicitly respect-
ful of differences of religious belief. Be-
cause it is fundamentally a religious
question. When does life begin is a reli-
gious question.

If our purpose today is to punish peo-
ple who harm a pregnant woman, we
can do that. What we should have is an
enhanced penalty for causing a mis-
carriage. I would vote for that in a sec-
ond.

And if the purpose were to deter the
attacks on a woman who is pregnant,
then the statute should be written so
that if the pregnancy of the woman
would be evident. Instead, the statute
is written so that even if the defendant
does not know, and does not have any
way to know that the woman is preg-
nant, the law applies. So that, quite
literally, a murder statute would be ap-
plicable against an individual who
pushes a woman in an altercation lead-
ing to a miscarriage, even in the very
first, earliest part of her pregnancy.

I wonder if that is really what we in-
tend to do today. If we intend to pro-
tect a pregnant woman against at-
tacks, then we ought to say where the
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individual should have known or did
know that the woman was pregnant.
Obviously, that is how we would deter
wrongful conduct.

These points are simple, but they are
from my heart. I would love to bring
this country together. What we are
doing today, instead, is that people of
very good will, driven by faith, for
which I have the greatest respect, are,
despite that good faith, imposing their
religious opinion on those who do not
share it. And I do not believe that is
right, and I do not believe it is con-
sistent with our constitution and with
our obligation as Members of this
House.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE).

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to remind my good friend, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), of the doctrine of transferred in-
tent, which I am sure, as a law pro-
fessor, he is very familiar with. For ex-
ample, if an individual is driving the
get-away car in a bank robbery and,
meanwhile, unbeknownst to that driv-
er, a murder occurs and the guard is
killed, the driver of the get-away car is
guilty, even though he did not know.

Now, if someone assaults a woman
and injures her and she is pregnant,
that person intended the crime and
they must intend the consequences.

I feel very awkward lecturing a pro-
fessor.

I have one more thing to say. If an
individual does not know when life be-
gins, but they want to kill it, where do
we give the benefit of the doubt?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The benefit of the
doubt should be to respect the indi-
vidual conscientious judgment of peo-
ple who have faiths that may not be
identical to our own.

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I am sorry, but I do not
agree. I think we have to protect the
little innocent life.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will continue to yield, I
would like to respond to the doctrine of
transferred intent.

The difference here is that there is a
punishment for hurting the woman.
Every act that this statute would
reach could be punished because the
woman is hurt, and that is not the case
in the gentleman’s bank robbery exam-
ple.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the Un-
born Victims of Violence Act. Surpris-
ingly enough, when a pregnant woman
is the victim of a Federal crime, any
resulting injury to her unborn child

goes unpunished. This measure is long
overdue.

H.R. 2436 establishes that if an un-
born child is injured or killed during
the commission of a Federal crime of
violence, then the assailant could be
charged with a second offense on behalf
of the second victim, the unborn child.

Twenty-four States already have
laws that explicitly recognize unborn
children as victims of criminal acts, 11
of these throughout the period of their
in utero development. It is high time
that we have the same protection pro-
vided for unborn children at the Fed-
eral level.

Now, extremist defenders of the abor-
tion industry will try to make this bill
look like it is taking away the right of
a woman to abort her child. This is not
true. H.R. 2436 does not permit the
prosecution of any woman who has
consented to have an abortion, nor
does it permit the prosecution of the
woman for any action in regard to her
unborn child.

What this bill does, however, is pro-
tect unborn children whose mothers
are physically assaulted, beaten,
maimed, or murdered. What we are
saying in this bill is that if someone’s
wife or sister or daughter or friend
loses her unborn baby because the child
died in the uterus when the mother was
being beaten or killed, the perpetrator
of the crime should be held responsible.

Our country desperately needs this
Federal law. Last month in Little
Rock, a woman who was 9 months preg-
nant was severely beaten by thugs al-
legedly hired by her boyfriend. Sadly,
they accomplished their goal and the
baby was killed. Under Federal law, the
crime would be against the woman
only. There is no accountability for the
killing of the child who was 3 days
away from being born.

Yet another example. Ruth Croston
was 5 months pregnant when, on April
21, 1999, she was killed by her husband.
She and her unborn daughter died after
being shot at least five times. The hus-
band was prosecuted in Federal Court
for domestic violence and using a fire-
arm in the commission of a violent
crime, but no charges, no charges were
brought for the killing of the unborn
baby girl, and this brutal act goes
unpunished.

The absence of Federal protection of
these unborn children is nothing short
of a tragedy. The list of tragic stories
goes on and on and on. This is exactly
why we need this bill to be passed in
the House today and signed into law by
the President.

H.R. 2436 enables the Federal Govern-
ment to recognize that when a preg-
nant woman is assaulted or killed
within its jurisdiction, and her unborn
child is harmed or killed as a result of
the crime, there are two victims, the
woman and the child.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
note that neither the bill nor the sub-
stitute would apply to the instances of
violence just referenced, because those

are State offenses and there is no Fed-
eral predicate.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, there
is no mistake about this, the loss of a
pregnancy through violence to a
woman is a major, major tragedy for
the woman and her family. It is abso-
lutely necessary that we punish any
violent crime committed against a
pregnant woman who miscarries due to
a crime against her. But, Mr. Chair-
man, we have to hear the words from
the other side of the aisle. This bill is
not about punishing criminals, it is
about taking reproductive rights away
from women. It is about abortion.

The Lofgren substitute, however, rec-
ognizes that when harm comes to a
pregnancy, it happens to the pregnant
woman; and, yes, the violator must be
punished. The underlying bill, however,
is a sneak attack on Roe v. Wade and
would threaten a woman’s reproductive
rights.

Support for the Lofgren-Conyers sub-
stitute shows true concern about vio-
lence for women, and it must be passed.
But let us not stop there. Let us take
real steps to make our government
work for women, for their families, and
for their children in many other ways.
Let us protect them against violence in
the first place. Let us give them paid
family leave, let us prepare them for
the 21st century work force, and pro-
vide safe, affordable child care.

But we can start, Mr. Chairman, by
voting for the Lofgren substitute,
which shows that we care what happens
to women when they have been vio-
lated in any crime that would hurt
them and their unborn child.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT).

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Chairman, on
this floor we debate and deal with
many issues that are very complex.
This is not one of them. I truly believe
in my heart that my colleagues can be
the most pro-choice Members of this
body and vote for this legislation. In
fact, I find it unconscionable that any-
body could not support this issue.

Medical technology today is amazing.
I remember when my wife and I were
having four children of our own. We
could go into the doctor, and we looked
forward to the day when we could go in
and listen to the child’s heartbeat.
Today couples can see the child
through the sonograms and all the
technology that we have today.

The real issue that this bill deals
with is loss. The question is, and I
think it is the fundamental question
that this bill addresses: is there a loss?
If we were to go to that young soon-to-
be-father or mother and ask them,
when they have been victims of vio-
lence and they have lost that child
that they have seen and possibly even
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named, that they know the sex of, that
they can see sucking its thumb, kick-
ing, so on and so forth, if we ask them,
has there been a loss, the answer is yes.

Support H.R. 2436.
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

3 minutes to the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. KENNEDY).

(Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. My
colleagues, the hypocrisy is incredible
to me, just to hear the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT) talk about
the sanctity of the human life and how
any pro-choice person in this body
ought to be able to vote for this bill.
How in the world can they honestly say
that they are for the sanctity of life
and then gladly and proudly come out
and say that this bill would not affect
a woman’s right to choose and have an
abortion?

I am just astounded by those who are
so pure on this side of the aisle; that
they get up, like the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. WELDON), who got up and
was so pure about relieving our con-
sciences of the fact that this would
not, please, no one mistake the fact
that this is going to undermine Roe v.
Wade. It is not going to undermine Roe
v. Wade. Women are still going to be
able to have an abortion. That is what
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON) was saying; that is what the
gentleman from Oklahoma was saying.
They are saying to pro-choice people
like myself that we can vote for this
because our constituents will still have
the right to a safe, legal abortion.

I mean, it is just so incongruous that
the very people who are saying that
they believe so much in the sanctity of
life are now proposing a bill that they
willingly admit does not protect the
very people they think need to be pro-
tected.

Now, in addition to being intellectu-
ally dishonest, this bill is a farce. It
talks about the unborn victims of vio-
lence. What about the born victims of
violence? What about the 13 and 14 kids
that are killed every day in this coun-
try by guns that this leadership fails to
bring up on the floor because they are
in bed with the gun lobby? What about
the fact that we have members who
want to get up on the floor and talk all
about the sanctity of human life and
spreading those civil rights that they
say that we stand so much for and then
saying we ought to be for the unborn
child?
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What about for the born child? What
about for the child that is already
here? Have my colleagues ever looked
at the indices for spending that this
Republican budget spends on inner-city
kids from minority families who are on
the WIC program, who are trying to get
Headstart? And those people pretend
that they are for the human life?

Do they not value the human life of
one in four kids in this country who

are in poverty? And they want to cut
the earned income tax credit?

This is a farce. I do not need to say
any more. This is a farce.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to
the gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY). Of course we should be con-
cerned about our children. I think that
we are in this body. But this issue that
we are addressing today is to protect a
woman who wants to carry a child all
the way to term and to have that child,
and that is what we speak of in the
right to choose.

If someone decides to have an abor-
tion, that is protected under the Con-
stitution. It is not inconsistent because
we might be pro-life and we cannot
change that, and so we look at this law
as an opportunity to protect the moth-
er’s right to have a child when she
makes that decision. Surely someone
that believes in the right to abort a
child would concede that if a woman
makes a decision to carry a child to
term that that decision should be re-
spected.

Then the gentleman from New York
previously said, well, why pass this law
because it does not cover State law and
that is where most of the assaults
against women occur? Well, obviously,
that is true. And many of the States
are addressing that. But it is impor-
tant that we do what we can in this
body to protect women. Our responsi-
bility is to look at the Federal law, and
that is what this bill does.

Then there are those that argue,
well, present law is sufficient. Well,
under the present law, under the Fed-
eral system, a perpetrator of violence
against a woman can only be charged
for assault and battery. This brings it
to another level so that, if the unborn
child is killed, then it can be actually
a homicide case. The present law is not
adequate. There are those that argue
that sentence enhancements is suffi-
cient. Well, it is not.

Let me tell my colleagues about the
case from Arkansas that has already
been referenced. In Arkansas, we did
not have a fetal protection law until
the last session of the legislature,
where the legislature wisely adopted a
law that would protect that unborn
child in the event of assault upon a
woman. This year it came into play
when Shiwana Pace was assaulted bru-
tally by three assailants who were
hired by the father of the child.

The father of the child says, I do not
want this child to live. So he hired
three hit men to go and to beat that
child. And while they were beating the
woman in the stomach, they said,
today your child dies. And the nine-
month-old pregnancy was ended and
the unborn child died.

Under the old law, they could only be
prosecuted for assault and battery

upon the woman. But because Arkan-
sas adopted the fetal protection law, an
actual murder case was able to be
lodged by the prosecutor to protect the
woman and to really reflect the loss
that she suffered because she wanted to
have that child.

The old law was not sufficient. Sen-
tence enhancement was not sufficient.
It was Arkansas’ new law that really
brought the criminal justice system to
bear on the true loss to that woman
who decided that she wanted to carry
that child in her womb all the way to
birth. And so, a Federal law is needed,
as well, to accomplish the same thing,
to protect the woman fully.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to quote some of the edi-
torial that ran in the New York Times
on September 14. The editorial is enti-
tled ‘‘On a Dangerous Path to Fetal
Rights.’’

The New York Times points out:
‘‘Congressional opponents of abortion
rights have come up with yet another
scheme to advance their agenda. Called
the ‘Unborn Victims of Violence
Act,’ . . . the measure aims to chip
away at women’s reproductive freedom
by granting new legal status to ‘unborn
children’—under the deceptively be-
nign guise of fighting crime. . . .

‘‘No one would quarrel that an attack
on a pregnant woman that results in a
miscarriage or prevents normal fetal
development is a tragedy. Extra severe
penalties in such cases may be appro-
priate. But that can be done by pros-
ecuting a defendant for assaulting the
pregnant woman. The pending bill,
however, treats the woman as a dif-
ferent entity from the fetus—in essence
raising the status of a fetus to that of
a person for law enforcement pur-
poses—a longtime goal of the right-to-
life movement.

‘‘The bill contains exceptions for
medical treatment and legal abortions.
That has allowed the bill’s sponsors to
assert that the measure has nothing to
do with the abortion issue. But that
view is disingenuous. By creating a
separate legal status for fetuses, the
bill’s supporters are plainly hoping to
build a foundation for a fresh legal as-
sault on the constitutional
underpinnings of the Supreme Court’s
ruling in Roe v. Wade. Sending the na-
tion down a legal path that could un-
dermine the privacy rights of women is
not a reasonable way to protect women
or to deter crime.’’

I could not agree with that more.
Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to

my colleague, the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA.)

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Unborn Victims of Violence Act.
For the past 12 years, 13 years really,
as a Member of this House, I have
worked to secure health care for
women and children, to fight against
domestic violence, and to protect a
woman’s right to choose. I believe that
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this legislation would reverse our tri-
umphs and our progress over the dec-
ades.

I believe that the true intention of
this legislation is to ultimately rede-
fine when life begins and reverse the
Supreme Court ruling of Roe v. Wade.
No one here should think that this is
not a debate on abortion.

H.R. 2436 is said to be protection for
pregnant women against a violent
crime. But the words ‘‘mother,’’
‘‘women,’’ or ‘‘pregnant women’’ are
just not mentioned in the language of
the bill.

I would proudly support a bill to pre-
vent and punish the violent crimes
against pregnant women within our so-
ciety, but this bill ignores where and
when these crimes most often occur.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act
lists Federal crimes, such as ‘‘damage
to religious property’’ and ‘‘trans-
action involving nuclear materials’’
and situations where a ‘‘Homo sapien
in any stage of development within the
womb’’ would receive protection.

How is this bill helping the 37 percent
of women who need to receive emer-
gency help because of their husband or
boyfriend? Where is the legislation in
maintaining a restraining order when a
woman flees to another State?

If we want to protect women and
their children from violence, let us de-
bate funding for shelters and hotlines
that are overrun by women in danger
to broadly address where violence oc-
curs.

Fundamentally, the Unborn Victims
of Violence Act is legislation that
seeks to redefine when life begins. I
support the landmark decision of Roe
v. Wade in 1973 that established a wom-
an’s right to choose to terminate a
pregnancy while also allowing indi-
vidual States to determine the legality
of such decisions as a pregnancy pro-
ceeds.

Thirty-nine States have strengthened
laws to protect either a pregnant
woman or her pregnancy with specific
determinations of personhood and in
cases of violent crime. Any new Fed-
eral law should protect a pregnant
woman without threatening a woman’s
right to choose.

I strongly urge my colleagues not to
jeopardize the decisions women can
make about their own bodies and to
vote no on H.R. 2436.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 20 min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 151⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act, a bill that brings justice
against a criminal for harm done to
two victims, not just one. Both lives
are precious. Both lives deserve protec-
tion.

Many States do already recognize un-
born children as victims of such

crimes. For instance, my home State of
Pennsylvania, like more than 20 oth-
ers, does have such a law. It is called
the Fetal Homicide law. This law, I
might add, receives support from both
pro-choice and pro-life legislators.
Why, then, can we not take what are
protections in many of our States to
protections in Federal crimes?

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act
was designed to address a flaw in our
law which says right now that there is
no punishment for the injury or harm
to an unborn child during a Federal
crime. Should we ignore the violence
that women and their unborn children
undergo from violent criminals, char-
acterizing the injury or even death of
the child as ‘‘an interruption in the
normal course of pregnancy’’?

I submit that it is much more than
that. If such a Federal law were in
place, we could punish some of these
criminals for their terrible actions and
incidents ranging from the tragic story
of the woman in Arkansas whose near-
term infant was beaten to death inside
her body to incidents with which we
are all familiar where pregnant women
and their unborn children are killed,
like the bombing of the World Trade
Center or even the Oklahoma City
bombing.

Do not let such criminals go
unpunished for the lives they have dev-
astated and ruined. Let us make those
criminals pay for the lives they seek to
destroy and, in many cases, success-
fully do so.

This bill is not about abortion or
abortion politics, as the opponents
have alleged. It is about providing jus-
tice for both victims in the crime. Vote
for the Unborn Victims Violence Act.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
the arguments made by the supporters
tug at the heart strings of the Nation.
Yet we, as legislators, know better. We
know that the American people want
us to do justice, not just pontificate, or
what makes a great sound byte, or as a
shelter for the lack of work we have
done in other areas.

I have to compliment my colleague,
the gentlewoman from New Mexico
(Mrs. WILSON), for such an elegant and
heartwrenching speech and presen-
tation. Yet she missed the point. It is
possible to address the issues of H.R.
2436 without trespassing on the repro-
ductive rights of women in this coun-
try.

None of the opponents of this bill
have argued that abortion can be pros-
ecuted under this bill. They keep say-
ing that we are saying that we do not
want abortion dealt with so we are op-
ponents of the bill. We have not argued
that, because we see clearly in the bill
it deals with setting aside abortion as
a possible offense.

But what we are arguing is that the
bill is an effort to erode a woman’s
right to choose. And it is. They said it.
They know it. The paper knows it. Ev-

erybody knows it. They are trying to
erode Roe v. Wade.

Now, the other thing that must be
made clear is, in the Arkansas situa-
tion that was argued, in the North
Carolina situation that was argued,
those were State offenses and there
were no underlying predicate acts. In
fact, in this legislation that is being
presented today on the floor, there is
no underlying predicate act in this bill.

State law can be prosecuted without
any further Federal legislation. What
we are saying is, if this is a State law
and this is a State issue, let it be dealt
with in the State court. We do not need
to pass any more legislation that is
dealt with in State legislate.

In fact, let us think about it like
this. I think that is the argument that
the gun proponents made when we were
talking about passing the Brady bill,
State law already handles it so why
pass Federal legislation.

In fact, I think that is the argument
we made just the other day when we
wanted more gun control, we do not
prosecute enough gun control laws
right now. Why pass any more?

Same thing here, let us not pass any
more laws that we do not need. State
law deals with this.
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM) for his very thoughtful and
diligent work on this important and
carefully constructed legislation that
will help close an unfortunate gap in
Federal law. Since the gentleman from
South Carolina has so ably and
thoughtfully explained the legislation
earlier in the debate, I would just like
to take a few minutes to address sev-
eral of the legal issues that have been
raised regarding H.R. 2436.

First, questions have been raised
about the constitutional authority to
enact this legislation. That is some-
thing that we heard quite a bit about
when the bill was debated in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. I submit to
the House that the challenge to the bill
on this ground is totally without
merit. It is clear that Congress has
such constitutional authority because
the bill will only affect conduct that is
already prohibited by Federal law.

H.R. 2436 merely provides an addi-
tional offense and punishment for
those who injure or kill an unborn
child during the course of the commis-
sion of one of the existing predicate of-
fenses set forth in the bill. If there is
any question regarding the constitu-
tionality of the act’s reach, that ques-
tion is more properly directed to the
constitutionality of the predicate of-
fenses that are already established in
the Federal law and not to H.R. 2436
itself.

Opponents of the legislation have
also argued that it somehow violates
the decision of the Supreme Court in
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Roe v. Wade which was decided in 1973.
There are variations on this argument,
this argument is framed in different
ways, but that is what it boils down to.
They are saying there is an inconsist-
ency between this statute and the deci-
sion of the Supreme Court in Roe v.
Wade. Once again, I submit to the
House that this argument simply
makes no sense.

To begin with, H.R. 2436 does not
apply to abortion. It is very important
to understand that. It was acknowl-
edged just a minute ago, but I think
there are some people who have made
arguments against this bill who do not
really understand that. I would direct
the Members’ attention to pages 4 and
6 of the Union Calendar version of this
bill where prosecution is explicitly pre-
cluded for abortion-related conduct. It
is right there in the bill, an exemption
for abortion-related conduct. The act
also does not permit prosecution of any
person for any medical treatment of
the pregnant woman or her unborn
child or of any woman with respect to
her unborn child. So it is very clear in
the bill. There should be no doubt
about these provisions of the bill.

Let me go on to say that there is
nothing in Roe v. Wade that prevents
Congress from giving legal recognition
to the lives of unborn children outside
the parameters of the right to abortion
marked off in that case. In establishing
a woman’s right to terminate her preg-
nancy, the Roe Court explicitly stated
that it was not resolving the difficult
question of when life begins, and that
is the terminology that the Court spe-
cifically used. They said they were not
resolving that. They said they were not
resolving the difficult question of when
life begins, because the judiciary at
this point in the development of man’s
knowledge is not in a position to specu-
late as to the answer. That is what the
Supreme Court said. What the Court
did hold was that the government
could not override the rights of the
pregnant woman to choose to termi-
nate her pregnancy by adopting one
theory of when life begins. The focus
there was on the right of the pregnant
woman. I think anyone who under-
stands Roe and the cases that follow
that understand that that is what the
focus was. That is undoubted. That is
unquestioned. Anyone that is not
aware of that should read the case.

Courts addressing the constitu-
tionality of State laws that punish
killing or injuring unborn children
have recognized the lack of merit in
the argument that such laws violate
Roe v. Wade and as a result have con-
sistently upheld those laws. This is im-
portant to understand. This is not a
question of first impression here in this
House. This is not a matter of doubt or
uncertainty. Laws similar to the law
under consideration here today have
been adopted in a range of States
across the country. Those laws were
challenged in court and the courts con-
sistently upheld them.

Let me give my colleagues some ex-
amples. In Smith v. Newsome, which

was decided in 1987, the 11th Circuit
Court of Appeals held that Roe v. Wade
was, and I quote, ‘‘immaterial to
whether a State can prohibit the de-
struction of a fetus by a third party.’’
That is what the 11th Circuit said.

The Minnesota Supreme Court
echoed that sentiment in 1990 in the
case of State v. Merrill holding that,
and once again I quote, ‘‘Roe v. Wade
protects the woman’s right of choice; it
does not protect, much less confer on
an assailant, a third-party unilateral
right to destroy the fetus.’’

In 1994, the California Supreme Court
held in People v. Davis that ‘‘Roe v.
Wade principles are inapplicable to a
statute that criminalizes the killing of
a fetus without the mother’s consent.’’
That is what the California Supreme
Court had to say. I do not think anyone
would accuse them of being soft on the
issue of abortion rights.

In State v. Coleman which was de-
cided in 1997, the Ohio Court of Appeals
stated that ‘‘Roe protects a woman’s
constitutional right. It does not pro-
tect a third party’s unilateral destruc-
tion of a fetus.’’

Opponents of this legislation have
also argued that the use of the term
‘‘unborn child’’ is ‘‘designed to in-
flame.’’ They contend that the use of
this term may, in the words of those
dissenting from the Committee on the
Judiciary report, and I quote them,
‘‘result in a major collision between
the rights of the mother and the rights
of’’ the unborn. That is what the real
objection to this bill is about. It is
about the use of the term ‘‘unborn
child’’ in this bill. I think the oppo-
nents of this bill, if they are candid,
will acknowledge that. That is the
focus of their objection. They do not
like the use of that terminology. Let
me say that this objection, in fact, re-
flects nothing more than the seman-
tical preferences of radical abortion ad-
vocates, and is based on an apparent
lack of knowledge of the widespread
use of the term ‘‘unborn child’’ in the
decisions of the United States Supreme
Court and the United States Courts of
Appeals, as well as in State statutes
and court decisions, and even in the
legal writings of abortion advocates.

The use of the term ‘‘unborn child’’
by the Supreme Court can be illus-
trated by reference to Roe v. Wade
itself, in which Justice Blackmun used
the term ‘‘unborn children’’ as synony-
mous with ‘‘fetuses.’’ Justice Black-
mun also used the term ‘‘unborn child’’
in Doe v. Bolton, the companion case
to Roe in which the Court struck down
the Georgia abortion statute.

Let me also bring the attention of
the Members to a 1975 case, a case de-
cided not long after the Roe decision.
This is the case of Burns v. Alcala,
where the Court held that unborn chil-
dren were not dependent children for
purposes of obtaining aid under the Aid
to Families With Dependent Children
program, commonly known as the
AFDC welfare program. Not only did
Justice Powell use the term ‘‘unborn

child’’ in the majority opinion in
Burns, but Justice Thurgood Marshall
dissented in the case and argued that
unborn children, and I quote, ‘‘unborn
children,’’ those were his words in his
dissent, should be covered as dependent
children under AFDC.

Now, would the opponents of H.R.
2436 seriously contend that Justice
Marshall was undermining the legal
structure of abortion rights by arguing
that unborn children should be recog-
nized under a Federal statute? Do they
seriously contend that that was the
impact of what Justice Marshall said
in his opinion? As we all know, Justice
Marshall was a vigorous proponent of
abortion rights. I would encourage the
Members to read his opinion.

He starts off in his dissent saying,
‘‘When it passed the Social Security
Act in 1935, Congress gave no indica-
tion that it meant to include or ex-
clude unborn children from the defini-
tion of ‘dependent child.’ Nor has it
shed any further light on the question
other than to consider, and fail to pass,
legislation that would indisputably
have excluded unborn children from
coverage.’’ That is right there in Jus-
tice Marshall’s dissent in 1975. He goes
on and talks about unborn children
time after time. He ends up his opinion
dissenting from the judgment of the
Court in this case by saying, ‘‘I cannot
agree that the act, in its present form,
should be read to exclude the unborn
from eligibility.’’ That was Justice
Thurgood Marshall.

Subsequent Supreme Court decisions
have also used the term ‘‘unborn child’’
as synonymous with ‘‘fetus.’’ These
cases include City of Akron v. Akron
Center for Reproductive Health, de-
cided in 1983; Webster v. Reproductive
Health Services, decided in 1989; and
International Union v. Johnson Con-
trols, decided in 1991. There are so
many decisions of the U.S. Courts of
Appeals using the term ‘‘unborn child’’
that it would be too time consuming to
go through them all. I would use up the
rest of the time in the debate simply
going through those decisions of the
Courts of Appeals where the term ‘‘un-
born child’’ was used. There are also at
least 19 State criminal statutes similar
to H.R. 2436 that currently use the
term ‘‘unborn child’’ to refer to a fetus.
These statutes have been consistently
upheld by the courts as I have already
explained.

We have these cases of the Supreme
Court. We have these State laws. We
have the other Court opinions that use
this term ‘‘unborn child.’’ That is part
of the fabric of the law in this country.
The structure of abortion rights has
not come tumbling down because the
Court has used that term. I think the
argument that is being made here sim-
ply does not make sense.

Even feminist abortion rights advo-
cates such as Catherine MacKinnon
have used the term ‘‘unborn child’’ as
synonymous with ‘‘fetus.’’ In an article
that was published in the Yale Law
Journal entitled ‘‘Reflections on Sex
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Equality Under the Law,’’ Professor
MacKinnon conceded that, and I quote,
‘‘a fetus is a human form of life that is
alive.’’ That is what Professor
MacKinnon said, and I do not think she
would take second place to anyone in
her support for abortion rights. In her
defense of abortion rights, Professor
MacKinnon expressed her view that,
and again I quote, ‘‘Many women have
abortions as a desperate act of love for
their unborn children.’’ I think the ar-
gument of the opponents of this bill
that focuses on their view about the
harm that will be caused by the use of
the term ‘‘unborn child’’ is simply not
supported by the facts and is more a
fantasy than anything else.

Finally, opponents of H.R. 2436 have
argued that the bill lacks the nec-
essary mens rea requirement for a
valid criminal law and is therefore un-
constitutional. I just want to point out
briefly that this argument ignores the
well-established doctrine of ‘‘trans-
ferred intent’’ in the criminal law.
Anyone who knows anything about the
criminal law has to know something
about transferred intent. This is not
some secret, dark mystery of the
criminal law. This is a well-established
doctrine.

Under H.R. 2436, an individual may be
guilty of an offense against an unborn
child only if he has committed an act
of violence, with criminal intent, upon
a pregnant woman, thereby injuring or
killing her unborn child. Under the
doctrine of transferred intent, the law
considers the criminal intent directed
toward the pregnant woman to have
also been directed toward the unborn
child who is the victim of the violence
as well.

This transferred intent doctrine was
recognized in England as early as 1576
and was adopted by American courts
during the early days of the Republic.
A well-known criminal law commen-
tator describes the application of the
doctrine to the crime of murder in lan-
guage that is remarkably similar to
the language and operation of this leg-
islation:

‘‘Under the common law doctrine of
transferred intent, a defendant who in-
tends to kill one person but instead
kills a bystander is deemed the author
of whatever kind of homicide would
have been committed had he killed the
intended victim.’’ H.R. 2436 operates on
these basic and well-settled principles
of the criminal law.

In summary, let me say that none of
the legal challenges to this bill can
withstand serious scrutiny. All the op-
position to the bill in fact stems from
an objection to the very concept of
‘‘unborn children.’’ That is what it
boils down to, as I said earlier. The op-
ponents insist that a concept that is
well-recognized in the law is somehow
dangerous and subversive, a concept
that has been recognized by judges
such as Thurgood Marshall in his opin-
ions on the Court. The opponents have
a great deal, I would suggest, invested
in the illusion that the unborn are en-

tirely alien to the human family. In-
deed, I have come reluctantly to the
conclusion that for the opponents of
this bill, it is a chief article of faith
with them that the unborn are not
human.
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It is their credo that the unborn are
nothings, nonentities; as the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) said,
ciphers. They dogmatically adhere to
the doctrine that the recognition for
any purposes of the value of life in the
womb is forbidden by the Constitution
of the United States. Thus, they mount
their opposition to this very reasonable
effort to protect the innocent unborn
from brutal acts of criminal violence.

Now I would humbly suggest that
those who would embrace principles
that would drive them to oppose emi-
nently reasonable legislation such as
this legislation proposed by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina should re-
examine the principles they have em-
braced. And, regardless of what we may
think of the wisdom and justice of the
Supreme Court’s decision on abortion
rights, we should be able to understand
that the views expressed in opposition
to this bill are views that have never
been embraced by the Supreme Court
of the United States. These views go
far beyond anything the Supreme
Court has ever said.

We must recognize this:
These views do violence to the re-

ality of the pain and suffering that is
experienced when a criminal attacks a
pregnant woman and injures or kills
the child in her womb. We have heard
the tragic stories of these cases, and I
humbly submit that the arguments
made against this bill show an inad-
equate sensitivity to the reality of that
pain and suffering.

Mr. Chairman, the opponents of this
bill have once again set off on a flight
from reality. I would appeal to the
Members of this House to reject their
fallacious arguments. The only people
who have anything to fear from this
bill are the criminals who engage in
violent acts against women and their
unborn children. I urge the Members to
vote in favor of H.R. 2436.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Hawaii (Mrs. MINK).

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding
this time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to express my
opposition to H.R. 2436, the Unborn
Victims of Violence Act. This bill
claims to protect fetuses from assault
and harm, but its goal is clearly to un-
dercut the legal foundations of a wom-
an’s right to choose. H.R. 2436 gives a
fetus at any stage of development from
the time of fertilization the status of a
person under the law with interests and
rights distinct from those of the preg-
nant woman. This is in direct conflict
with Roe v. Wade which held that at no

stage of development are fetuses per-
sons under the law.

Mr. Chairman, we are deeply con-
cerned about violence against women
and agree that harm to a woman which
results in injury or harm to her preg-
nancy deserves enhanced punishment.
But H.R. 2436 is not the way to accom-
plish this goal, and I regret that the
previous speaker, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) seemed to sug-
gest that those of us who oppose this
legislation have no sense of feeling or
compassion or hurt or tragic feelings
about women who find themselves in
such a situation.

That is far from the truth. We under-
stand the pain and suffering that occur
to these women when they are at-
tacked and criminal violence is done to
them, but the criminal violence done
to them should be treated in ways that
do not do violence to the fundamental
constitutional rights of all women.

I, therefore, strongly support the
Lofgren substitute, the Motherhood
Protection Act of 1999 which recognizes
that when harm comes to a pregnancy,
it happens to the woman who is preg-
nant. The Motherhood Protection Act
would establish a new Federal crime
for any violent or assaultive conduct
against a pregnant woman that inter-
rupts or terminates her pregnancy with
punishments ranging from 20 years to
life imprisonment. The Lofgren sub-
stitute accomplishes the stated goal of
H.R. 2436 and should be adopted by this
House if we have the intent of pro-
tecting women who are pregnant.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT), my col-
league on the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding this time to me, and I
wanted to just bring to the attention of
my colleagues a concern that I have
about this bill that is a little bit dif-
ferent than the concern that has been
expressed during the primary debate on
the bill, and I bring this to the atten-
tion of my colleagues not to diminish
the value of the debate that has oc-
curred.

It is very important that this bill not
undercut the right to choose either di-
rectly or indirectly or by implication.
But there is another concern about this
bill that I think we have lost sight of
and that my colleagues who came
riding into Congress on the States
rights horse have lost sight of. Unfor-
tunately, when they start to talk about
abortion issues and issues of this kind,
they lose sight of the fact that we oper-
ate in a Federal form of government
under which certain rights are reserved
to the States, and for the Federal Gov-
ernment to exercise jurisdiction in a
particular area, there has to be some
particular Federal nexus involved.

Under this bill my colleagues would
have us believe that because the Fed-
eral law and the Federal Government
has an interest in protecting, for exam-
ple, Federal law enforcement officials,
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that that same interest would expand
to protecting a fetus or an unborn child
in the womb of that Federal law en-
forcement official. The nexus for pro-
tecting Federal law enforcement offi-
cials is the fact that they are Federal
law enforcement officials, and we as a
Federal Government, therefore, have a
vested interest and a constitutional
right to protect them. We cannot take
that same constitutional right that the
Federal Government has and take it to
the next level.

So in this case that has been talked
about over and over and over in North
Carolina, they would have us believe
that because the mother was protected
under Federal law when she was driv-
ing down the street in North Carolina,
the child of the mother should have the
same Federal protection. In fact, it is
the State law that we have to look to
to protect the interests of the unborn
child or the child in that case just as
we could not extend Federal law to pro-
tect a born child or a passenger in that
car with the mother. We do not have
the right in our Federal system to ex-
tend Federal law willy nilly, and there
is simply no basis in a lot of the in-
stances that this bill covers under Fed-
eral law for exercising jurisdiction.

Mr. Chairman, I would encourage my
colleagues to oppose the bill for that
reason.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding this time to me.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R.
2436 and in strong support of the sub-
stitute bill. H.R. 2436 would make it a
Federal crime to knowingly damage a
fertilized egg during an assault against
a pregnant mother.

Now I absolutely agree that it is a
tragedy for a woman to lose a preg-
nancy during a crime, and I strongly
support the approach that many States
have taken to toughen penalties for an
assault against a pregnant woman, and
that is, in fact, the approach that my
colleague is taking in her substitute.
However, Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2436
would do nothing to protect the woman
further, but instead would create for
the first time a legal definition that a
fertilized egg is entitled to protection
under the law as a person.

This bill is indeed breathtaking in its
scope. While the examples used are
drawn from criminal assaults of women
in advanced stages of pregnancy, its
real concern reaches to the impact of
the violence on the embryo. Roe v.
Wade makes a distinction between the
embryo in the first trimester and the
post viability embryo, and that is the
distinction that State laws honor.

This bill makes no such distinction
because it deals with the fertilized eggs
at all stages of development; and,
therefore, it opens the opportunity
that if a woman is assaulted in sort of
a routine assault and battery case and
3 weeks later has a miscarriage, that

miscarriage can up the assault and bat-
tery charges to murder though she did
not know she was pregnant at the time
and neither did the assaultant.

So this bill goes way beyond what it
appears to do, and while I certainly
think that a woman in an advanced
stage of pregnancy who is assaulted
and the fetus killed, that assaultant
deserves a punishment that is far more
severe than if he had not been attack-
ing a pregnant woman. I think this bill
goes way beyond that by dealing with a
fertilized egg and opening up the kinds
of possibilities I cite, and the next step,
which is not contained in this bill, but
it is the only logical next step, is to
disregard the intent of the assaultant.
Why, if it is a criminal assault, should
it be seen as a crime? When it is simply
the destruction of the fetus, it should
not be seen as a crime?

Mr. Chairman, that is why those of
us who support a woman’s right to
abortion are deeply concerned about
this legislation. It does clearly in its
language exclude abortion, but the
only difference between an abortion
and a criminal attack is the crimi-
nality of the attacker and the criminal
intent. But the effect on the fetus is
the same, and all my colleagues focus
on in this bill is the fetal effect, and
they define ‘‘fetus’’ as fertilized egg
even before the woman knows she is
pregnant.

So I urge opposition to the bill and
support for the substitute.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. BAIRD).

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding this time
to me.

As my colleagues know, why do we
think this bill is fundamentally an at-
tack on choice? Because if the real ef-
fort is to protect women, we can do
that in other ways, and we must do
that in other ways, but if we really
want to do that, we should pass the Vi-
olence Against Women’s Act. This bill
has not come up before on the floor of
this House, but if we really want to
protect women, pass the Violence
Against Women Act. If we really want
to protect or if we really want to pro-
vide more sincere and serious punish-
ment should an assault on a woman re-
sult in the loss or damage to a preg-
nancy, we can do that by passing the
Lofgren amendment.

We can do those things, and we
should do those things, but here is
where I believe this bill is fundamen-
tally disingenuous: As my colleagues
know, a couple years ago I visited a
women’s shelter where they took
women in after being victims of domes-
tic or other violence. That women’s
shelter turned away 1,200 women a year
because they did not have adequate
funding, 1,200 women who had been the
victims or believe they were about to
be the victims of violence were turned
away because that shelter did not have
adequate funding.
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If we really care about women, if we

really care about the well-being of chil-
dren, we will pass the Violence Against
Women Act, we will fully fund pro-
grams like women’s shelters, we will
fund programs to help children, to pro-
mote safe and secure births for chil-
dren.

But this act fundamentally is an as-
sault on the constitutional right to
choose. That is what it is about, make
no mistake about it. If you support the
right to a safe, legal abortion, you
should reject this act, and you should
support the Lofgren substitute, which
is what I will surely do, and I encour-
age my colleagues to do as well.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, neither Congress nor
the United States Supreme Court has
ever afforded legal status to an unborn
child, and it is undisputed, I think,
that H.R. 436 would be the first such
congressional recognition. Similarly,
there is no precedent in the history of
the Supreme Court for such a rule.

In the 26 years since Roe v. Wade, the
United States Supreme Court has never
recognized an unborn child as having
legal status. Outside of the abortion
context, the Court has been asked only
twice to uphold a State’s determina-
tion that an unborn child should be af-
forded the protection of the law, and
those two cases, Burns v. Alcala and
Webster v. Reproductive Health Serv-
ices, are the only two cases in the 26
years since Roe, in which the Supreme
Court has been asked to recognize the
‘‘unborn child’’ as having legal status.
In both cases, the Supreme Court re-
fused to do so.

Those of us who are here today stand-
ing up for the personal right of a
woman to determine her own reproduc-
tive future are very concerned and very
opposed to this bill.

I have heard the chairman of the
Subcommittee on the Constitution go
on at some length about how this real-
ly would not disturb Roe v. Wade, and
I do not agree. But I would also like to
point out that the chairman and the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE),
the chairman of the committee, op-
posed Roe v. Wade. That is their right
to do so. The gentleman from Illinois
(Chairman HYDE) said today earlier
that he opposed abortion in all cases,
including cases of rape and incest. I do
not agree with him, but I respect that
that is his position. In fact, if it were
up to the chairman, he would repeal
Roe v. Wade, and I think this is part of
the strategy to go down that road.

We do not see it the same way, and I
wish that we could have that debate in
a different context, not in the context
of violence against women, because, in
fact, after we have finished debate on
this bill, I will be offering a substitute
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. CONYERS) that would achieve the
goal that is allegedly being sought here
today, which is protection of women
who are pregnant against assault that
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might impair or damage their preg-
nancy. We can do that together, if that
is in fact our goal. I think that goal is
a worthy one.

I would urge that we do so and that
we reserve the debate over reproduc-
tive choice for another time, another
day, a different vehicle, and that we be
very open about what the dispute is
about. If opponents of reproductive
choice for American women want to
bring this issue to a conclusion, they
ought to bring a pro-life constitutional
amendment to this floor.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. GRAHAM).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from South Carolina is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, I spent days, hours, a
lot of time with a lot of people to draft
in bill for an express purpose, not to
have an abortion debate, but we will
have it. This is a free and open House.
You can talk about what you want to.

My goal is to have a statute that will
put people in jail when they do harm.
When they do bad things, they suffer
bad consequences.

California has a statute very similar
to this that has been in existence for 29
years. Go open up a phone book and see
if you can have an abortion in Cali-
fornia. You can. There are 24 states
that have made it a crime to destroy
an unborn child by a third party, and a
woman can still get a legal abortion.

This bill exempts consensual abor-
tions because it is about criminals, not
abortions. Sometime, somewhere, un-
fortunately, given human nature, there
will be a woman assaulted where Fed-
eral jurisdiction exists and she will
lose her baby, and I want to make sure
that person goes to jail for taking her
baby away from her when she chooses
to have it. I hope you will help me do
it.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, today in this cham-
ber we rise yet another time to protect a wom-
en’s right to choose. As one of 37 pro-choice
women in the Congress, this is an issue for
which we must stand and speak time and time
again. Anti-choice Republicans continue to
take every possible opportunity to raise legis-
lation aimed at undermining a woman’s right
to choose. Since the beginning of the 104th
Congress, the House has taken over 100
votes on family planning and choice—a phe-
nomenal number. From the move to override
President Clinton’s veto of the partial birth
abortion ban, to the so-called ‘‘Child Custody
Protection Act,’’ to requiring parental consent
to access Title X services, the ‘‘Unborn Vic-
tims of Violence Act’’ that we address today is
yet another example.

I deplore acts of violence against women,
and stand as the strongest of advocates
against domestic violence and domestic
abuse; however while this legislation purports
to protect pregnant women, the reality is that
it undermines a woman’s right to choose. The
bill would criminalize death or injury that oc-
curs at any stage of development, from con-

ception to birth. H.R. 2436 would recognize
the fetus as a person, with the same legal
standing as the woman’s—a status long
sought by the conservative movement to at-
tack the Supreme Courts’ ruling in Roe v
Wade.

In order to protect women from violence,
this Congress should be passing H.R. 357, the
Violence Against Women Act of 1999. In order
to ensure healthy pregnancies for both moth-
ers and babies, this Congress should be pass-
ing legislation to increase access to prenatal
care. In order to support healthly children, this
Congress should be passing legislation to sup-
port and strengthen WIC nutrition and food
stamp programs. But instead we are debating
yet another piece of anti-choice legislation.

I urge my colleagues to recognize this bill
for what it is: a misguided initiative, dangerous
and harmful to women’s rights. I urge a ‘‘no’’
vote on H.R. 2436.

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in opposition to H.R. 2436, the so-called
‘‘Unborn Victims of Violence Act.’’ While I
whole-heartedly agree that acts of violence
against a pregnant woman deserve severe
punishment, this bill does absolutely nothing to
further that goal. Ironically, these pregnant
women are not mentioned in the actual legis-
lative text. Instead, this bill goes so far as to
redefine the fetus as a fully-independent per-
son separate from the mother. This is a defini-
tion that even Supreme Court Justice Antonin
Scalia, a staunch opponent of Roe v. Wade,
opposed.

Instead, I believe we must do more to pro-
tect pregnant mothers, and am therefore sup-
porting the ‘‘Motherhood Protection Act,’’ intro-
duced by Representative LOFGREN. This
measure provides increased penalties for
crimes against pregnant women. This com-
mon-sense legislation would provide true pro-
tections for pregnant women without under-
mining the Constitutionally-protected right to
choose or attempting to change the definitions
of ‘‘personhood’’ under the 14th Amendment
to the Constitution. This measure makes
sense, and achieves the stated goals of the
underlying bill. I urge my colleagues to vote
for the Lofgren substitute and vote against
H.R. 2436.

Mr. WU. Mr. Chairman, I rise today to ex-
press my opposition to H.R. 2436, the Unborn
Victims of Violence Act. This legislation is
clearly another attempt to take away a wom-
an’s right to choose.

Under this bill, a person can be prosecuted
for harming a fetus, regardless of whether the
person is prosecuted for harming the mother.
No knowledge of the pregnancy or intent to
cause harm is necessary for prosecution. That
means that even without determining intent,
one could receive the full punishment normally
associated with intentional murder. As the fa-
ther of two beautiful children, my daughter
Sarah less than a week old, I feel strongly that
any crime that intentionally causes harm to a
mother and her unborn child is despicable and
must be punished. This legislation, however, is
not the way to achieve that. Granting inde-
pendent legal status to a fetus does not help
to stop violence against women.

Let’s work together to protect all women and
their children from violence rather than using
this veiled legislation to restrict a woman’s
right to choose.

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I remain baf-
fled at this body’s ability to undermine a wom-

an’s fundamental right to choose. What’s
more, I am disturbed at the latest trend of
crafting vague, amorphous legislative lan-
guage that flies in the face of the proper intent
of legislation by those who seek to limit or
abolish this right.

The majority of Americans are pro-choice
and know that we must protect a woman’s
right to choose to have an abortion while at
the same time working to make abortion rare.
The other side chooses to ignore this majority.
They have determined that the best way to do
this is to craft vague, and purportedly narrow,
legislative language that undercuts this funda-
mental right by creating vast legal loopholes
and ambiguously worded statutes that result in
the near elimination of abortions.

Last Friday, the Eighth Circuit Court of Ap-
peals struck down three such vaguely worded
statutes from Iowa, Nebraska and Arkansas
that posed as legislation to prohibit one form
of late-term abortion. The Court recognized
the backdoor attempt to ban abortions com-
pletely and the stifling affect such broad lan-
guage would have on the health and safety of
women in these states.

There is not a single member of the House
of Representatives who does not think that
criminals who brutally attack a pregnant
woman should not be held accountable for
their actions and punished to the full extent of
the law. But if you expect us to naively believe
that protecting pregnant women is the only in-
tent of this legislation, you are sadly mistaken.
This legislation fails to address many of the
very real needs to protect women from vio-
lence in its backdoor attempt to undermine the
essence of Roe v. Wade.

If we are addressing violence to a fetus in
utero, the one very large, glaring omission
from the legislation we are debating today is
the woman carrying that pregnancy. As word-
ed, this legislation turns the woman in to a
mere vessel and ignores the simple truth that
the abhorrent violent acts we have heard so
much about on the floor today are happening
to a woman.

We should punish people who harm a preg-
nant woman—but unfortunately we are not de-
bating that fact today because the woman is
missing from this legislation. I welcome the
opportunity to discuss legislation that would
enhance penalties for criminals who commit
violent, deplorable crimes against a pregnant
woman, particularly if that crime results in the
loss of the pregnancy. But the fact that the
violent act against the woman is ignored by
this legislation, reveals its true intent. This leg-
islation seeks to do one thing—create a sepa-
rate legal status for a fetus, embryo, blasto-
cyst or zygote to lay the groundwork for a
fresh assault on Roe v. Wade.

If this Congress wants to protect women,
and promote healthy pregnancies, then it
should reauthorize the Violence Against
Women Act. But, both the Department of Jus-
tice and the National Coalition Against Domes-
tic Violence have said that this bill fails to help
women victims of violence and yet again, di-
verts attention away from the true victim of the
crime, the woman.

You cannot toss aside the health and safety
of millions of women with legislation that mas-
querades as an effort to protect them.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman, today I
rise in strong support of the Lofgren-Conyers
amendment to H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims
of Violence Act. The bill is unfortunately



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9060 September 30, 1999
flawed and needs to be modified because it
fails to address the underlying issue—violence
against women—pregnant or not. The majority
of crimes against women occur during domes-
tic violence and drunk driving incidents. I sup-
ported the Violence Against Women Act
[VAWA] when it first became law in 1994.
VAWA set up a national domestic violence
hotline, grants for law enforcement, prosecu-
tion, and battered women shelters to combat
violence and sexual assault. This Congress, I
am a proud cosponsor of VAWA II which reau-
thorizes the original VAWA 1994 Act and has
other provisions to further help protect women
from violence. For example, the bill addresses
sexual assault prevention and combating vio-
lence in the workplace.

When we create laws that affect women, we
cannot take the woman out of the equation
which is what H.R. 2436 does. The woman is
the victim of the crime and one of the best
ways to protect a woman is to have VAWA II
passed. I think everyone agrees that crimes
against women are horrible. It’s especially
tragic when the woman is pregnant and that
needs to be appropriately addressed which is
why I am supporting the Lofgren-Conyers sub-
stitute, the Motherhood Protection Act of 1999.

The Lofgren-Conyers substitute creates a
federal criminal offense for harm to a pregnant
woman and recognizes that the pregnant
woman is the victim of a crime causing termi-
nation or harm during a pregnancy. The sub-
stitute provides for a maximum 20-year sen-
tence for injury to a pregnant woman and a
maximum life sentence for the termination of a
pregnancy due to the assault. By focusing on
the harm to the pregnant woman, it provides
a deterrent against violence against women. I
encourage my colleagues to support the
Lofgren-Conyers substitute.

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
support of H.R. 2436, and commend my friend
from South Carolina for bringing it to the floor.

Mr. Chairman, this bill has evoked the usual
complaints from liberals in this country who
refuse to accept any restrictions on when,
how, or why an unborn child is killed. Until
today, they had only defended the ‘‘right’’ of
any woman to ‘‘choose’’ to kill her unborn
child. How, however, it seems that they are
willing to extend that protection to criminals
who kill an unborn child while committing a
crime for which they will be punished under
federal law.

Now, before abortion rights activists paint
this debate as one about a woman’s ‘right to
choose,’ let’s examine a scenario that would
be covered by this bill. First of all, if a woman
is pregnant, and has not taken steps to end
the pregnancy, it is probably safe to assume
that she has chosen to bring her child into the
world. When an individual, while committing a
crime, harms that woman, and kills her unborn
child, her choice to have her baby has been
taken away, and it is that action which this bill
and its sponsor seek to punish. If anything,
this bill is the epitome of protecting the right to
choose.

Free societies such as ours are based on
giving up certain freedoms in exchange for se-
curity. Congress has, in the past, passed ob-
scenity laws, which reasonably restrict the
First Amendment. We have also made it illegal
for known felons to purchase firearms, a re-
striction on the Second Amendment. All free-
doms have reasonable limitations, yet abortion
rights advocates in this nation, and specifically

in this body, refuse to accept any limitations
on the right to kill an unborn child. We have
seen many of those individuals come before
this body, listing the names of children killed
by gun violence. Is it any less tragic when an
unborn child is killed, simply because it has
not been given a name yet? The opposition to
this bill shines the spotlight of truth on abortion
rights activists’ belief that the death of an un-
born child, under any circumstances, is all
right with them. Quite frankly, Mr. Chairman,
that attitude sickens me, and I would hope
that it sickens the rest of our society.

I urge all of my colleagues to support de-
cency, support human life, and support the
choice of pregnant women to give birth to their
children, by supporting this bill.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, pro-life Members
of Congress are ecstatic over the Unborn Vic-
tims of Violence Act, touting it as a good step
toward restoring respect for life, and once
again criminalizing abortion. This optimism
and current effort must be seriously chal-
lenged.

As a pro-life obstetrician-gynecologist, I
strongly condemn the events of the last third
of the 20th century in which we have seen the
casual acceptance of abortion on demand.

The law’s failure to protect the weakest,
smallest and most innocent of all the whole
human race has undermined our respect for
all life, and therefore for all liberty. As we have
seen, once life is no longer unequivocally pro-
tected, the loss of personal liberty quickly fol-
lows.

The Roe v. Wade ruling will in time prove to
be the most significantly flawed Supreme
Court ruling of the 20th century. Not only for
its codification, through an unconstitutional
court action, of a social consensus that glori-
fied promiscuity and abortion of convenience
and for birth control, but for flaunting as well
the constitutional system that requires laws of
this sort be left to the prerogative of the states
alone. A single ‘‘Roe v. Wade’’ ruling by one
state would be far less harmful than a Su-
preme Court ruling that nullifies all state laws
protecting the unborn.

Achieving the goal of dehumanizing all
human life, by permitting the casting aside all
pre-born life, any time prior to birth, including
partially born human beings, Roe v. Wade
represents a huge change in attitudes toward
all life and liberty. Now pro-life Members are
engaged in a similar process of writing more
national laws in hopes of balancing the court’s
error. This current legislative effort is just as
flawed.

Traditionally, throughout our history, except
for the three constitutional provisions, all
crimes of violence have been—and should re-
main—state matters. Yet this legislation only
further undermines the principle of state juris-
diction, and our system of law enforcement,
which has served us well for most of our his-
tory.

Getting rid of Roe v. Wade through a new
court ruling or by limiting federal jurisdiction
would return this complex issue to the states.

Making the killing of an unborn infant a fed-
eral crime, as this bill does, further institu-
tionalizes the process of allowing federal
courts to destroy the constitutional jurisdiction
of the states. But more importantly, the meas-
ure continues the practice of only protecting
some life, by allowing unborn children to be
killed by anyone with an ‘‘M.D.’’ after his
name.

By protecting the abortionist, this legislation
carves out a niche in the law that further
ingrains in the system the notion that the will-
ful killing of an innocent human being is not
deserving of our attention. With more than a
million children a year dying at the hands of
abortionists, it is unwise that we ignore these
acts for the sake of political expediency.

Pro-abortion opponents of this legislation
are needlessly concerned regarding its long-
term meaning, and supporters are naively
hoping that unintended consequences will not
occur.

State laws have already established clearly
that a fetus is a human being deserving pro-
tection; for example, inheritance laws acknowl-
edge that the unborn child does enjoy the es-
tate of his father. Numerous states already
have laws that correctly punishes those com-
mitting acts of murder against a fetus.

Although this legislation is motivated by the
best of intentions of those who strongly defend
the inalienable rights of the unborn, it is seri-
ously flawed, and will not achieve its intended
purpose. For that reason I shall vote against
the bill and for the sanctity of life and the
rights of the states, and against the selected
protection of abortionists.

Mr. Chairman, today Congress will vote to
further instill and codify the ill-advised Roe
versus Wade decision. While it is the inde-
pendent duty of each branch of the federal
government to act Constitutionally, Congress
will likely ignore not only its Constitutional lim-
its but earlier criticisms from Chief Justice Wil-
liam H. Rehnquist, as well.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act of 1999,
H.R. 2436, would amend title 18, United
States Code, for the laudable goal of pro-
tecting unborn children from assault and mur-
der. However, by expanding the class of vic-
tims to which unconstitutional (but already-ex-
isting) federal murder and assault statutes
apply, the federal government moves yet an-
other step closer to a national police state.

Of course, it is much easier to ride the cur-
rent wave of federalizing every human mis-
deed in the name of saving the world from
some evil than to uphold a Constitutional oath
which prescribes a procedural structure by
which the nation is protected from what is per-
haps the worst evil, totalitarianism. Who, after
all, wants to be amongst those members of
Congress who are portrayed as soft on violent
crimes initiated against the unborn?

Nevertheless, our federal government is,
constitutionally, a government of limited pow-
ers. Article one, section eight, enumerates the
legislative areas for which the U.S. Congress
is allowed to act or enact legislation. For every
other issue, the federal government lacks any
authority or consent of the governed and only
the state governments, their designees, or the
people in their private market actions enjoy
such rights to governance. The tenth amend-
ment is brutally clear in stating ‘‘The powers
not delegated to the United States by the Con-
stitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are
reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people.’’ Our nation’s history makes clear that
the U.S. Constitution is a document intended
to limit the power of central government. No
serious reading of historical events sur-
rounding the creation of the Constitution could
reasonably portray it differently.

However, Congress does more damage
than just expanding the class to whom federal
murder and assault statutes apply—it further
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entrenches and seemingly concurs with the
Roe versus Wade decision (the Court’s intru-
sion into rights of states and their previous at-
tempts to protect by criminal statute the
unborn’s right not to be aggressed against).
By specifically exempting from prosecution
both abortionists and the mothers of the un-
born (as is the case with this legislation), Con-
gress appears to say that protection of the un-
born child is not a federal matter but condi-
tioned upon motive. In fact, the Judiciary Com-
mittee in marking up the bill, took an odd legal
turn by making the assault on the unborn a
strict liability offense insofar as the bill does
not even require knowledge on the part of the
aggressor that the unborn child exists. Murder
statutes and common law murder require in-
tent to kill (which implies knowledge) on the
part of the aggressor. Here, however, we have
the odd legal philosophy that an abortionist
with full knowledge of his terminal act is not
subject to prosecution while an aggressor act-
ing without knowledge of the child’s existence
is subject to nearly the full penalty of the law.
(The bill exempts the murderer from the death
sentence—yet another diminution of the
unborn’s personhood status.) It is becoming
more and more difficult for Congress and the
courts to pass the smell test as government
simultaneously treats the unborn as a person
in some instances and as a non-person in oth-
ers.

In this first formal complaint to Congress on
behalf of the federal Judiciary, Chief Justice
William H. Rehnquist said ‘‘the trend to fed-
eralize crimes that have traditionally been han-
dled in state courts . . . threatens to change
entirely the nature of our federal system.’’
Rehnquist further criticized Congress for yield-
ing to the political pressure to ‘‘appear respon-
sive to every highly publicized societal ill or
sensational crime.’’

Perhaps, equally dangerous is the loss of
another Constitutional protection which comes
with the passage of more and more federal
criminal legislation. Constitutionally, there are
only three federal crimes. These are treason
against the United States, piracy on the high
seas, and counterfeiting (and, because the
constitution was amended to allow it, for a
short period of history, the manufacture, sale,
or transport of alcohol was concurrently a fed-
eral and state crime). ‘‘Concurrent’’ jurisdiction
crimes, such as alcohol prohibition in the past
and federalization of murder today, erode the
right of citizens to be free of double jeopardy.
The fifth amendment to the U.S. Constitution
specifies that no ‘‘person be subject for the
same offense to be twice put in jeopardy of
life or limb . . .’’ In other words, no person
shall be tried twice for the same offense. How-
ever, in United States v. Lanza, the high court
in 1922 sustained a ruling that being tried by
both the federal government and a state gov-
ernment for the same offense did not offend
the doctrine of double jeopardy. One danger
of unconstitutionally expanding the federal
criminal justice code is that it seriously in-
creases the danger that one will be subject to
being tried twice for the same offense. Despite
the various pleas for federal correction of soci-
etal wrongs, a national police force is neither
prudent nor constitutional.

Occasionally the argument is put forth that
states may be less effective than a centralized
federal government in dealing with those who
leave one state jurisdiction for another. Fortu-
nately, the Constitution provides for the proce-

dural means for preserving the integrity of
state sovereignty over those issues delegated
to it via the tenth amendment. The privilege
and immunities clause as well as full faith and
credit clause allow states to exact judgments
from those who violate their state laws. The
Constitution even allows the federal govern-
ment to legislatively preserve the procedural
mechanisms which allow states to enforce
their substantive laws without the federal gov-
ernment imposing its substantive edicts on the
states. Article IV, Section 2, Clause 2 makes
provision for the rendition of fugitives from one
state to another. While not self-enacting, in
1783 Congress passed an act which did ex-
actly this. There is, of course, a cost imposed
upon states in working with one another rather
than relying on a national, unified police force.
At the same time, there is a greater cost to
centralization of a police power.

It is important to be reminded of the benefits
of federalism as well as the costs. There are
sound reasons to maintain a system of small-
er, independent jurisdictions—it is called com-
petition and, yes, governments must, for the
sake of the citizenry, be allowed to compete.
We have obsessed so much over the notion of
‘‘competition’’ in this country we harangue
someone like Bill Gates when, by offering su-
perior products to every other similarly-situ-
ated entity, he becomes the dominant provider
of certain computer products. Rather than
allow someone who serves to provide value
as made obvious by their voluntary exchanges
in the free market, we lambaste efficiency and
economies of scale in the private marketplace.
Curiously, at the same time, we further cen-
tralize government, the ultimate monopoly and
one empowered by force rather than voluntary
exchange.

When small governments become too op-
pressive with their criminal laws, citizens can
vote with their feet to a ‘‘competing’’ jurisdic-
tion. If, for example, one does not want to be
forced to pay taxes to prevent a cancer patient
from using medicinal marijuana to provide re-
lief from pain and nausea, that person can
move to Arizona. If one wants to bet on a foot-
ball game without the threat of government
intervention, that person can live in Nevada.
As government becomes more and more cen-
tralized, it becomes much more difficult to vote
with one’s feet to escape the relatively more
oppressive governments. Governmental units
must remain small with ample opportunity for
citizen mobility both to efficient governments
and away from those which tend to be oppres-
sive. Centralization of criminal law makes such
mobility less and less practical.

Protection of life (born or unborn) against
initiations of violence is of vital importance. So
vitally important, in fact, it must be left to the
states’ criminal justice systems. We have seen
what a legal, constitutional, and philosophical
mess results from attempts to federalize such
an issue. Numerous states have adequately
protected the unborn against assault and mur-
der and done so prior to the federal govern-
ment’s unconstitutional sanctioning of violence
in the Roe v. Wade decision. Unfortunately,
H.R. 2436 ignores the danger of further fed-
eralizing that which is properly reserved to
state governments and, in so doing, throws
legal philosophy, the Constitution, the bill of
rights, and the insights of Chief Justice
Rehnquist out with the baby and the
bathwater. For these reasons, I must oppose
H.R. 2436, The Unborn Victims of Violence
Act of 1999.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of
Violence Act. Under current federal law, an in-
dividual who commits a federal crime of vio-
lence against a pregnant women receives no
additional punishment for killing or injuring the
fetus. I think this is wrong and should be
changed.

An incident that occurred in my district illus-
trates why this law is so desperately needed.
in 1996, a man enlisted in the Air Force and
stationed at Wright-Patterson Air Force
Base—a jurisdiction which is governed by fed-
eral military law—severely beat his wife who
was 34 weeks pregnant at the time. Although
the women survived the attack, her uterus split
open, expelling the baby into her mother’s ab-
dominal cavity, where the baby died.

The man was arrested and charged with
several criminal offenses for the attack. How-
ever, Air Force prosecutors concluded that
they could not charge him with a separate of-
fense for killing the baby because, although
Ohio law recognizes an unborn child as a vic-
tim, federal law does not.

In 1998, that judgment was concurred in the
U.S. Air Force Court of Criminal Appeals rul-
ing on that case. The court said, ‘‘Federal
homicide statutes reach only the killing of a
born human being . . . (Congress) has not
spoken with regard to the protection of an un-
born person.’’

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is time that Con-
gress speaks on this issue by passing H.R.
2436. Many states, like Ohio, have passed
laws to recognize unborn children as human
victims of violent crimes. However, these laws
do not apply on federal property. I think they
should and therefore would urge my col-
leagues to pass the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act. This bill would give pregnancy from
beginning to birth the same legal standing
under federal law that we currently give a per-
son. This legislation would establish a sepa-
rate offense and punishment for federal crimes
committed when death or bodily injury to the
fetus occurs. Likewise, the bill establishes the
same penalty for a violation under federal law
if the injury or death occurred to the unborn
fetus’ mother.

This bill is designed for one purpose: to un-
dermine the decision in Roe v. Wade. This
legislation is an effort to endow legal rights to
fetuses—in fact a backdoor way of elevating
the legal status of a fetus—which has been
the cornerstone of the conservative anti-choice
agenda. This is just another way of writing a
Human Life Amendment, a decades-long effort
to expand the meaning of the word ‘‘person’’
under the constitution to include unborn off-
spring at every state of their biological devel-
opment. Anti-choice Members of Congress
know that they are trying to fool the American
people.

They would also have us believe in their
crusade to protect unborn victims of vio-
lence—but what about the born victims of vio-
lence?

Every day in America, 13 children and youth
under age 20 die from firearms. If this Con-
gress is so concerned with the safety of chil-
dren, why has it not passed the gun control
provisions approved by the Senate that would
eliminate gun show loopholes and require
mandatory safety locks with firearms sales?
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The conference committee on H.R. 1501 and
the Senate gun legislation has met only once
publicly—and that was before we adjourned
for the August recess—to read their opening
statements.

Every day in America, 1,353 babies are
born without health insurance and 2,162 ba-
bies are born into poverty as a result of wel-
fare reform legislation passed by many who
remain in the majority of this Congress today.
We know now that children are losing critical
benefits like Medicaid and food stamps. The
Urban Institute cites falling welfare rolls as the
‘‘primary reason’’ that an estimated 500,000
fewer adults and children nationwide partici-
pated in Medicaid in 1996 than in 1995. Loss
of Medicaid and the absence of employer-
sponsored health insurance coverage make it
extremely difficult for former recipients to ob-
tain health care for themselves and their chil-
dren.

In addition, the Children’s Defense Fund’s
study entitled ‘‘Welfare to What?’’ cites trou-
bling findings by NETWORK, a coalition of
Catholic organizations, on 455 children in Cali-
fornia, Florida, Illinois, Massachusetts, Michi-
gan, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Pennsyl-
vania and Texas during late 1997. The study
found that 36% of children in families who had
recently lost cash assistance were ‘‘eating less
or skipping meals due to cost.’’ The bottom
line is that families who lose welfare often lose
food stamps, making it impossible to buy suffi-
cient food.

The same disregard for our children is evi-
dent in Congress’ refusal to hold states ac-
countable for maintaining high levels of quality
in our child care centers. Today in America,
more than 80% of child care services in the
U.S. is thought to be of poor or average qual-
ity. Still, Congress turns its head and allocate
billions of child care dollars a year with very
little assurance of quality, allowing our children
to be placed in substandard conditions.

The crimes of domestic violence is a horren-
dous one, and should be punished, but this
blatant attempt to placate the radical right be-
littles the severity of domestic violence by
using women and their pregnancies as tools to
elevate the legal status of a fetus. It is cow-
ardly, and it dishonors the lives of women who
have survived, and those who have suc-
cumbed to the terrible tragedy of domestic vio-
lence.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, as the
Declaration of Independence declares, ‘‘We
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all
men are created equal, that they are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable
Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and
the pursuit of Happiness.’’

I believe that one thing that makes America
great is our defense of those incapable of de-
fending themselves. Proverbs admonishes us
to ‘‘Speak up for those who cannot speak for
themselves’’ (31:8). It still is our duty to stand
up for the weaker members of our society.

Tragically, under current federal law there
are no consequences for injury or death to an
unborn child. Where is the justice for the
smallest and most helpless members of our
society?

The intentional attack on a mother and her
baby requires that justice be served. Our jus-
tice system is based on the protection of the
innocent and the punishment of the guilty. The
attacker must take responsibility for his actions
and make restitution to his victims.

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act would
make the offense to the baby a separate
crime because it’s a separate person. In this
situation there are two victims and both of
their lives should receive equal recompense
under federal law.

Twenty-four states already have laws that
recognize the unborn child as a victim. It is
time that we agree with nearly half the states
and provide grieving parents recognition of
their loss.

Mr. Chairman, with the passage of the Un-
born Victims of Violence Act we will be able to
proudly say we are ‘‘one nation, under God,
with liberty and justice for all’’.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the committee
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill is considered
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment and is considered read.

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as
follows:

H.R. 2436
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Unborn Victims
of Violence Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. PROTECTION OF UNBORN CHILDREN.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 18, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after chapter 90 the fol-
lowing:
‘‘CHAPTER 90A—PROTECTION OF UNBORN

CHILDREN
‘‘Sec.
‘‘1841. Protection of unborn children.
‘‘§ 1841. Protection of unborn children

‘‘(a)(1) Whoever engages in conduct that vio-
lates any of the provisions of law listed in sub-
section (b) and thereby causes the death of, or
bodily injury (as defined in section 1365) to, a
child, who is in utero at the time the conduct
takes place, is guilty of a separate offense under
this section.

‘‘(2)(A) Except as otherwise provided in this
paragraph, the punishment for that separate of-
fense is the same as the punishment provided
under Federal law for that conduct had that in-
jury or death occurred to the unborn child’s
mother.

‘‘(B) An offense under this section does not
require proof that—

‘‘(i) the person engaging in the conduct had
knowledge or should have had knowledge that
the victim of the underlying offense was preg-
nant; or

‘‘(ii) the defendant intended to cause the
death of, or bodily injury to, the unborn child.

‘‘(C) If the person engaging in the conduct
thereby intentionally kills or attempts to kill the
unborn child, that person shall be punished as
provided under sections 1111, 1112, and 1113 of
this title for intentionally killing or attempting
to kill a human being.

‘‘(D) Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, the death penalty shall not be imposed for
an offense under this section.

‘‘(b) The provisions referred to in subsection
(a) are the following:

‘‘(1) Sections 36, 37, 43, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115,
229, 242, 245, 247, 248, 351, 831, 844(d), (f), (h)(1),
and (i), 924(j), 930, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1114, 1116,
1118, 1119, 1120, 1121, 1153(a), 1201(a), 1203,
1365(a), 1501, 1503, 1505, 1512, 1513, 1751, 1864,
1951, 1952 (a)(1)(B), (a)(2)(B), and (a)(3)(B),
1958, 1959, 1992, 2113, 2114, 2116, 2118, 2119, 2191,
2231, 2241(a), 2245, 2261, 2261A, 2280, 2281, 2332,
2332a, 2332b, 2340A, and 2441 of this title.

‘‘(2) Section 408(e) of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 848(e)).

‘‘(3) Section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2283).

‘‘(c) Nothing in this section shall be construed
to permit the prosecution—

‘‘(1) of any person for conduct relating to an
abortion for which the consent of the pregnant
woman has been obtained or for which such
consent is implied by law in a medical emer-
gency;

‘‘(2) of any person for any medical treatment
of the pregnant woman or her unborn child; or

‘‘(3) of any woman with respect to her unborn
child.

‘‘(d) As used in this section, the term ‘unborn
child’ means a child in utero, and the term
‘child in utero’ or ‘child, who is in utero’ means
a member of the species homo sapiens, at any
stage of development, who is carried in the
womb.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters for part I of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item re-
lating to chapter 90 the following new item:
‘‘90A. Protection of unborn children ... 1841’’.
SEC. 3. MILITARY JUSTICE SYSTEM.

(a) PROTECTION OF UNBORN CHILDREN.—Sub-
chapter X of chapter 47 of title 10, United States
Code (the Uniform Code of Military Justice), is
amended by inserting after section 919 (article
119) the following new section:

‘‘§ 919a. Art. 119a. Protection of unborn chil-
dren
‘‘(a)(1) Any person subject to this chapter who

engages in conduct that violates any of the pro-
visions of law listed in subsection (b) and there-
by causes the death of, or bodily injury (as de-
fined in section 1365 of title 18) to, a child, who
is in utero at the time the conduct takes place,
is guilty of a separate offense under this section.

‘‘(2) The punishment for that separate offense
is the same as the punishment provided for that
conduct under this chapter had the injury or
death occurred to the unborn child’s mother, ex-
cept that the death penalty shall not be im-
posed.

‘‘(b) The provisions referred to in subsection
(a) are sections 918, 919(a), 919(b)(2), 920(a), 922,
924, 926, and 928 of this title (articles 118, 119(a),
119(b)(2), 120(a), 122, 124, 126, and 128).

‘‘(c) Subsection (a) does not permit
prosecution—

‘‘(1) for conduct relating to an abortion for
which the consent of the pregnant woman has
been obtained or for which such consent is im-
plied by law in a medical emergency;

‘‘(2) for conduct relating to any medical treat-
ment of the pregnant woman or her unborn
child; or

‘‘(3) of any woman with respect to her unborn
child.

‘‘(d) In this section, the term ‘unborn child’
means a child in utero.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of sec-
tions at the beginning of such subchapter is
amended by inserting after the item relating to
section 919 the following new item:

‘‘919a. 119a. Protection of unborn children.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. No amendment to
that amendment shall be in order ex-
cept those printed in House Report 106–
348. Each amendment may be offered
only in the order printed in the report,
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report, shall be consid-
ered read, debatable for a time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall be not subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

The chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may postpone a request for a
recorded vote on any amendment and
may reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
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the time for voting on any postponed
question that immediately follows an-
other vote, provided that the time for
voting on the first question shall be a
minimum of 15 minutes.

It is now in order to consider Amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
106–348.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. CANADY OF

FLORIDA

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. CANADY of
Florida:

In section 1841 of title 18, United States
Code, as proposed to be added by section
2(a)—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(C), insert ‘‘, instead
of being punished under subparagraph (A),’’
after ‘‘shall’’; and

(2) in subsection (c)(1)—
(A) insert ‘‘, or a person authorized by law

to act on her behalf,’’ after ‘‘woman’’; and
(B) strike ‘‘in a medical emergency’’.
Strike section 3 and insert the following:

SEC. 3. MILITARY JUSTICE SYSTEM.
(a) PROTECTION OF UNBORN CHILDREN.—Sub-

chapter X of chapter 47 of title 10, United
States Code (the Uniform Code of Military
Justice), is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 919 (article 119) the following new sec-
tion:
‘‘§ 919a. Art. 119a. Protection of unborn chil-

dren
‘‘(a)(1) Any person subject to this chapter

who engages in conduct that violates any of
the provisions of law listed in subsection (b)
and thereby causes the death of, or bodily in-
jury (as defined in section 1365 of title 18) to,
a child, who is in utero at the time the con-
duct takes place, is guilty of a separate of-
fense under this section.

‘‘(2)(A) Except as otherwise provided in
this paragraph, the punishment for that sep-
arate offense is the same as the punishment
provided under this chapter for that conduct
had that injury or death occurred to the un-
born child’s mother.

‘‘(B) An offense under this section does not
require proof that—

‘‘(i) the person engaging in the conduct had
knowledge or should have had knowledge
that the victim of the underlying offense was
pregnant; or

‘‘(ii) the accused intended to cause the
death of, or bodily injury to, the unborn
child.

‘‘(C) If the person engaging in the conduct
thereby intentionally kills or attempts to
kill the unborn child, that person shall, in-
stead of being punished under subparagraph
(A), be punished as provided under sections
880, 918, and 919(a) of this title (articles 80,
118, and 119(a)) for intentionally killing or
attempting to kill a human being.

‘‘(D) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the death penalty shall not be im-
posed for an offense under this section.

‘‘(b) The provisions referred to in sub-
section (a) are sections 918, 919(a), 919(b)(2),
920(a), 922, 924, 926, and 928 of this title (arti-
cles 118, 119(a), 119(b)(2), 120(a), 122, 124, 126,
and 128).

‘‘(c) Nothing in this section shall be con-
strued to permit the prosecution—

‘‘(1) of any person for conduct relating to
an abortion for which the consent of the
pregnant woman, or a person authorized by
law to act on her behalf, has been obtained
or for which such consent is implied by law;

‘‘(2) of any person for any medical treat-
ment of the pregnant woman or her unborn
child; or

‘‘(3) of any woman with respect to her un-
born child.

‘‘(d) In this section, the term ‘unborn
child’ means a child in utero, and the term
‘child in utero’ or ‘child, who is in utero’
means a member of the species homo sapi-
ens, at any stage of development, who is car-
ried in the womb.’’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections at the beginning of such subchapter
is amended by inserting after the item relat-
ing to section 919 the following new item:

‘‘919a. 119a. Protection of unborn children.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 313, the gentleman from
Florida, Mr. CANADY and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida, Mr. CANADY.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is a simple,
straightforward amendment that will
accomplish two important things.
First, the amendment will bring the
Uniform Code of Military Justice pro-
visions of the bill which are found in
section 3 into conformity with the por-
tion of the bill that was reported by
the Committee on the Judiciary with
an amendment.

Section 3 of the bill was referred to
the Committee on Armed Services, but
the Committee on Armed Services has
waived jurisdiction over the bill. This
amendment, which the chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services has ap-
proved, will simply make the two sec-
tions of the bill operate in the same
manner.

Second, the amendment will make
two minor changes to clarify points
raised by opponents of the legislation.
The amendment will clarify that the
punishment authorized under the bill
for intentionally killing or attempting
to kill an unborn child is in lieu of, not
in addition to, the punishment other-
wise provided under the bill. The
amendment will also clarify that the
exemption for abortion-related conduct
includes situations in which a surro-
gate decision maker acts on behalf of
the pregnant woman.

These technical changes reflect the
intent of the drafters and do not effect
substantive changes in the bill. I urge
my colleagues to support this con-
forming and technical amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I claim the time in opposi-
tion to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the Chair of our sub-
committee, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. CANADY), would have us be-
lieve that this is a technical amend-
ment. It is not. It is a very substantive
amendment, and we should be aware of
that.

The chairman of our subcommittee,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CAN-

ADY), would have us believe that the
Committee on Armed Services waived
jurisdiction over this bill because it
thought it was an uncontroversial bill.
The truth of the matter is that there is
a whole section of this bill which has
never, ever, been debated in any com-
mittee of this House.

The bill came to the Committee on
the Judiciary. We had a debate on a
part of the bill that was under the
Committee on the Judiciary’s jurisdic-
tion. We exercised our rights to debate
that part.

We tried to offer amendments to the
part of the bill that was under the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Armed
Services. We were denied that right in
the Committee on the Judiciary on the
parliamentary ruling that we did not
have jurisdiction over that part of the
bill.

Now, on the floor of the House, after
the Committee on Armed Services has
decided not to take jurisdiction over
the bill and consider amendments in
the committee, we are here on the floor
of the House making major substantive
changes to this bill.

Now, what does this amendment do?
It says an offense under this section
does not require proof that, one, the
person engaging in the conduct had
knowledge or should have had knowl-
edge that the victim of the underlying
offense was pregnant. That means if
you kill an unborn fetus, you do not
even have to know there was a fetus in
the womb. You do not have to have any
kind of intent. There is no criminal law
in this country that ought to be passed
that gives that right.

If we are going to pass it in this
House, at least we ought to have juris-
diction in a committee; and a com-
mittee ought to take up the bill and
debate it in the committee. We ought
not use the processes of the House to
our advantage and say, well, this is a
parliamentary ruling, we cannot deal
with it in the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and then tell the Committee on
Armed Services, well, we do not want
you to deal with it over there, and then
try to accomplish the same thing that
should have been done in committee on
the floor of the House.

Mr. Chairman, this is just patently
wrong. The proper thing to do would be
to send this bill back to one of these
two committees, and if we are going to
make substantive changes to the bill,
major policy changes, I might add, to
make those changes in the committee.

Now, there are some people from the
Committee on Armed Services I am
sure that are getting ready to jump up
and say, yes, we support this. But what
about the other people on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services?

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BUYER).

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is abso-
lutely correct. I did come to the floor.
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I chair the Subcommittee on Military
Personnel with jurisdiction over the
Uniform Code of Military Justice and
the military legal system. We watched
the Committee on the Judiciary in its
debate and the bill was reported out. I
recommended to the chairman that we
waive sequential referral and the bill
came to the floor. I support the man-
ager’s amendment.

Once this bill was reported, it is fit-
ting that the Uniform Code of Justice
be compatible with the Federal stat-
ute, and that is why we procedurally
waived jurisdiction.

The need for the manager’s amend-
ment and the request for support by
this body is illustrated by the case of
United States versus Robbins. In that
case, Gregory Robbins, an airman, and
his wife, who was over 8 months preg-
nant with a daughter that they had
named Jasmine, resided at Wright-Pat-
terson Air Force Base, Ohio, an area of
exclusive Federal jurisdiction.

On September 12, 1996, Mr. Robbins
wrapped his fist in a T-shirt to reduce
the chance that it would inflict visible
bruises, and he badly beat his wife by
striking her repeatedly in the face and
abdomen with his fist. Mrs. Robbins
survived the attack with a severely
battered eye, a broken nose and a rup-
tured uterus. She was taken to the
emergency room, but medical per-
sonnel could not detect the baby’s
heartbeat.

Now, some may refer to that baby as
a fetal mass, but that was a viable
fetus. They could not detect a heart-
beat, and the doctors performed emer-
gency surgery on Mrs. Robbins and
found Jasmine laying sideways, dead,
in Mrs. Robbins’ abdominal cavity.

As a result of Mrs. Robbins’ repeated
blows, it ruptured her uterus, the pla-
centa was torn from the inner uterine
wall, which expelled Jasmine into the
abdominal cavity.

Air Force prosecutors recognized
that the Federal homicide statutes
reach only the killing of a born human
being, and that Congress has not spo-
ken with regard to the protection of
the unborn person. As a result, the
prosecutors attempted to prosecute Mr.
Robbins for Jasmine’s death under
Ohio’s fetal homicide law, using Arti-
cle 134 of the Uniform Code of Military
Justice.
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Article 134 incorporates by reference
all Federal crimes, criminal statutes
and those State laws made Federal law
via, quote, the Assimilated Crimes Act.

Mr. Robbins pled guilty to involun-
tary manslaughter for Jasmine’s death,
but the legality of assimilating Ohio’s
Federal homicide law through article
134 is now the subject of Mr. Robbins’
appeal to the Court of Appeals for the
Armed Services.

If the Court of Appeals agrees with
Mr. Robbins that the assimilation of
Ohio’s law was improper, he will re-
ceive no additional punishment for the
killing of the baby, Jasmine. Moreover,

had Mr. Robbins battered his wife in a
State that had no fetal homicide law,
he could have been charged with only
battery for the beating of his eight-
month pregnant wife and there would
be no legal consequence for the killing
of their unborn child. That is the pur-
pose of the manager’s amendment, to
make it compatible.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) has
the right to close debate, and each gen-
tleman has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my
time.

Mr. Chairman, my good friend, the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT), made a reference to my com-
ments with respect to the Committee
on Armed Services. I think he mis-
understood what I said. I know he did
not intend to misrepresent what I said.

I said nothing about the purpose of
the committee and waiving jurisdic-
tion. I simply reported what they had
done. I did not say that they viewed it
as noncontroversial. The gentleman
may have misunderstood that, but I
wanted to make that clear. The Mem-
bers of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices can speak for themselves.

The truth of the matter is that in
this amendment we are simply con-
forming the provisions of the bill that
were within the jurisdiction of the
Committee on Armed Services with the
changes in the structure of the bill
that were made in the Committee on
the Judiciary on the parts that we had
jurisdiction over.

This is a conforming amendment. I
can understand that the gentleman is
opposed to the bill but this simply
makes the bill internally consistent,
and I say that it should not be con-
troversial. It is truly a conforming and
technical amendment.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, as masterful as the chair-
man who spoke on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services is, he cannot
speak for the Committee on Armed
Services.

We bring a major substantive change
to this bill to the floor, give it 10 min-
utes of debate, 5 minutes per side;
never has been in the Committee on
Armed Services. The chairman of the
committee comes out and says I am
here to speak for the committee. What
about all the other people on the Com-
mittee on Armed Services? When are
they going to have an opportunity to
weigh in on this major substantive pro-
vision to this bill?

That is what I am talking about
when I say we have subverted the proc-
esses of this House using parliamen-
tary procedures.

Basically, what we have done is de-
prive the minority of the Committee
on Armed Services of the right to
weigh in on this important issue. The
chairman waived jurisdiction. They did
not bring it into the committee, and
they did not do anything. There are 60
Members. Fifty-nine of them have not
spoken.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote,
and pending that, I make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 313, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) will
be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 2 printed in House Report
106–348.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MS. LOFGREN

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment No. 2 in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by Ms. LOFGREN:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Motherhood
Protection Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. CRIMES AGAINST A WOMAN—TERMI-

NATING HER PREGNANCY.
(a) Whoever engages in any violent or

assaultive conduct against a pregnant
woman resulting in the conviction of the
person so engaging for a violation of any of
the provisions of law set forth in subsection
(c), and thereby causes an interruption to
the normal course of the pregnancy resulting
in prenatal injury (including termination of
the pregnancy), shall, in addition to any pen-
alty imposed for the violation, be punished
as provided in subsection (b).

(b) The punishment for a violation of sub-
section (a) is—

(1) if the relevant provision of law set forth
in subsection (c) is set forth in paragraph (1),
(2), or (3) of that subsection, a fine under
title 18, United States Code, or imprison-
ment not more than 20 years, or both, but if
the interruption terminates the pregnancy, a
fine under title 18, United States Code, or
imprisonment for any term of years or for
life, or both; and

(2) if the relevant provision of law is set
forth in subsection (c)(4), the punishment
shall be the such punishment (other than the
death penalty) as the court martial may di-
rect.

(c) The provisions of law referred to in sub-
section (a) are the following:

(1) Sections 36, 37, 43, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115,
229, 242, 245, 247, 248, 351, 831, 844 (d), (f), (h)(1),
and (i), 924(j), 930, 1111, 1112, 1114, 1116, 1118,
1119, 1120, 1121, 1153(a), 1201(a), 1203(a), 1365(a),
1501, 1503, 1505, 1512, 1513, 1751, 1864, 1951, 1952
(a)(1)(B), (a)(2)(B), and (a)(3)(B), 1958, 1959,
1992, 2113, 2114, 2116, 2118, 2119, 2191, 2231,
2241(a), 2245, 2261, 2261A, 2280, 2281, 2332, 2332a,
2332b, 2340A, and 2441 of title 18, United
States Code.

(2) Section 408(e) of the Controlled Sub-
stances Act of 1970 (21 U.S.C. 848).

(3) Section 202 of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954 (42 U.S.C. 2283).

(4) Sections 918, 919(a), 919(b)(2), 920(a), 922,
924, 926, and 928 of title 10, United States



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9065September 30, 1999
Code (articles 118, 119(a), 119(b)(2), 120(a), 122,
124, 126, and 128).

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 313, the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) each
will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Ms. LOFGREN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
2436 creates a separate Federal crimi-
nal offense for harm to, quote, an un-
born child, with the legal status sepa-
rate from that of the woman. The
Lofgren-Conyers substitute creates a
separate Federal criminal offense for
harm to a pregnant woman.

The underlying bill recognizes, quote,
a member of the species Homo sapiens
at all stages of development as a vic-
tim of crime, from conception to birth.
This affords even an embryo legal
rights equal to and separate from those
of the woman.

The Lofgren-Conyers substitute rec-
ognizes the pregnant woman as the pri-
mary victim of a crime. The substitute
creates an offense that protects women
and punishes violence resulting in in-
jury or termination of a pregnancy. It
provides for a maximum 20-year sen-
tence for injury to a woman’s preg-
nancy and up to a life sentence for ter-
mination of a woman’s pregnancy.

It requires a conviction for the un-
derlying criminal offense and focuses
on the harm to the pregnant woman,
providing a deterrent against violence
against women.

This amendment is simple. Offered
by the ranking member and myself, it
recognizes that there are existing
crimes in Federal law that protect
women from violence such as violent
assault. This amendment recognizes
that when such crimes not only hurt
the woman but also cause her to mis-
carry, there is additional harm to that
woman. This amendment enhances the
sentence one can receive for causing
this additional harm to up to a life sen-
tence.

Why is it important for us to pass
this amendment for this crime and to
impose this penalty? What can com-
pare to giving birth to a child long
awaited and then raising that child
through all the challenges humankind
face?

Those of us who are mothers know
that it is the most important thing in
our lives, and those of us who have suf-
fered a miscarriage know the incred-
ible trauma and the overwhelming
sense of loss that is involved. An as-
sailant who hurts a woman in this way
deserves to be severely punished, but
the bill before us, let us be clear, was
not really about that. It was simply
another attempt to cut away at the
rights of women to determine their
own reproductive choices.

The men who have promoted the un-
derlying bill are, I believe, sincere in

their zealotry on behalf of their cause,
namely that the government makes
the choice of whether or not a woman
gives birth, not the woman.

Now I do not agree with that posi-
tion, but I do recognize that that is
what their bill is about. That is why
anti-choice activists are calling Mem-
bers of the House to urge a yes vote on
the underlying bill and a no vote on
this substitute. That is why, although
dressed up as a crime bill, the under-
lying bill was never reviewed by the
Subcommittee on Crime. No, it was a
product of the Subcommittee on the
Constitution.

The underlying bill advances the po-
litical cause while overlooking what
really matters to the mothers of Amer-
ica. Indeed, if someone violently as-
saults a pregnant woman and that
woman miscarries and loses the child
she so much desires, that is indeed a
great offense. That is why I offer this
substitute to the bill of the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

Assaults that cause a woman to mis-
carry, that cause the suffering that
other women and I personally have
felt, that destroy the hope that that
pregnant woman has, are offenses of
such dire consequence that they must
be considered extraordinary. A wanted
and hoped-for child lost to miscarriage,
whether through violence or fate, is an
injury to the woman who would be a
mother that is monumental and ever-
lasting.

If the goal in criminal law is ever
properly vengeance, then this loss calls
out for vengeance. If the goal is justice,
then contrast the proposed penalty for
this grievous injury to a woman with
other offenses deemed worthy of up to
a maximum sentence of life. The ac-
cused may be sentenced up to life for
exploiting children, for drug traf-
ficking, for aggravated sexual assault
of an under age child and for many
other crimes.

I offer this substitute that would rec-
ognize the crime and impose this pen-
alty for anyone who would assault a
pregnant woman if that assault inter-
rupts her pregnancy or causes her to
miscarry. Assault is already a crime
but the loss to someone who is car-
rying and expecting a child is a signifi-
cant difference and should be acknowl-
edged at law.

The substitute focuses on what is
real for American women. Oppose vio-
lence against women. Do not use that
violence as an excuse to eliminate per-
sonal choice about reproduction for
American women. Women in America
need protection against violence. They
may also need protection against those
in the majority of this Congress who
want to tell them what to do with their
lives and who think it is acceptable to
use the tragedy of miscarriage to ad-
vance the political goal of repealing re-
productive rights.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-

tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
GRAHAM), who is the sponsor of this
legislation.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CAN-
ADY) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Chairman, I just ask the Mem-
bers who have been following the de-
bate, just keep their eye on the ball.

Before I became a Member of Con-
gress, like many of my colleagues, I
lived my life in the law. I was a pros-
ecutor. I was a defense attorney. I
practiced law in the military. I was a
member of the Judge Advocate General
Corps for 61⁄2 years and served as a pros-
ecutor and a defense attorney in that
capacity. I enjoyed my profession. I en-
joyed the law. I particularly enjoyed
the criminal law because I think it has
a simplicity and a common sense to it
that really is unique in the world in
the sense of the way we have designed
it here in America.

I have never been around a debate
that distorted so many simple and
long-held legal concepts as this debate.

I urge Members to vote against this
substitute because it destroys the bill.
It is fatally defective. When I designed
this bill, it came about as a result of
some information being passed to me
from military colleagues who talked
about the Robbins case and without
the Ohio statute the person would have
gotten away with the crime of murder,
of destroying that 8-month-old baby.
So there is a need out there at the Fed-
eral level to do something about prob-
lems like this.

What I did is I looked at State law
and I found a definition of unborn that
we adopted from a State whose statute
has been constitutionally challenged
and upheld. I just did not make it up.
I thought like a lawyer. I went to what
was true and tested, and the language
in this bill has been true and tested in
court. It withstands legal scrutiny.

These are not words we make up for
political reasons. These are words we
use to make sure people go to jail who
deserve to stay in jail. The substitute
is sentence enhancement and it uses
the term, termination, interruption of
pregnancy but it has no definition of
what that means.

If one is concerned about zygotes
being subject to the criminal law, then
they have a real concern about the sub-
stitute. My bill defines ‘‘unborn’’ as
when it attaches to the womb. Zygotes
are not covered, but there is no defini-
tional section in the substitute and it
would not withstand scrutiny.

The loss, who is the loss here? Is it
just merely the loss to the woman
when an unborn child is killed by a
third party or injured by a third party
criminal? No. It is not just a loss to the
woman. It is a loss to society.

In 1994, the Democratic Congress
passed legislation that prevented a
pregnant woman from being sentenced
to death while she is pregnant. If it is
just a loss to the woman, they would go
ahead and execute her, but my col-
leagues understood in 1994 they are not
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going to execute a pregnant woman be-
cause they do not want to kill an un-
born child because of the crimes of the
mother.

This statute focuses on criminal be-
havior like 24 other States. This stat-
ute will allow a separate prosecution
for people who attack pregnant women,
and injure or kill their unborn child, in
a constitutional manner.

The substitute claims to bring an ad-
ditional charge to bear. Mr. Chairman,
that cannot be done. Sentence en-
hancement is one theory. That means
the sentence is elevated against the
charge that would be levied against the
assault against the mother.

In the Arkansas case, where 3 people
were hired to beat the woman up with
the express purpose of killing the baby,
if sentence enhancement was the law in
Arkansas all that could be done was
enhance the charge that would be
brought against attacking the mother
and the murder of the child would go
unpunished.

There is a huge legal difference be-
tween the charge of murder and sen-
tence enhancement for a simple assault
or an aggravated assault.

This substitute destroys the legal ef-
fect of the bill. It would not withstand
scrutiny. They have just literally
thrown this thing together. There is no
definition or guidance in it. It is inter-
nally inconsistent.

I would challenge anybody to be able
to bring two separate accounts: One, a
crime against the mother, Mrs. Jones;
two a separate charge for terminating
her pregnancy. One cannot find some-
body guilty of that charge. One has to
have a victim. Her sentence could be
enchanced but that allows people to
get away with what I believe to be
murder, like in Arkansas.

Please reject this substitute and un-
derstand we spent a lot of time and ef-
fort looking at tested law and this is
something I hope Members of this body
can agree on. Third party criminals
who attack women and destroy or in-
jure children ought to go to jail for
what they have done.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS), the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for her leadership in this very
sensitive discussion.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
point out to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the previous
speaker, a good friend of mine on the
Committee on the Judiciary, that we
all want to punish people who attack
women who are pregnant. That is not
the question. There is no one in the
House that does not want to add pun-
ishment.

The only difference is that our sub-
stitute applies to acts which cause the
interruption in the normal course of

the pregnancy, thereby avoiding the
entire controversy concerning inde-
pendent fetal rights. Now, that is real-
ly what the substitute and the whole
bill is about.

I thank the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE), the chairman of the com-
mittee, for making it clear that that is
what it is about. I mean, he makes it
clear. That is what he talks about. He
gave his usual speech about abortion,
against it, and what the people mean
and think and how bad choice is. The
gentleman from Illinois has made it
clear.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY), the leader and manager of
this bill, my good friend, has done ev-
erything in his power to conceal the
fact that that is what we are doing. We
are making incursions on Roe versus
Wade.

The New York Times has figured it
out in a very good way. The bill spon-
sors assert the measure has nothing to
do with the abortion issue. Can my col-
leagues imagine that? That is all we
have talked about is the abortion issue.
But that view is disingenuous.

By creating a separate legal status
for fetuses, the bill supporters are
plainly hoping to build a foundation for
a fresh legal assault on the constitu-
tional underpinning of Roe. We all
know that. That is why we offer a sub-
stitute for those who want to punish
people who attack women who are
pregnant.

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Chairman, I am not an attorney,
and I am not a constitutional scholar.
I do not know of the implications that
have been referred to up to this point
in time with regard to this bill’s im-
pact on Roe versus Wade, and I do not
care. It is not the reason why I support
the bill.

It has been mentioned by the pre-
vious speaker that everybody in the
body wanted to protect the rights of
women when they were carrying a
child. It is certainly true that that is a
desire on my part. But I certainly go
beyond that. I not only wish to protect
her rights, I wish to protect the rights
of the child she is carrying.

Justice is what we seek, of course.
Who is worthy of receiving justice
when a violent crime is carried out
against the will of people? This legisla-
tion, the underlying legislation, not
the substitute, will bring unborn chil-
dren under the protection of Federal
law and finally acknowledge the sepa-
rate crime that takes place when an
unborn child is either harmed or killed
during a criminal act.

It actually amazes me that current
Federal law treats an assault on a
pregnant woman in which the unborn
child is killed the same way as if it
were an assault on a woman who was
not pregnant. There is a difference.

Amazing it is for some people to be-
lieve and understand, there is a dif-
ference. It is far time that the Congress
of the United States recognize that
fact.

This is a life that has been cut short
by a criminal event and by a criminal
act before that life can even begin. We
cannot not stand by when an unlawful
killing of a fetus takes place and do
nothing. We must follow suit, as 11
States has already done, in criminal-
izing such activities to include any
stage of prenatal development.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO).

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and I rise strongly in support of
her substitute.

Mr. Chairman, violence against
women and, even more horribly, vio-
lence against pregnant women deserves
the attention of both Federal and State
law enforcement authorities. Perpetra-
tors should be dealt with swiftly and
harshly. But I do not really believe, un-
less my colleagues support this amend-
ment, that that is the issue before the
House of Representatives today.

There are a number of highly re-
spected organizations nationally in my
own State, and locally in some of my
communities, who are concerned with
violence against women and violence
against women who are pregnant, vio-
lence against women and their chil-
dren, violence within the families, yet,
they are notably absent in their sup-
port or even having been consulted by
the authors of this legislation.

There are other groups in this coun-
try who are principally concerned, ob-
sessively concerned with overturning
the decision Roe versus Wade, a wom-
an’s right to choice. They are promi-
nently involved in the drafting of the
underlying legislation and in the en-
dorsement of that and in the opposi-
tion to this amendment.

This amendment, if my colleagues
are concerned about violence against
women, violence against pregnant
women, violence against pregnant
women that harms the fetus, then
there is no reason to oppose this
amendment.

It would say we are going to have
harsh Federal penalties for the few
cases that are brought in Federal
court. Remember, few of these are
brought in Federal court. But if they
are, if they rise to that level, harsh
penalties just for the violence against
women. If it causes any harm to the
fetus, 20 years in Federal prison. No pa-
role. If it causes the death of the fetus,
it could lead to a life sentence without
parole in Federal prison.

Now, those are pretty darn harsh
penalties. How can you oppose that?
Unless the reason my colleagues are
really here is a back-door attempt to
repeal Roe versus Wade.

Let us just be honest about it. Bring
a constitutional amendment to the
floor to repeal Roe versus Wade. The
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only problem with them doing that
that honestly is that they know a ma-
jority of the American people do not
support that.

So, instead, under the guise of some-
thing that it is very difficult for any-
body to oppose on the floor of the
House, they are bringing forward this
high-sounding argument that, well,
there are these technical legal con-
cerns about whether or not these peo-
ple who could cause the death of a
fetus will be adequately punished.
Under this amendment, they will be
dealt with harshly. Support the
Lofgren amendment.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS).

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act and opposed to the amend-
ment.

We have heard some very interesting
statements out here on the floor today.
One of the opponents of this act said
we ought to vote against this act be-
cause, and let me quote, ‘‘because the
criminal attack on a woman causing
her to lose a child, and an abortion, it
is too easy to confuse the two.’’

In other words, a criminal attack on
a woman which causes her to lose her
unborn child, she said the only dif-
ference in that and an abortion is, she
says, the result is the same except for
the criminal intent, and we cannot al-
ways determine the difference.

Now, do my colleagues buy that? Do
my colleagues buy that this Congress
or the American people cannot distin-
guish between a criminal attack on a
woman which causes her to lose her un-
born child and an abortion? I do not
think so. I think that is ludicrous.

Another reason we were told to vote
against this act, we were told that the
Federal court or the Federal jurisdic-
tion may have jurisdiction over the
mother, but they might not have juris-
diction over the unborn child.

In other words, an FBI agent who is
pregnant, we can try someone for as-
saulting her or murdering her, but not
her unborn child, because that would
not be a Federal act.

Well, what do we do in those cases?
Do we always try those? Would we try
them, as that person who opposes it
said, we ought to try that case in the
State court? Of course not. That is lu-
dicrous.

The final thing, which is probably
the worst, is this statement, and I say
this with respect to all Members: that
this is the first occasion that this Con-
gress or this Supreme Court has ever
recognized the legal status of an un-
born child. If we pass this act, we will
be recognizing the legal status of an
unborn child.

Well I ask you, is it an illegal status?
Are unborn children illegal?

How about an unborn child whose
mother has made a decision to keep
that child? She wants to keep that
child. She wants to have that child.
She wants to raise that child. Is there

anything wrong with recognizing the
legal status of that child? Should that
child have no status, no rights? Of
course not.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time remains.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 191⁄2
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 201⁄2
minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
object to this whole process, first of all
on the basis of the public process by
which we arrive at it. This is a par-
liament. This is no longer a Congress.
It is a parliament where one party
rams things through without having
hearings on the implications of what
they are passing. If they have got the
votes, they get it.

The only thing missing from this
being a parliament is that we do not
have a vote of confidence or they would
be gone. Because they cannot bring a
budget out here and pass it and get out
of here, so they bring out these wedge
issues.

Now, I am a physician, and it is very
clear to me from reading this that they
did not think about what the implica-
tions of this are. What about a sponta-
neous abortion? All the time, women
get pregnant; and then for reasons we
do not understand, their body rejects
this child. Oh, now, if somebody has
pushed them on that day when that
happens, this puts them in jail for the
rest of their life. How is one going to
prove that it was caused by the action?

The second issue is the whole ques-
tion of intent. For my colleagues to
just brush over this business of intent,
acts of violence against women are not
very well thought through in about 99.9
percent of the cases. They occur when
people are angry. They occur when peo-
ple are drunk. They occur in all kinds
of circumstances. For my colleagues
not to deal with that issue simply
means they want to establish a basis to
overturn Roe v. Wade.

Now, I worked in New York before we
had Roe v. Wade in the Buffalo General
Hospital, and I stood by the bedside of
people who died getting illegal abor-
tions.

What my colleagues want is a wedge
to go back in the Federal court. They
will not leave the State legislatures to
decide this issue. They want to put it
up in the Federal courts where the Sen-
ate, the other body, does not even pro-
vide enough judges so they can deal
with these cases. My colleagues want
to make it up here because they want
to be able to go to the Supreme Court
for an overturning of Roe v. Wade.

My view is that it is nothing, as the
New York Times says, but a direct as-
sault on Roe v. Wade. My colleagues
can clothe it and act like anybody who
is against it is against any protection
for women who have had violence com-
mitted against them. That is totally

untrue. If my colleagues are serious,
put the money for the Violence Against
Women Act in and pass it.
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume to respond to a couple of the
points the gentleman made on the
issue that he raised about how we
would prove these things, and how we
would prove that the harm occurs be-
cause of the misconduct of the defend-
ant.

Well, there is a very simple answer to
that. The burden of proof is on the gov-
ernment, and the government must
prove beyond a reasonable doubt that
the misconduct, in fact, caused the in-
jury and caused the harm. That is the
answer to that question. In the kind of
case the gentleman is raising, they
could not prove it. If there is a sponta-
neous abortion that occurred, they
would be unable to establish that the
defendant was responsible for that tak-
ing place. The answer to the gentle-
man’s question is obvious.

Now, the gentleman asserts the same
argument we have heard over and over
again, that this is somehow a basis for
overturning Roe v. Wade. But the gen-
tleman seems to be unaware that laws
similar to this have been enacted in a
number of States, more than 20 States.
The courts have upheld those laws time
after time. And the courts have specifi-
cally said that the challenge to those
laws was not well-founded and that the
principles in Roe are not relevant to
cases that deal with conduct of a third-
party assailant on a pregnant woman.

Now, I do not know what could be
clearer in the law. I think there is a
fantasy here that somehow the whole
structure of abortion rights is going to
come crumbling down because of this
bill. That is just not so. That is not the
case. If that were going to happen, it
would already be trembling and shak-
ing because of the laws that have been
enacted in the States and upheld, but I
do not think that is the case.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
HOSTETTLER).

(Mr. HOSTETTLER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HOSTETTLER. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution for
yielding me this time, and I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims
of Violence Act, that preserves the
rights of all women, both born and un-
born.

In the famous book Animal Farm,
the elitist pigs state, ‘‘All animals are
equal, some are just more equal than
others.’’ Unfortunately, this doctrine
has been applied in our laws for too
long, especially in regards to the un-
born and their legal status before the
law.

H.R. 2436, the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act, gives unborn victims of vio-
lent Federal crimes equal legal status
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and protection just like any other vic-
tim. The bill says a person, no matter
the stage of development, should re-
ceive equal protection of the law. It is
that simple: Equal protection under
the law. This echoes the principles that
lay at the very foundation of our con-
stitutional government: That is that
all of us are equal.

Those opposed to this bill say, ‘‘No,
not in this case. We cannot provide
equal protection to an unborn person
in the womb, because they may not be
a person.’’ Well, we have already heard
the tragic story of Jasmine Robbins.
The law can punish the criminal for
beating of the woman but not for the
death of the unborn child in her womb.
This is not fair. This is not right.

Some have concluded that since the
Supreme Court has determined that,
‘‘fetuses are not persons within the
meaning of the 14th Amendment,’’ that
the case is closed. However, we are a
government of laws, not the arbitrary
decisions of men.

Twenty years ago, the Supreme
Court made that fateful statement.
Then, 10 years ago, the Supreme Court
refused to invalidate a Missouri statute
that declares, ‘‘The life of each human
being begins at conception.’’ Further-
more, we are a government where even
the smallest in our society is allowed
to rise and say the majority is wrong.
The smallest in this case are the pre-
born children in their mother’s womb.

Let us not turn our backs on these
principles. Let us do our jobs by stat-
ing that the laws apply to all people,
all women, born and unborn.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD).

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Chairman, as a mother of five children,
I know the joys associated with moth-
erhood. Also, as an advocate for wom-
en’s issues, I am well aware of the dan-
gers that women face as it relates to
domestic violence. Acts of violence
against women, especially pregnant
women, are tragic and should be pun-
ished appropriately. However, H.R. 2436
is not the best way to achieve this
goal.

H.R. 2436 is not designed to persecute
these crimes and prevent violence
against women but to undermine a
woman’s right to choose by criminal-
izing death or injury that occurs at any
stage of development from conception
to birth. H.R. 2436 does not recognize
the harm to the woman. In fact, it does
not even mention the woman.

We should not be fooled by rhetoric
of the supporters of H.R. 2436. This bill
fails to address the very real need for
strong Federal legislation to prevent
and punish violent crimes against
women. Nearly one in every three adult
women experiences at least one phys-
ical assault by a partner during adult-
hood. To deter crimes against women,
and to punish those who assault or
murder pregnant women, Congress
should pursue other avenues that focus
on the harm to the woman and the pro-
motion of healthy pregnancies.

Elevating the status of a fetus to a
person flies in the face of the Roe v.
Wade decision on the definition of a
person and also erodes a woman’s right
to choose. This is the beginning of a
very slippery slope, and I am not about
to slide on that slope.

The Lofgren substitute creates a sep-
arate Federal criminal offense for
harm to a pregnant woman. We are
against the bill because it does noth-
ing, that is H.R. 2436, to protect the
pregnant mother. I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.R. 2436, this Unborn
Victims of Violence Act, and support
the Lofgren-Conyers substitute, the
Motherhood Protection Act, because
H.R. 2436 is a direct assault on Roe v.
Wade. I ask for a ‘‘yes’’ vote for the
Lofgren-Conyers substitute.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, may I inquire of the Chair con-
cerning the amount of time remaining
on each side?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has 16 min-
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 14
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has the
right to close.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding me
this time, I commend the gentleman
from South Carolina for his authorship
of this very important legislation, and
I rise in support of the gentleman’s leg-
islation and in opposition to the sub-
stitute.

I am proud to cosponsor the Unborn
Victims of Violence Act, which pro-
motes justice by holding violent crimi-
nals accountable for their conduct. It
is unthinkable that under current Fed-
eral law an individual who commits a
Federal crime of violence against a
pregnant woman receives no additional
punishment for killing or injuring the
woman’s unborn child during the com-
mission of the crime. Where is the jus-
tice when a criminal can inflict harm
upon a woman, even with the express
purpose of harming her unborn child,
and not be held accountable for those
actions?

Approximately half of the States, in-
cluding my home State of Virginia,
have seen the wisdom in holding crimi-
nals accountable for their actions by
making violent criminals liable for
conduct that harms or kills an unborn
baby. Unfortunately, our Federal stat-
utes provide a gap in the law that usu-
ally allows the criminal to walk away
with little more than a slap on the
wrist. Criminals are held more liable
for damage done to property than for
the intentional harm done to an un-
born child. This discrepancy in the law
is appalling and must be corrected.

Regardless of whether we are pro-
choice or pro-life, those of us who are
parents can identify with the hope that
accompanies the impending birth of a
child. No law passed by Congress could

ever heal the devastation created by
the loss of a child or replace a child
lost to violence. However, we can en-
sure that justice is done by making the
criminals who take the life of an un-
born child pay for their actions. When
a mother is bringing a life into this
world and that life is cut short by a
violent criminal, that criminal should
be held accountable under the law. Jus-
tice demands it and so should we.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting for the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act, and I commend my col-
leagues for their efforts in this matter.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
this time and also for sponsoring this
amendment, and I rise in support of the
Lofgren amendment.

What it would do is establish a Fed-
eral crime for any violent conduct
against a pregnant woman that inter-
rupts or terminates her pregnancy.
That makes sense. In its current form,
the Unborn Victims of Violence Act ob-
scures women’s rights while claiming
to champion them. We are forced to ig-
nore that in order to harm a ‘‘Homo
sapien in any stage of development,’’ as
it reads, there is a woman who has
been victimized by violence. This legis-
lation switches our attention to the
crime on a pregnancy at any stage
while ignoring the woman who is preg-
nant.

The Lofgren substitute would create
a Federal criminal offense for harm to
a pregnant woman, recognizing that
the pregnant woman is the primary
victim of a crime causing termination
of a pregnancy. The substitute provides
for a maximum of a 20-year sentence
for injury to a woman’s pregnancy and
a maximum life sentence for termi-
nation of a woman’s pregnancy.

For each of the past several years,
domestic violence has victimized an es-
timated 1 million women over age 12,
and the number increases each year.
There are approximately 200 Federal
cases of women who were harmed last
year, and we cannot say how many
were pregnant at the time. If sup-
porters of the Unborn Victims of Vio-
lence Act truly intend on increasing
the penalties for Federal crimes that
harm a pregnancy, they will focus on
increased penalties where they would
be best served in these circumstances:
On the devastating loss or injury to the
woman when her pregnancy is com-
promised.

Many States recognize this and have
strengthened laws to punish such
crimes against pregnant women, and I
urge my colleagues to do the same by
voting against the bill and by sup-
porting strongly the Lofgren sub-
stitute.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would submit to the
Members of the House who are consid-
ering this substitute amendment that
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the substitute amendment is so poorly
drafted and ambiguous that it will
place any prosecution for violence
against the unborn in great jeopardy.
The substitute amendment also dimin-
ishes the injuries inflicted by violent
criminals on the unborn, transforming
those injuries into mere abstractions.

Let me also note that it is somewhat
ironic that the substitute amendment
is subject to some of the very same
criticisms that have been made so vo-
ciferously against the bill.

We have heard that the underlying
bill is fundamentally flawed and un-
constitutional because it does not have
a requirement that there be a specific
intent to kill or injure the unborn
child. The opponents of the bill claim
that the doctrine of transferred intent
is not sufficient and that it must be
the specific intent to kill or injure the
unborn child.

As I read this amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, I do not see any
specific intent requirement. I do not
see that there must be a specific intent
to cause the interruption or termi-
nation of the pregnancy. I would be
happy to yield to anyone who can point
to the provision in here that has such
a specific intent provision. I do not
think it is there. As a matter of fact, I
know it is not there. I have read it, and
it is absent.

So it is quite ironic that after hear-
ing that sort of criticism of the under-
lying bill, the opponents of the bill
come forward with a substitute amend-
ment that is subject to the same criti-
cism.

And that is not the only thing. They
have complained that the underlying
bill provides protection for the unborn
in the early stages of pregnancy. They
say that that goes too far, to provide
that protection in the early stages of
pregnancy. Well, once again I believe
that this amendment, this substitute,
is subject to the very same criticism.
So I am puzzled by the arguments that
are made against the underlying bill.

b 1615

Ordinarily, when an argument is
made against an underlying bill by the
proponents of a substitute, their sub-
stitute will not be subject to the same
criticism. I just find it is very strange
that the proponents of the substitute
have crafted this, if that is the right
word, to have it subject to the same
criticisms.

I would suggest that any Member
contemplating voting for this amend-
ment should take pause and consider
the flaws that are in the amendment
that I am going to discuss.

First, the terminology in the sub-
stitute amendment is virtually incom-
prehensible and, if adopted, it will al-
most certainly jeopardize any prosecu-
tion from injuring or killing an unborn
child during the commission of a vio-
lent crime.

The substitute amendment provides
for enhanced penalty for the ‘‘interrup-
tion to the normal course of the preg-

nancy resulting in prenatal injury, in-
cluding termination of the pregnancy.’’
The amendment then authorizes great-
er punishment for an interruption that
terminates the pregnancy than it does
for a mere interruption of the preg-
nancy.

But what exactly is the difference be-
tween an interruption of a pregnancy
and an interruption that terminates a
pregnancy? I would like some expla-
nation of that. Does not any interrup-
tion of a pregnancy necessarily result
in a termination of a pregnancy? The
plain meaning of ‘‘interruption’’ re-
quires that interpretation. If ‘‘inter-
ruption’’ does not mean that, what
does it mean?

I have looked at this. I have tried to
make sense of it. But I will suggest to
the Members of the House that is a
task that is extraordinarily difficult.

What does the phrase ‘‘termination
of pregnancy’’ mean? Does it mean
only that the unborn child died, or
could it also mean that the child was
merely born prematurely, even without
suffering any injuries?

Interpreting the term according to
its plain meaning requires that we un-
derstand that a pregnancy may be ter-
minated in different ways and with dif-
ferent results.

I would suggest to the Members of
the House that these ambiguities make
this substitute amendment impossible
to comprehend in any coherent way
with any certainty.

Now, second, subsection 2(a) of the
substitute amendment appears to oper-
ate as a mere sentence enhancement
authorizing punishment in addition to
any penalty imposed for the predicate
offense. Yet the language of subsection
2(b) describes the additional punish-
ment provided in subsection 2(a) as
punishment for a violation of sub-
section A, suggesting that subsection
2(a) creates a separate offense for kill-
ing or injuring an unborn child.

This ambiguity is magnified by the
fact that subsection 2(a) requires that
the conduct injuring or killing of an
unborn child result in the conviction of
the person so engaging. Now, does this
mean that a conviction must first be
obtained before a defendant may be
charged with a violation of subsection
2(a), or does it mean that the addi-
tional punishment may be imposed at
the trial for a predicate offense so long
as it is imposed after the jury convicts
the predicate offense?

Is a separate charge necessary for the
enhanced penalty to be imposed? The
substitute amendment simply does not
answer these critical questions. Pros-
ecuting violent criminals under it will,
therefore, be virtually impossible.

Unlike the current language of the
bill, the Lofgren-Conyers substitute
also contains no exemptions for abor-
tion-related conduct, for conduct of the
mother, or for medical treatment of
the pregnant woman or her unborn
child. This omission leaves a substitute
amendment open to the charge that it
would permit the prosecution of moth-

ers who inflict harm upon themselves
and their unborn children or doctors
who kill or injure unborn children dur-
ing the provision of medical treatment.

For that reason, the substitute
amendment would certainly be sub-
jected to a constitutional challenge. I
would guarantee my colleagues if the
underlying bill had not had such an ex-
emption in it, we would have heard no
end of that flaw in the underlying bill.
But that provision is omitted from the
substitute. Perhaps the supporters of
the substitute see that not as a flaw in
the amendment but as a desirable fea-
ture.

I am quite frankly puzzled by the
omission of such a provision from the
substitute, and I would leave it to the
supporters of the substitute to explain
the reason for the omission.

The substitute amendment also ap-
pears to mischaracterize the nature of
the injury that is inflicted when an un-
born child is killed or injured during
the commission of a violent crime.
Under the current language of the bill,
a separate offense is committed when-
ever an individual causes the death of
or bodily injury to a child who is in
utero at the time the conduct takes
place.

Although the actual language of the
substitute amendment is hopelessly
unclear, it appears that the supporters
of the substitute intend to transform
the death of the unborn child into the
abstraction ‘‘terminating a preg-
nancy.’’ Bodily injury inflicted upon
the unborn child appears to become
prenatal injury. Both injuries are ap-
parently intended to be described as re-
sulting from an ‘‘interruption in the
normal course of the pregnancy.’’

Again, I submit to the Members of
this House that these abstractions ig-
nore the reality of what is truly at
issue when a criminal violently snuffs
out the life of an unborn child or in-
jures a child in the womb. These ab-
stractions that are embodied in the
substitute amendment obscure the real
nature of the harm that is done and the
loss that is suffered when an unborn
child is killed or injured.

Consider this: if an assault is com-
mitted upon a Member of Congress and
her unborn child subsequently suffers
from a disability because of the as-
sault, that injury cannot accurately be
described as an abstract injury to a
pregnancy. That is not an injury to the
pregnancy. That is an injury to an un-
born child. There is no other way to
understand it and make sense of the re-
ality of what is taking place. It is an
injury to a human being.

The Graham bill recognizes that re-
ality. The Lofgren-Conyers substitute
simply chooses to ignore it and at-
tempts to hide it. The Lofgren-Conyers
substitute is radically flawed and
should be rejected for the reasons I
have explained. The substitute is so
poorly drafted and ambiguous that ob-
taining a conviction of a violent crimi-
nal under it will almost be impossible.
It attempts to deal with the crimes in
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question in a way that is divorced from
the reality of the harm and loss that is
actually suffered. It deals with these
crimes in a way that is simply not con-
sistent with the real human experience
of the mothers and fathers of those un-
born children who are the victims.

It is for all these reasons I urge my
colleagues to reject the Lofgren-Con-
yers substitute and to support the
Graham bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to discuss
our substitute amendment and I appre-
ciate the questions of the gentleman.
In some cases he has misread the
amendment, and in other cases he is
exactly right.

Let me first deal with the issue of ex-
empting abortion from our bill. We do
not need to exempt abortion from the
substitute. Because in order to fall
within the penumbra number of the
amendment, one must have been con-
victed of one of the enumerated crimes
that are listed within the bill. And
abortion, thank goodness, is not a
crime in America, although some in
this body would wish it were so. So
there is no need to do that.

Secondarily, really the amendment
and the discussion is about choice. Let
me discuss it in this way: if she is a
pregnant woman and she wants des-
perately to have a child and she is as-
saulted and, as a consequence, she
miscarries, she has been denied her
choice to have a child. And that is an
injury and it is a separate offense in
the substitute amendment. The gen-
tleman is correct. It is a separate and
severable offense that is punishable by
up to life imprisonment, as it should
be.

There is another potential harm that
could be done to a woman who is hop-
ing to have a child, and that is assault
that would result in a prenatal injury
to that wanted child. I do thank the
parliamentarian for his assistance yes-
terday in helping to craft the language
on lines 10 and 11 of page 1 of the sub-
stitute.

The interruption of a normal preg-
nancy through the imposition of a pre-
natal injury because of an assault or
one of the other crimes listed on page
2 of the amendment is also a punish-
able offense, as it should be.

So, yes, we do not need a separate in-
tent provision in the substitute. The
gentleman is correct in that regard.
But we do need a conviction for the
predicate offense, which in almost
every case would also require a finding
of intent beyond a reasonable doubt.

Now, I have just a little bit of time
left under the rule, and I do know that
my colleague and cosponsor of the
amendment, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), the ranking
member, did also want to make a few
comments on this entire issue.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time
for the purpose of closing.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) has 8
minutes remaining.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
the time.

I would begin the close of our com-
ments by observing that my friend, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY),
at least recently, has not denied as I
have listened to the remarks of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE) in
particular, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, that the prob-
lem that we have with the bill is not
whether we can understand the lan-
guage or whether it is incomprehen-
sible or not, but whether or not it is a
back-door attack on Roe.

I mean, that is the question. Is the
major bill that has caused us to create
a substitute a back-door attack on Roe
v. Wade?

We think that it is, for the following
reasons: until recently, the law did not
recognize the existence of the fetus ex-
cept for a very few specific purposes.
As stated by the Supreme Court in
Roe: ‘‘The unborn have never been rec-
ognized in the law as persons in the
whole sense.’’ That is a quote. And the
law that has been reluctant to afford
any legal rights to fetuses quote ‘‘ex-
cept in narrowly defined situations and
except when the rights are contingent
upon live birth.’’

So Roe specifically rejected the sug-
gestion that a theory of life that
grants personhood to the fetus and that
the law may override the rights of the
pregnant woman that are at stake.

So what I am suggesting is that the
issue is not really the language of the
substitute, but it is really the deeper
problem of whether an unborn child
should be entitled to legal status that
is unprecedented in the Federal sys-
tem. I hope to gain the attention of the
learned attorney from South Carolina,
and that is that in the 26 years fol-
lowing Roe v. Wade, the Supreme Court
has never recognized an unborn child
as having legal status.

In State courts and State law, yes,
and many times it has not been chal-
lenged. But on the two occasions that
this came before the United States Su-
preme Court, they have never recog-
nized an unborn child as having legal
status. The two cases that I would sug-
gest are the Burns case in 1975 and the
Webster v. Reproductive Health Serv-
ices in 1989. These are the only two
cases since Roe in which the Supreme
Court has been asked to recognize the
unborn child as having legal status,
and in both cases the Supreme Court
refused to do so.

b 1630
Now, what does the substitute do?

The substitute accomplishes the same
thing that the major bill does without
reaching a conclusion contrary to Roe
v. Wade that has never recognized the
unborn child as having legal status.
That is precisely the difference. Pun-
ishment, the same. Objective, the
same. Abhorrence of pregnant women
having their pregnancy terminated in-
voluntarily, the same. But the dif-
ference in the substitute is that our
substitute keeps Roe v. Wade intact in
that it maintains that the recognition
of an unborn child as being entitled to
legal status has never yet occurred in
the law, and the Congress this evening
is about to attempt to change that.

That is why we say, gentlemen of the
Republican persuasion, this is a back-
door attack on Roe v. Wade. And what
we are trying to do is accomplish the
same objective as the major bill with-
out interrupting the status of Roe v.
Wade.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Mrs. JONES).

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
we have spent this afternoon talking
about H.R. 2436, the pros and the cons.
I have listened to my colleagues sup-
port H.R. 2436. If they can support H.R.
2436, they can support the Lofgren sub-
stitute, because it protects pregnant
women. If they can support H.R. 2436,
they can support the Lofgren sub-
stitute because it recognizes pregnant
women as the primary victim of a
crime causing the termination of a
pregnancy without impacting Roe v.
Wade or a woman’s right to choose. If
they can support H.R. 2436, they can
support the substitute, because it cre-
ates a defense that protects women and
punishes violence resulting in injury or
termination of a pregnancy. If they can
support H.R. 2436, they can support the
Lofgren substitute because it provides
for a significant penalty for a violation
wherein a pregnant woman is harmed.

Fifthly, if they can support H.R. 2436,
they can support the Lofgren sub-
stitute because it requires a conviction
for the underlying criminal offense.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

In conclusion of this debate, I am
hopeful that this Lofgren-Conyers sub-
stitute is in fact adopted by this body.

Now, there are some who argue that
up to a life sentence is too harsh for
the perpetrator of violence on a woman
who would then miscarry, but I know
that that is not the case.

When one miscarries and loses a
wanted opportunity to become a moth-
er, that is something you remember
your whole life. That is something that
is a grievous harm and a terrible blow.
It seems to me that someone who
would perpetrate that violence and
that harm on a woman ought to face
that kind of harsh penalty. So I urge
those who have qualms about the se-
verity of the penalty included in the
substitute, to look at it from the wom-
an’s point of view and to understand
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that while we believe that a woman’s
right to reproductive freedom includes
her right not to have a child, choice
also means the right to have a child,
and if you are pregnant and you want
that child, those who would assault
you and who would either engage in a
prenatal injury or cause you to mis-
carry have interfered with your choice,
your right to become a parent and to
enjoy all the things that those of us
who are mothers do enjoy, which is to
watch our children grow and to help
them become ever more responsible
citizens.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the substitute
and a ‘‘no’’ vote on the Canady bill.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. GRAHAM) who is the sponsor of the
bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM) is
recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, very
quickly, I will hit this head-on the best
that I know how. That if you are say-
ing here today that Roe v. Wade is a
‘‘get out of jail free’’ card for criminals
who assault pregnant women and de-
stroy their unborn children, you are
not reading the same ruling that I am
reading. Roe v. Wade never said that
third-party criminals have open season
on unborn children. Roe v. Wade said
that women can terminate their own
pregnancy in certain conditions in the
first trimester. The Supreme Court has
not said you cannot pass a statute
holding criminals liable for attacking
pregnant women.

For 29 years, California, the gentle-
woman’s home State, has had a statute
that makes it a crime for a third-party
criminal to kill a nonviable, in medical
terms, fetus and there are people sit-
ting in California in jail right now, and
all over this country in States that
have these statutes, and they are not
going to get out of jail because of Roe
v. Wade. They are serving their time
because the statute that sent them to
jail is constitutional. That is why they
are in jail and they are not going to get
out.

Mr. Chairman, we have the authority
if we so choose to make it a Federal of-
fense to attack a pregnant woman and
destroy her unborn child and to charge
her separately. This is an opportunity
to do what a lot of Americans wish we
would do, regardless of how you feel
about abortion.

The substitute, Mr. Chairman, that
destroys the purpose of this bill is
inartfully written and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) said, ‘‘We
are not really worried about the words,
we are worried about Roe v. Wade.’’ I
am worried about the words because
when I prosecuted people in the past as
a prosecutor, the words mattered. It
has to be written right. The words in
the substitute will allow criminals to
get away with killing unborn children,
what most Americans, I believe, would
not want to happen.

Mr. Chairman, it comes down to this.
When a criminal becomes the judge,
the jury and the executioner of an un-
born child that was wanted by the
woman, let us act. Let us stand up and
give Federal prosecutors the right to
hold them fully accountable for what
they have done, taking a life that was
wanted, that was being nurtured. This
is a chance to do something that is
necessary in the law and unfortunately
is going to happen somewhere, some-
time, some thug is going to attack a
pregnant woman where Federal juris-
diction exists and they are going to
take her baby away and they are going
to kill that baby. We have got a chance
to put them in jail if they can prove
the case. Let us give them the tools, a
good statute to do what justice de-
mands.

You cannot under Federal law exe-
cute a woman who is pregnant. A
Democratic Congress made that illegal.
The reason they did that is because
they know that most Americans would
not want to execute a pregnant woman
because they would not want the un-
born child to die for the crimes of the
mother. Let us make sure that crimi-
nals are also barred from taking that
unborn child, and if they do, they go to
jail.

I thank my colleagues very much for
paying attention to an important de-
bate. Vote ‘‘no’’ to the substitute. Give
prosecutors the tool they need to pros-
ecute criminals who want to take ba-
bies away from women who have cho-
sen to have them. Pass this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 313, further proceedings on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) will be
postponed.

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE
OF THE WHOLE

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 313, proceedings will now
resume on those amendments on which
further proceedings were postponed in
the following order: amendment No. 1
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. CANADY); and amendment No. 2 in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LOFGREN).

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for the second electronic vote.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. CANADY OF

FLORIDA

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the ayes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 269, noes 158,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 463]

AYES—269

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons

Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan

Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
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Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller

Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—158

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Morella

Nadler
Napolitano
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Stabenow
Stark
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—6

Chenoweth
Hooley

Jefferson
Meeks (NY)

Scarborough
Wu

b 1705

Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN and Mrs. MEEK of
Florida changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’
to ‘‘no.’’

Mrs. ROUKEMA changed her vote
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
Stated against:
Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Chairman, on rollcall

No. 463, I inadvertently pressed the ‘‘aye’’ but-
ton. I meant to press the ‘‘no’’ button.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 IN THE NATURE OF A
SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MS. LOFGREN

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. LOFGREN) on
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed
by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate the
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The CHAIRMAN. This will be a 5-

minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 201, noes 224,
not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 464]

AYES—201

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dunn
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Foley
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen

Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holt
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McInnis
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink

Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Obey
Olver
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Ramstad
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Sweeney
Tanner
Tauscher
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Waters
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wynn

NOES—224

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)

Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner

Bonilla
Borski
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert

Camp
Canady
Cannon
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson

Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kasich
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Quinn
Radanovich

Rahall
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Chenoweth
Herger
Hooley

Jefferson
Meeks (NY)
Scarborough

Weller
Wu

b 1714

Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. KUCINICH and
Mr. SKELTON changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

b 1715

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE) having assumed the
chair, Mr. LAHOOD, Chairman of the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 2346) to amend title
18, United States Code, and the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice to pro-
tect unborn children from assault and
murder, and for other purposes, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 313, he re-
ported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Com-
mittee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

Is a separate vote demanded on the
amendment to the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
adopted by the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 254, nays
172, not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 465]

YEAS—254

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Borski
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello

Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dingell
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger

Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kildee
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette

Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Manzullo
Mascara
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Ortiz
Oxley
Packard
Pease

Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)

Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—172

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Campbell
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah

Filner
Foley
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kelly
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kolbe
Kuykendall
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Menendez

Millender-
McDonald

Miller, George
Mink
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Olver
Ose
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez

Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)

Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Wise

Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—7

Chenoweth
Ford
Hooley

Jefferson
Meeks (NY)
Scarborough

Wu

b 1734

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, on Sep-
tember 30, 1999, I missed several rollcall
votes in order to attend my October 2, 1999
wedding. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 463 (Mr. CANADY’s
manager’s amendment to H.R. 2336), ‘‘nay’’
on rollcall vote 464 (Ms. LOFGREN’s amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute to H.R.
2436), and ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall vote 465 (on pas-
sage of H.R. 2436).
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, a
dear friend of some thirty years underwent
brain surgery in Oregon this week. Because I
desired to be in Oregon to support friends and
family, I was unable to vote on several items
today, September 30.

Had I been present, I would have voted:
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 460; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No.
461; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 462; ‘‘no’’ on rollcall
No. 463; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 464; and ‘‘no’’
on rollcall No. 465.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and insert extraneous mate-
rial on the bill, H.R. 2436.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1760

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 1760.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

f

EXTENDING ENERGY CONSERVA-
TION PROGRAMS UNDER ENERGY
POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT
THROUGH MARCH 31, 2000

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce be discharged
from the further consideration of the
bill (H.R. 2981) to extend energy con-
servation programs under the Energy



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9074 September 30, 1999
Policy and Conservation Act through
March 31, 2000, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

H.R. 2981
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION

ACT AMENDMENTS.
The Energy Policy and Conservation Act is

amended—
(1) by amending section 166 (42 U.S.C. 6246)

to read as follows:
‘‘AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘‘SEC. 166. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for fiscal year 2000 such sums as
may be necessary to implement this part, to
remain available only through March 31,
2000.’’;

(2) in section 181 (42 U.S.C. 6251) by striking
‘‘September 30, 1999’’ both places it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘March 31,
2000’’; and

(3) in section 281 (42 U.S.C. 6285) by striking
‘‘September 30, 1999’’ both places it appears
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘March 31,
2000’’.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the
third time, and passed, and a motion to
reconsider was laid on the table.
f

BUDGET TIME MEANS
‘‘MEDISCARE’’ TIME

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, it is
budget time, so it is ‘‘Mediscare’’ time.
We have the age-old tactics that, when
one does not have the facts, start scar-
ing people. Who is the easiest of the
population to scare? The seniors, beat-
ing up on Grandma and Grandpa. That
appears to be what the White House is
already doing with the Republican
budget by saying that the Republican
budget takes money out of Social Secu-
rity.

I have a letter in my hand from the
director of the Congressional Budget
Office, the head guru. He says in short,
there is nothing in our budget that
takes any money out of Social Secu-
rity. I will submit this for the RECORD.
It is available for anybody who wants a
copy of it. We will distribute it to our
misguided liberal friends on the other
side.

But the fact is, let us have an honest
debate. When the President vetoes the
appropriations bills, and we have spent
up against the budget caps, then the
only question remaining is: Mr. Presi-
dent, do you want to spend more
money? It comes out of Social Secu-
rity. Is that what you want to do? At
that point, Mr. President, what will
you tell Grandma?

Mr. Speaker, the letter I referred to
is as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, September 30, 1999.

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: You requested that we

estimate the impact on the fiscal year 2000
Social Security surplus using CBO’s eco-
nomic and technical assumptions based on a
plan whereby net discretionary outlays for

fiscal year 2000 will equal $592.1 billion. CBO
estimates that this spending plan will not
use any of the projected Social Security sur-
plus in fiscal year 2000.

Sincerely,
DAN L. CRIPPEN,

Director.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. LIPINSKI) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LIPINSKI addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. NETHERCUTT addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

N O T I C E

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. MEEKS of New York (at the re-
quest of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today and
October 1 on account of the birth of a
child.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon (at the request
of Mr. GEPHARDT) for today on account
of personal business.

Mrs. CHENOWETH (at the request of
Mr. ARMEY) for after 1:00 p.m. today
and October 1 on account of her wed-
ding.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. LIPINSKI, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FILNER, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Ms. LEE, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today.
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mrs. MEEK of Florida, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. LAMPSON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. HOYER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. WYNN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BARTON of Texas) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. NORWOOD, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. EHLERS, for 5 minutes, today.
f

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1156. An act to amend provisions of law
enacted by the Small Business Regulatory
Enforcement Fairness Act of 1996 to ensure
full analysis of potential impacts on small
entities of rules proposed by certain agen-
cies, and for other purposes.

f

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S. 249—An act to provide funding for the
National Center for Missing and Exploited
Children, to reauthorize the Runaway and
Homeless Youth Act, and for other purposes.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 38 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, October 1, 1999, at 9
a.m.
f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4575. A letter from the Administrator, Mar-
keting and Regulatory Programs, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Dried Prunes Pro-
duced in California; Decreased Assessment
Rate [Docket No. FV99–993–3 FR] received
September 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4576. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Diflubenzuron;
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–300921; FRL–6382–1] (RIN: 2070–
AB78) received September 24, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

4577. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Pymetrozine;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300929; FRL–6385–6]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received September 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

4578. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Tebufenozide;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–300923; FRL–6383–6]
(RIN: 2070–AB78) received September 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

4579. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a request
for funds for the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of the Interior to be
used to address the urgent needs arising
from the consequences of the severe and nu-
merous fires on Federal public lands
throughout the western United States; (H.
Doc. No. 106–136); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

4580. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion of funding for the Department of the In-
terior and the United States Information
Agency to support environmental protection
activities with India in the national interest
of the United States; (H. Doc. No. 106–137); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

4581. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California Plan Revision, San Luis Obispo
County Air Pollution Control District South
Coast Air Quality Management District [CA
198–0175a; FRL–6445–6] received September 24,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

4582. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Oklahoma Regulatory Program [SPATS No.
OK–020–FOR] received September 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

4583. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transporation, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Saab Model SAAB SF340A and SAAB
340B Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–
118–AD; Amendment 39–11328; AD 99–19–41]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received September 24, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4584. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Fokker Model F.28 Mark 0070 and
0100 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–328–
AD; Amendment 39–11329; AD 99–20–01] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4585. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Model A310 and A300–600 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–110–AD;
Amendment 39–11327; AD 99–19–40] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 24, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4586. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Airbus Model A310 Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 99–NM–91–AD; Amendment 39–
11325; AD 99–19–38] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
September 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4587. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Robinson Helicopter Company
Model R44 Helicopters [Docket No. 99–SW–46–
AD; Amendment 39–11331; AD 99–17–17] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4588. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives: Bombardier Model DH C–8–100 and
-300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 97–NM–58–
AD; Amendment 39–11321; AD 99–19–34] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4589. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Bombardier Model DHC–8–100 and
-300 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–384–
AD; Amendment 39–11324; AD 99–19–37] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received September 24, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

4590. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Dornier Model 328–100 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 98–NM–366–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11323; AD 99–19–36] (RIN: 2120–AA64)
received September 24, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4591. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the

Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; British Aerospace BAe Model ATP
Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–344–AD;
Amendment 39–11322; AD 99–19–35] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 24, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4592. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Airworthiness Di-
rectives; Bombardier Model CL–600–2B19 (Re-
gional Jet Series 100) Series Airplanes
[Docket No. 99–NM–92–AD; Amendment 39–
11326; AD 99–19–39] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received
September 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4593. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Establishment of
Class D Airspace; Sugar Land, TX [Airspace
Docket No. 99–ASW–01] received September
24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

4594. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Security Zone:
Presidential Visit and United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly, East River, New York
[CGD01–99–167] (RIN: 2115–AA97) received
September 24, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4595. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Safety Zone;
Santa Barbara Channel, CA [COTP Los Ange-
les-Long Beach, CA; 99–005] (RIN: 2115–AA97)
received September 24,1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4596. A letter from the Program Analyst,
Office of the Chief Counsel, FAA, Depart-
ment of Transportion, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Fokker Model F.28 Mark 0070 and 0100
Series Airplanes [Docket No. 98–NM–329–AD;
Amendment 39–11330; AD 99–20–02] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received September 24, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4597. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—RJR Nabisco, Inc.,
et al., v. Commissioner [T.C. Memo. 1998–252
(Dkt No. 3796–95)] received September 24,
1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

4598. A letter from the Chair, Medicare
Payment Advisory Commission, transmit-
ting the June 1999 Report to the Congress:
Selected Medicare Issues; jointly to the
Committees on Ways and Means and Com-
merce.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. STUMP: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. H.R. 1663. A bill to designate as a na-
tional memorial the memorial being built at
the Riverside National Cemetery in River-
side, California to honor recipients of the
Medal of Honor; with amendments (Rept.
106–351). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. STUMP: Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. House Joint Resolution 65. Resolution
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commending the World War II veterans who
fought in the Battle of the Bulge, and for
other purposes; with amendments (Rept. 106–
352 Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 1300. A bill to
amend the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
of 1980 to promote brownfields redevelop-
ment, to reauthorize and reform the Super-
fund program, and for other purposes; with
an amendment (Rept. 106–353 Pt. 1). Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. SKEEN: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on H.R. 1906. A bill mak-
ing appropriations for Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration,
and Related Agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 106–354). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. WOLF: Committee of Conference. Con-
ference report on H.R. 1906. A bill making ap-
propriations for the Department of Transpor-
tation and related agencies for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes (Rept. 106–355). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 317. Resolution waiving
points of order against the conference report
to accompany the bill (H.R. 1906) making ap-
propriations for Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes
(Rept. 106–356). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 318. Resolution waiving
points of order to accompany the bill (H.R.
2084) making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes (Rept. 106–357). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

f

REPORTED BILLS SEQUENTIALLY
REFERRED

Under clause 5 of rule X, bills and re-
ports were delivered to the Clerk for
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. COBLE: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 354. A bill to amend title 17, United
States Code, to provide protection for cer-
tain collection of information; with an
amendment; referred to the Committee on
Commerce for a period ending not later than
October 8, 1999, for consideration of such pro-
visions of the bill and amendment as fall
within the jurisdiction of that committee
pursuant to clause 1(f), rule X (Rept. 106–349,
Pt. 1).

Mr. BLILEY: Committee on Commerce.
H.R. 1858. A bill to promote electronic com-
merce through improved access for con-
sumers to electronic databases, including se-
curities market information databases; with
an amendment; referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary for a period ending not
later than October 8, 1999, for consideration
of such provisions of the bill and amendment
as fall within the jurisdiction of that com-
mittee pursuant to clause 1(k), rule X (Rept.
106–350, Pt. 1).

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. BLILEY:
H.R. 2978. A bill to extend energy conserva-

tion programs under the Energy Policy and

Conservation Act through October 31, 1999; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. LAZIO:
H.R. 2979. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to make refinements in
the Medicare prospective payment system
for outpatient hospital services; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. ALLEN (for himself, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. BALDACCI, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. KENNEDY of
Rhode Island, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. NADLER,
Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr.
OLVER, Mr. VENTO, and Mr.
WEYGAND):

H.R. 2980. A bill to reduce emissions of
mercury, carbon dioxide, nitrogen oxides,
and sulfur dioxide from fossil fuel-fired elec-
tric utility generating units operating in the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, Transportation and Infrastructure,
Banking and Financial Services, and
Science, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BLILEY:
H.R. 2981. A bill to extend energy conserva-

tion programs under the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act through March 31, 2000; to
the Committee on Commerce.

By Mrs. MINK of Hawaii (for herself,
Mr. CLAY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PASTOR,
Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
SCOTT, Mr. FORD, Mr. STARK, Ms.
SANCHEZ, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. TIERNEY,
and Mr. MENENDEZ):

H.R. 2982. A bill to provide grants to States
and local educational agencies to recruit,
train, and hire 100,000 school-based resource
staff to help students deal with personal
state of mind problems; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 2983. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act with respect to the par-
ticipation of the public in governmental de-
cisions regarding the location of group
homes established pursuant to the program
of block grants for the prevention and treat-
ment of substance abuse; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska:
H.R. 2984. A bill to direct the Secretary of

the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to convey to the Loup Basin Reclama-
tion District, the Sargent River Irrigation
District, and the Farwell Irrigation District,
Nebraska, property comprising the assets of
the Middle Loup Division of the Missouri
River Basin Project, Nebraska; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. BASS (for himself, Mr. BARTON
of Texas, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
ENGLISH, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. GREEN of
Wisconsin, Mr. HERGER, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. NEY, Mr.
SCHAFFER, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. WAMP, and Mr.
WHITFIELD):

H.R. 2985. A bill to provide for a biennial
budget process and a biennial appropriations
process and to enhance oversight and the re-

sponsibility, efficiency, and performance of
the Federal Government; to the Committee
on the Budget, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Rules, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. BONO (for herself, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BUYER,
Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr.
CANNON, Mr. CRANE, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
JENKINS, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. LEWIS
of California, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr.
GARY MILLER of California, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mr. POMBO, Mr. ROGAN, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. SALMON, Mr.
SHADEGG, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. SWEENEY,
Mr. OSE, Mr. THOMAS, and Mr.
RADANOVICH):

H.R. 2986. A bill to provide that an applica-
tion for an injunction restraining the en-
forcement, operation, or execution of a State
law adopted by referendum may not be
granted on the ground of the unconstitution-
ality of such law unless the application is
heard and determined by a 3-judge court; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CANNON (for himself, Mr.
HUTCHINSON, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PICKERING,
Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CAN-
ADY of Florida, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mr. GALLEGLY, and Mr. SALM-
ON):

H.R. 2987. A bill to provide for the punish-
ment of methamphetamine laboratory opera-
tors, provide additional resources to combat
methamphetamine production, trafficking,
and abuse in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself, Mr.
BONILLA, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. REYES, and
Mr. RODRIGUEZ):

H.R. 2988. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior, through the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, to conserve and enhance the water sup-
plies of the Lower Rio Grande Valley; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. TANNER (for himself, Mr. JEN-
KINS, Mr. FORD, and Mr. CLEMENT):

H.R. 2989. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to accelerate payments
to hospitals under the Medicare Program
with respect to costs of graduate medical
education for MedicareChoice enrollees; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TALENT:
H.R. 2990. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals greater
access to health insurance through a health
care tax deduction, a long-term care deduc-
tion, and other health-related tax incentives,
to amend the Employee Retirement Income
Security Act of 1974 to provide access to and
choice in health care through association
health plans, to amend the Public Health
Service Act to create new pooling opportuni-
ties for small employers to obtain greater
access to health coverage through
HealthMarts, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce, and in addition to
the Committees on Ways and Means, and
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Education and the Workforce, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. COX (for himself and Mr. SES-
SIONS):

H. Con. Res. 190. Concurrent resolution
urging the United States to seek a global
consensus supporting a moratorium on tar-
iffs and on special, multiple, and discrimina-
tory taxation of electronic commerce; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors

were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 170: Mr. WAXMAN.
H.R. 218: Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 323: Mr. DIAZ-BALART.
H.R. 357: Mr. REYES.
H.R. 363: Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 371: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

TIAHRT, and Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 443: Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BARCIA, Mr.

FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr.
PHELPS.

H.R. 521: Mr. ROTHMAN.
H.R. 721: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 750: Mr. TERRY and Mr. THOMPSON of

California.
H.R. 838: Mr. MS. PELOSI and Mr. RUSH.
H.R. 870: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 914: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 961: Mr. OWENS and Mr. HINOJOSA.
H.R. 976: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
H.R. 1041: Mr. VITTER.
H.R. 1070: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 1071: Mr. MARTINEZ.
H.R. 1178: Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.

WALDEN of Oregon, and Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida.

H.R. 1180: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mrs.
FOWLER, and Mr. SALMON.

H.R. 1195: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. HILLIARD,
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. TOOMEY, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 1221: Mr. SHERWOOD.
H.R. 1271: Mr. CONYERS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.

LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
and Mr. WAXMAN.

H.R. 1283: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PETERSON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. TALENT, Mr. MCCOLLUM,
Mr. WAMP, and Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 1300: Mrs. NAPOLITANO and Mr. MCCOL-
LUM.

H.R. 1305: Mrs. CLAYTON.
H.R. 1322: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1355: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 1399: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. MOAKLEY.
H.R. 1456: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 1485: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. TIERNEY.
H.R. 1494: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 1496: Mrs. NORTHUP and Mr.

HOSTETTLER.
H.R. 1520: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LUCAS of

Oklahoma, and Mr. MCINTOSH.
H.R. 1592: Mr. BOSWELL and Mr. RYAN of

Wisconsin.
H.R. 1630: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 1640: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. SLAUGH-

TER, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. LEWIS of
Georgia, and Mr. CARDIN.

H.R. 1650: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington and
Mr. REYNOLDS.

H.R. 1689: Mr. PALLONE.
H.R. 1746: Mr. LINDER.
H.R. 1791: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 1876: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. BARR of Geor-

gia, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. BRADY
of Texas, and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 2059: Mrs. KELLY.
H.R. 2162: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 2235: Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.

SPRATT, and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 2260: Mr. ISAKSON.
H.R. 2265: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. METCALF, Mr.

MCHUGH, Mr. CRAMER, and Mr. WYNN.

H.R. 2282: Mr. HILL of Montana.
H.R. 2286: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri.
H.R. 2418: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BOYD, and

Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 2420: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. JACKSON of Il-

linois, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, and Mr.
GIBBONS.

H.R. 2498: Ms. GRANGER, Mrs. FOWLER, and
Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 2544: Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 2548: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. PRICE of

North Carolina, and Mr. SOUDER.
H.R. 2622: Mr. HILL of Montana, Mr. SHER-

WOOD, and Mr. FLETCHER.
H.R. 2640: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.

EWING, and Mr. DINGELL.
H.R. 2662: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 2697: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 2698: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 2709: Mr. COBURN, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.

HOBSON, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. GARY
MILLER of California, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. MAS-
CARA, and Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 2720: Mr. BURR of North Carolina and
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H.R. 2723: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
VENTO, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. SAXTON, Mr.
MCNULTY, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
FALEOMAVEAGE, Mr. SAWYER, and Mr. KIND.

H.R. 2725: Mr. HILL of Montana.
H.R. 2726: Mr. REYES.
H.R. 2788: Mr. BEREUTER.
H.R. 2807: Mr. BOUCHER and Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 2808: Mr. WU.
H.R. 2814: Mr. EVANS, Mr. Gilman, and Mr.

CALVERT.
H.R. 2824: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 2838: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 2877: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. ROGAN.
H. Con. Res. 77: Mr. KINGSTON.
H. Con Res. 89: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. SAXTON,

Mr. LATHAM, Mr. THUNE, Mr. OSE, Mr. SKEL-
TON, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico,
Mr. KIND, Mr. LAFALCE, and Mr. ROEMER.

H. Con. Res. 186: Mr. STUMP, Mr. SESSIONS,
and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H. Con. Res. 189: Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr. THOMPSON of
California.

H. Res. 17: Ms. BERKLEY.
H. Res. 134: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HOUGHTON,

Mr. INSLEE, Ms. DEGETTE, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
OXLEY, and Mr. CONDIT.

H. Res. 224: Mr. MANZULLO.
H. Res. 287: Mr. WU, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode

Island, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and Mr. MCNULTY.
H. Res. 303: Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. MCCRERY,

Mr. ROYCE, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr. CHABOT, Ms.
GRANGER, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylania, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. MANZULLO,
and Mr. TANCREDO.
f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors

were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1760: Mrs. BIGGERT.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2084,
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR-
TATION AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000
Mr. WOLF submitted the following

conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 2084) making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H.REPT. 106–355)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2084) ‘‘making appropriations for the Depart-

ment of Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000,
and for other purposes’’, having met, after
full and free conference, have agreed to rec-
ommend and do recommend to their respec-
tive Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:

That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for the Department of Transpor-
tation and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate Of-
fice of the Secretary, $1,867,000.
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

For necessary expenses of the Immediate Of-
fice of the Deputy Secretary, $600,000.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $9,000,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
POLICY

For necessary expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Policy, $2,824,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
AVIATION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Aviation and International
Affairs, $7,650,000: Provided, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, there may
be credited to this appropriation up to $1,250,000
in funds received in user fees.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
BUDGET AND PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Budget and Programs,
$6,870,000, including not to exceed $45,000 for al-
location within the Department for official re-
ception and representation expenses as the Sec-
retary may determine.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs,
$2,039,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Administration, $17,767,000.

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

For necessary expenses of the Office of Public
Affairs, $1,800,000.

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

For necessary expenses of the Executive Secre-
tariat, $1,102,000.

BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS

For necessary expenses of the Board of Con-
tract Appeals, $520,000.

OFFICE OF SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED
BUSINESS UTILIZATION

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Small and Disadvantaged Business Utiliza-
tion, $1,222,000.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
telligence and Security, $1,454,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Information Officer, $5,075,000.

OFFICE OF INTERMODALISM

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Intermodalism, $1,062,000.

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

For necessary expenses of the Office of
Civil Rights, $7,200,000.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND

DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for conducting trans-
portation planning, research, systems develop-
ment, development activities, and making
grants, to remain available until expended,
$3,300,000.

TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE
CENTER

Necessary expenses for operating costs and
capital outlays of the Transportation Adminis-
trative Service Center, not to exceed
$148,673,000, shall be paid from appropriations
made available to the Department of Transpor-
tation: Provided, That the preceding limitation
shall not apply to activities associated with de-
partmental Year 2000 conversion activities: Pro-
vided further, That such services shall be pro-
vided on a competitive basis to entities within
the Department of Transportation: Provided
further, That the above limitation on operating
expenses shall not apply to non-DOT entities:
Provided further, That no funds appropriated in
this Act to an agency of the Department shall be
transferred to the Transportation Administra-
tive Service Center without the approval of the
agency modal administrator: Provided further,
That no assessments may be levied against any
program, budget activity, subactivity or project
funded by this Act unless notice of such assess-
ments and the basis therefor are presented to
the House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions and are approved by such Committees.

MINORITY BUSINESS RESOURCE CENTER
PROGRAM

For the cost of direct loans, $1,500,000, as au-
thorized by 49 U.S.C. 332: Provided, That such
costs, including the cost of modifying such
loans, shall be as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to subsidize
gross obligations for the principal amount of di-
rect loans not to exceed $13,775,000. In addition,
for administrative expenses to carry out the di-
rect loan program, $400,000.

MINORITY BUSINESS OUTREACH

For necessary expenses of Minority Business
Resource Center outreach activities, $2,900,000,
of which $2,635,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2001: Provided, That notwith-
standing 49 U.S.C. 332, these funds may be used
for business opportunities related to any mode
of transportation.

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation and
maintenance of the Coast Guard, not otherwise
provided for; purchase of not to exceed five pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only; pay-
ments pursuant to section 156 of Public Law 97–
377, as amended (42 U.S.C. 402 note), and sec-
tion 229(b) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
429(b)); and recreation and welfare;
$2,781,000,000, of which $300,000,000 shall be
available for defense-related activities; and of
which $25,000,000 shall be derived from the Oil
Spill Liability Trust Fund: Provided, That none
of the funds appropriated in this or any other
Act shall be available for pay for administrative
expenses in connection with shipping commis-
sioners in the United States: Provided further,
That none of the funds provided in this Act
shall be available for expenses incurred for
yacht documentation under 46 U.S.C. 12109, ex-
cept to the extent fees are collected from yacht
owners and credited to this appropriation: Pro-
vided further, That the Commandant shall re-
duce both military and civilian employment lev-
els for the purpose of complying with Executive
Order No. 12839: Provided further, That up to
$615,000 in user fees collected pursuant to sec-
tion 1111 of Public Law 104–324 shall be credited
to this appropriation as offsetting collections in
fiscal year 2000: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Com-

mandant of the Coast Guard may transfer cer-
tain parcels of real property located at Sitka,
Japonski Island, Alaska to the State of Alaska
for the purpose of airport expansion, provided
that the Commandant determines that the Coast
Guard has been indemnified for any loss, dam-
age, or destruction of any structures or other
improvements on the lands to be conveyed. No
other provision of law shall otherwise make the
real property improvements on Japonski Island
ineligible for Federal funding by virtue of any
consideration received by the Coast Guard for
such improvements: Provided further, That none
of the funds in this Act shall be available for
the Coast Guard to plan, finalize, or implement
any regulation that would promulgate new mar-
itime user fees not specifically authorized by
law after the date of the enactment of this Act:
Provided further, That the Secretary of Trans-
portation may use any surplus funds that are
made available to the Secretary, to the max-
imum extent practicable, for drug interdiction
activities of the Coast Guard.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND
IMPROVEMENTS

For necessary expenses of acquisition, con-
struction, renovation, and improvement of aids
to navigation, shore facilities, vessels, and air-
craft, including equipment related thereto,
$389,326,000, of which $20,000,000 shall be de-
rived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund; of
which $134,560,000 shall be available to acquire,
repair, renovate or improve vessels, small boats
and related equipment, to remain available until
September 30, 2004; $44,210,000 shall be available
to acquire new aircraft and increase aviation
capability, to remain available until September
30, 2002; $51,626,000 shall be available for other
equipment, to remain available until September
30, 2002; $63,800,000 shall be available for shore
facilities and aids to navigation facilities, to re-
main available until September 30, 2002;
$50,930,000 shall be available for personnel com-
pensation and benefits and related costs, to re-
main available until September 30, 2001; and
$44,200,000 for the Integrated Deepwater Sys-
tems program, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided, That the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard is authorized to
dispose of, by sale at fair market value, all
rights, title, and interest of any United States
entity on behalf of the Coast Guard in HU–25
aircraft and Coast Guard property, and im-
provements thereto, in South Haven, Michigan;
ESMT Manasquan, New Jersey; Petaluma, Cali-
fornia; ESMT Portsmouth, New Hampshire; Sta-
tion Clair Flats, Michigan; and Aids to Naviga-
tion Team Huron, Ohio: Provided further, That
all proceeds from the sale of properties listed
under this heading, and from the sale of HU–25
aircraft, shall be credited to this appropriation
as offsetting collections and made available only
for the Integrated Deepwater Systems program,
to remain available for obligation until Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided further, That obliga-
tions made pursuant to the provisions of this
Act for the Integrated Deepwater Systems pro-
gram may not exceed $50,000,000 during fiscal
year 2000: Provided further, That upon initial
submission to the Congress of the fiscal year
2001 President’s budget, the Secretary of Trans-
portation shall transmit to the Congress a com-
prehensive capital investment plan for the
United States Coast Guard which includes fund-
ing for each budget line item for fiscal years
2001 through 2005, with total funding for each
year of the plan constrained to the funding tar-
gets for those years as estimated and approved
by the Office of Management and Budget.

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND RESTORATION

For necessary expenses to carry out the Coast
Guard’s environmental compliance and restora-
tion functions under chapter 19 of title 14,
United States Code, $17,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

ALTERATION OF BRIDGES

For necessary expenses for alteration or re-
moval of obstructive bridges, $15,000,000, to re-
main available until expended.

RETIRED PAY

For retired pay, including the payment of ob-
ligations therefor otherwise chargeable to lapsed
appropriations for this purpose, and payments
under the Retired Serviceman’s Family Protec-
tion and Survivor Benefits Plans, and for pay-
ments for medical care of retired personnel and
their dependents under the Dependents Medical
Care Act (10 U.S.C. ch. 55), $730,327,000.

RESERVE TRAINING

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For all necessary expenses of the Coast Guard
Reserve, as authorized by law; maintenance and
operation of facilities; and supplies, equipment,
and services; $72,000,000: Provided, That no
more than $21,500,000 of funds made available
under this heading may be transferred to Coast
Guard ‘‘Operating expenses’’ or otherwise made
available to reimburse the Coast Guard for fi-
nancial support of the Coast Guard Reserve:
Provided further, That none of the funds in this
Act may be used by the Coast Guard to assess
direct charges on the Coast Guard Reserves for
items or activities which were not so charged
during fiscal year 1997.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for applied scientific research, devel-
opment, test, and evaluation; maintenance, re-
habilitation, lease and operation of facilities
and equipment, as authorized by law,
$19,000,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $3,500,000 shall be derived from the Oil
Spill Liability Trust Fund: Provided, That there
may be credited to and used for the purposes of
this appropriation funds received from State
and local governments, other public authorities,
private sources, and foreign countries, for ex-
penses incurred for research, development, test-
ing, and evaluation.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION
OPERATIONS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration, not otherwise provided for,
including operations and research activities re-
lated to commercial space transportation, ad-
ministrative expenses for research and develop-
ment, establishment of air navigation facilities,
the operation (including leasing) and mainte-
nance of aircraft, subsidizing the cost of aero-
nautical charts and maps sold to the public, and
carrying out the provisions of subchapter I of
chapter 471 of title 49, United States Code, or
other provisions of law authorizing the obliga-
tion of funds for similar programs of airport and
airway development or improvement, lease or
purchase of passenger motor vehicles for re-
placement only, in addition to amounts made
available by Public Law 104–264, $5,900,000,000
from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds in this Act shall
be available for the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration to plan, finalize, or implement any regu-
lation that would promulgate new aviation user
fees not specifically authorized by law after the
date of the enactment of this Act: Provided fur-
ther, That there may be credited to this appro-
priation funds received from States, counties,
municipalities, foreign authorities, other public
authorities, and private sources, for expenses in-
curred in the provision of agency services, in-
cluding receipts for the maintenance and oper-
ation of air navigation facilities, and for
issuance, renewal or modification of certificates,
including airman, aircraft, and repair station
certificates, or for tests related thereto, or for
processing major repair or alteration forms: Pro-
vided further, That of the funds appropriated
under this heading, $5,000,000 shall be for the
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contract tower cost-sharing program and
$600,000 shall be for the Centennial of Flight
Commission: Provided further, That funds may
be used to enter into a grant agreement with a
nonprofit standard-setting organization to assist
in the development of aviation safety standards:
Provided further, That none of the funds in this
Act shall be available for new applicants for the
second career training program: Provided fur-
ther, That none of the funds in this Act shall be
available for paying premium pay under 5
U.S.C. 5546(a) to any Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration employee unless such employee actually
performed work during the time corresponding
to such premium pay: Provided further, That
none of the funds in this Act may be obligated
or expended to operate a manned auxiliary
flight service station in the contiguous United
States: Provided further, That none of the funds
in this Act may be used for the Federal Aviation
Administration to enter into a multiyear lease
greater than 5 years in length or greater than
$100,000,000 in value unless such lease is specifi-
cally authorized by the Congress and appropria-
tions have been provided to fully cover the Fed-
eral Government’s contingent liabilities: Pro-
vided further, That no more than $24,162,700 of
funds appropriated to the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration in this Act may be used for activi-
ties conducted by, or coordinated through, the
Transportation Administrative Service Center:
Provided further, That none of the funds in this
Act for aeronautical charting and cartography
are available for activities conducted by, or co-
ordinated through, the Transportation Adminis-
trative Service Center: Provided further, That
none of the funds in this Act may be used for
the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to
sign a lease for satellite services related to the
global positioning system (GPS) wide area aug-
mentation system until the administrator of the
FAA certifies in writing to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations that FAA has
conducted a lease versus buy analysis which in-
dicates that such lease will result in the lowest
overall cost to the agency.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for acquisition, establishment, and im-
provement by contract or purchase, and hire of
air navigation and experimental facilities and
equipment as authorized under part A of sub-
title VII of title 49, United States Code, includ-
ing initial acquisition of necessary sites by lease
or grant; engineering and service testing, in-
cluding construction of test facilities and acqui-
sition of necessary sites by lease or grant; and
construction and furnishing of quarters and re-
lated accommodations for officers and employees
of the Federal Aviation Administration sta-
tioned at remote localities where such accom-
modations are not available; and the purchase,
lease, or transfer of aircraft from funds avail-
able under this head; to be derived from the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund, $2,075,000,000, of
which $1,780,000,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2002, and of which $295,000,000
shall remain available until September 30, 2000:
Provided, That there may be credited to this ap-
propriation funds received from States, counties,
municipalities, other public authorities, and pri-
vate sources, for expenses incurred in the estab-
lishment and modernization of air navigation
facilities: Provided further, That upon initial
submission to the Congress of the fiscal year
2001 President’s budget, the Secretary of Trans-
portation shall transmit to the Congress a com-
prehensive capital investment plan for the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration which includes
funding for each budget line item for fiscal
years 2001 through 2005, with total funding for
each year of the plan constrained to the fund-
ing targets for those years as estimated and ap-
proved by the Office of Management and Budg-
et: Provided further, That none of the funds in
this Act may be used for the Federal Aviation

Administration to enter into a capital lease
agreement unless appropriations have been pro-
vided to fully cover the Federal Government’s
contingent liabilities at the time the lease agree-
ment is signed.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION)

Of the amount provided under this heading in
Public Law 105–66, $30,000,000 are rescinded.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, for research, engineering, and devel-
opment, as authorized under part A of subtitle
VII of title 49, United States Code, including
construction of experimental facilities and ac-
quisition of necessary sites by lease or grant,
$156,495,000, to be derived from the Airport and
Airway Trust Fund and to remain available
until September 30, 2002: Provided, That there
may be credited to this appropriation funds re-
ceived from States, counties, municipalities,
other public authorities, and private sources, for
expenses incurred for research, engineering, and
development.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

For liquidation of obligations incurred for
grants-in-aid for airport planning and develop-
ment, and noise compatibility planning and pro-
grams as authorized under subchapter I of
chapter 471 and subchapter I of chapter 475 of
title 49, United States Code, and under other
law authorizing such obligations; for adminis-
tration of such programs; for administration of
programs under section 40117; and for inspection
activities and administration of airport safety
programs, including those related to airport op-
erating certificates under section 44706 of title
49, United States Code, $1,750,000,000, to be de-
rived from the Airport and Airway Trust Fund
and to remain available until expended: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds under this head-
ing shall be available for the planning or execu-
tion of programs the obligations for which are in
excess of $1,950,000,000 in fiscal year 2000, not-
withstanding section 47117(h) of title 49, United
States Code: Provided further, That notwith-
standing any other provision of law, not more
than $45,000,000 of funds limited under this
heading shall be obligated for administration :
Provided further, That, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, in the event of a lapse in
authorization of the grants program under this
heading, funding available under Federal Avia-
tion Administration, ‘‘Operations’’ may be obli-
gated for administration during the time period
of the lapse in authorization, at the rate cor-
responding to the maximum annual obligation
level of $45,000,000: Provided further, That total
obligations from all sources in fiscal year 2000
for administration may not exceed $45,000,000.

AVIATION INSURANCE REVOLVING FUND

The Secretary of Transportation is hereby au-
thorized to make such expenditures and invest-
ments, within the limits of funds available pur-
suant to 49 U.S.C. 44307, and in accordance
with section 104 of the Government Corporation
Control Act, as amended (31 U.S.C. 9104), as
may be necessary in carrying out the program
for aviation insurance activities under chapter
443 of title 49, United States Code.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Necessary expenses for administration and op-
eration of the Federal Highway Administration
not to exceed $376,072,000 shall be paid in ac-
cordance with law from appropriations made
available by this Act to the Federal Highway
Administration together with advances and re-
imbursements received by the Federal Highway
Administration: Provided, That $70,484,000 shall

be available to carry out the functions and oper-
ations of the Office of Motor Carriers: Provided
further, That of the funds available under sec-
tion 104(a) of title 23, United States Code:
$6,000,000 shall be available for Commercial Re-
mote Sensing Products and Spatial Information
Technologies under section 5113 of Public Law
105–178, as amended; $5,000,000 shall be avail-
able for Nationwide Differential Global Posi-
tioning System program, as authorized;
$8,000,000 shall be available for National His-
toric Covered Bridge Preservation Program
under section 1224 of Public Law 105–178, as
amended; $15,000,000 shall be available to the
University of Alabama in Tuscaloosa, Alabama,
for research activities at the Transportation Re-
search Institute and to construct a building to
house the Institute, and shall remain available
until expended; $18,300,000 shall be available for
the Indian Reservation Roads Program under
section 204 of title 23, United States Code;
$16,400,000 shall be available for the Public
Lands Highways Program under section 204 of
title 23, United States Code; $11,000,000 shall be
available for the Park Roads and Parkways
Program under section 204 of title 23, United
States Code; $1,300,000 shall be available for the
Refuge Road Program under section 204 of title
23, United States Code; $10,000,000 shall be
available for the Transportation and Commu-
nity and System Preservation pilot program
under section 1221 of Public Law 105–178; and
$7,500,000 shall be available for ‘‘Child Pas-
senger Protection Education Grants’’ under sec-
tion 2003(b) of Public Law 105–178, as amended.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

None of the funds in this Act shall be avail-
able for the implementation or execution of pro-
grams, the obligations for which are in excess of
$27,701,350,000 for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction programs for fiscal
year 2000: Provided, That within the
$27,701,350,000 obligation limitation on Federal-
aid highways and highway safety construction
programs, not more than $391,450,000 shall be
available for the implementation or execution of
programs for transportation research (sections
502, 503, 504, 506, 507, and 508 of title 23, United
States Code, as amended; section 5505 of title 49,
United States Code, as amended; and sections
5112 and 5204–5209 of Public Law 105–178) for
fiscal year 2000; not more than $20,000,000 shall
be available for the implementation or execution
of programs for the Magnetic Levitation Trans-
portation Technology Deployment Program (sec-
tion 1218 of Public Law 105–178) for fiscal year
2000, of which not to exceed $1,000,000 shall be
available to the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion for administrative expenses and technical
assistance in connection with such program; not
more than $31,000,000 shall be available for the
implementation or execution of programs for the
Bureau of Transportation Statistics (section 111
of title 49, United States Code) for fiscal year
2000: Provided further, That within the
$211,200,000 obligation limitation on Intelligent
Transportation Systems, the following sums
shall be made available for Intelligent Transpor-
tation System projects in the following specified
areas:

Albuquerque, New Mexico, $2,000,000;
Arapahoe County, Colorado, $1,000,000;
Branson, Missouri, $1,000,000;
Central Pennsylvania, $1,000,000;
Charlotte, North Carolina, $1,000,000;
Chicago, Illinois, $1,000,000;
City of Superior and Douglas County, Wis-

consin, $1,000,000;
Clay County, Missouri, $300,000;
Clearwater, Florida, $3,500,000;
College Station, Texas, $1,000,000;
Central Ohio, $1,000,000;
Commonwealth of Virginia, $4,000,000;
Corpus Christi, Texas, $1,500,000;
Delaware River, Pennsylvania, $1,000,000;
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Fairfield, California, $750,000;
Fargo, North Dakota, $1,000,000;
Florida Bay County, Florida, $1,000,000;
Fort Worth, Texas, $2,500,000;
Grand Forks, North Dakota, $500,000;
Greater Metropolitan Capital Region, DC,

$5,000,000;
Greater Yellowstone, Montana, $1,000,000;
Houma, Louisiana, $1,000,000;
Houston, Texas, $1,500,000;
Huntsville, Alabama, $500,000;
Inglewood, California, $1,000,000;
Jefferson County, Colorado, $1,500,000;
Kansas City, Missouri, $1,000,000;
Las Vegas, Nevada, $2,800,000;
Los Angeles, California, $1,000,000;
Miami, Florida, $1,000,000;
Mission Viejo, California, $1,000,000;
Monroe County, New York, $1,000,000;
Nashville, Tennessee, $1,000,000;
Northeast Florida, $1,000,000;
Oakland, California, $500,000;
Oakland County, Michigan, $1,000,000;
Oxford, Mississippi, $1,500,000;
Pennsylvania Turnpike, Pennsylvania,

$2,500,000;
Pueblo, Colorado, $1,000,000;
Puget Sound, Washington, $1,000,000;
Reno/Tahoe, California/Nevada, $500,000;
Rensselaer County, New York, $1,000,000;
Sacramento County, California, $1,000,000;
Salt Lake City, Utah, $3,000,000;
San Francisco, California, $1,000,000;
Santa Clara, California, $1,000,000;
Santa Teresa, New Mexico, $1,000,000;
Seattle, Washington, $2,100,000;
Shenandoah Valley, Virginia, $2,500,000;
Shreveport, Louisiana, $1,000,000;
Silicon Valley, California, $1,000,000;
Southeast Michigan, $2,000,000;
Spokane, Washington, $500,000;
St. Louis, Missouri, $1,000,000;
State of Alabama, $1,300,000;
State of Alaska, $3,000,000;
State of Arizona, $1,000,000;
State of Colorado, $1,500,000;
State of Delaware, $2,000,000;
State of Idaho, $2,000,000;
State of Illinois, $1,500,000;
State of Maryland, $2,000,000;
State of Minnesota, $7,000,000;
State of Montana, $1,000,000;
State of Nebraska, $500,000;
State of Oregon, $1,000,000;
State of Texas, $4,000,000;
State of Vermont rural systems, $1,000,000;
States of New Jersey and New York,

$2,000,000;
Statewide Transcom/Transmit upgrades, New

Jersey, $4,000,000;
Tacoma Puyallup, Washington, $500,000;
Thurston, Washington, $1,000,000;
Towamencin, Pennsylvania, $600,000;
Wausau-Stevens Point-Wisconsin Rapids,

Wisconsin, $1,500,000;
Wayne County, Michigan, $1,000,000:

Provided further, That, notwithstanding Public
Law 105–178 as amended, funds authorized
under section 110 of title 23, United States Code,
for fiscal year 2000 shall be apportioned based
on each State’s percentage share of funding pro-
vided for under section 105 of title 23, United
States Code, for fiscal year 2000, except that be-
fore such apportionments are made, $90,000,000
shall be set aside for projects authorized under
section 1602 of Public Law 105–178 as amended,
and $8,000,000 shall be set aside for the Wood-
row Wilson Memorial Bridge project authorized
by section 404 of the Woodrow Wilson Memorial
Bridge Authority Act of 1995 as amended. Of the
funds to be apportioned under section 110 for
fiscal year 2000, the Secretary shall ensure that
such funds are apportioned for the Interstate
Maintenance program, the National Highway
system program, the bridge program, the surface
transportation program, and the congestion
mitigation and air quality program in the same
ratio that each State is apportioned funds for

such program in fiscal year 2000 but for this sec-
tion: Provided further, That, notwithstanding
any other provision of law, the Secretary shall,
at the request of the State of Nevada, transfer
up to $10,000,000 of Minimum Guarantee appor-
tionments, and an equal amount of obligation
authority, to the State of California for use on
High Priority Project No. 829 ‘‘Widen I–15 in
San Bernardino County’’, section 1602 of Public
Law 105–178.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For carrying out the provisions of title 23,
United States Code, that are attributable to
Federal-aid highways, including the National
Scenic and Recreational Highway as authorized
by 23 U.S.C. 148, not otherwise provided, includ-
ing reimbursement for sums expended pursuant
to the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 308, $26,000,000,000
or so much thereof as may be available in and
derived from the Highway Trust Fund, to re-
main available until expended.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in car-
rying out 49 U.S.C. 31102, $105,000,000, to be de-
rived from the Highway Trust Fund and to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That
none of the funds in this Act shall be available
for the implementation or execution of programs
the obligations for which are in excess of
$105,000,000 for ‘‘Motor Carrier Safety Grants’’.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

For expenses necessary to discharge the func-
tions of the Secretary, with respect to traffic
and highway safety under chapter 301 of title
49, United States Code, and part C of subtitle VI
of title 49, United States Code, $87,400,000 of
which $62,928,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2002: Provided, That none of the
funds appropriated by this Act may be obligated
or expended to plan, finalize, or implement any
rulemaking to add to section 575.104 of title 49 of
the Code of Federal Regulations any require-
ment pertaining to a grading standard that is
different from the three grading standards
(treadwear, traction, and temperature resist-
ance) already in effect.

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For payment of obligations incurred in car-
rying out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 403, to re-
main available until expended, $72,000,000, to be
derived from the Highway Trust Fund: Pro-
vided, That none of the funds in this Act shall
be available for the planning or execution of
programs the total obligations for which, in fis-
cal year 2000 are in excess of $72,000,000 for pro-
grams authorized under 23 U.S.C. 403.

NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

For expenses necessary to discharge the func-
tions of the Secretary with respect to the Na-
tional Driver Register under chapter 303 of title
49, United States Code, $2,000,000, to be derived
from the Highway Trust Fund and to remain
available until expended.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
for payment of obligations incurred in carrying
out the provisions of 23 U.S.C. 402, 405, 410, and
411 to remain available until expended,
$206,800,000, to be derived from the Highway

Trust Fund: Provided, That none of the funds
in this Act shall be available for the planning or
execution of programs the total obligations for
which, in fiscal year 2000, are in excess of
$206,800,000 for programs authorized under 23
U.S.C. 402, 405, 410, and 411 of which
$152,800,000 shall be for ‘‘Highway Safety Pro-
grams’’ under 23 U.S.C. 402, $10,000,000 shall be
for ‘‘Occupant Protection Incentive Grants’’
under 23 U.S.C. 405, $36,000,000 shall be for ‘‘Al-
cohol-Impaired Driving Countermeasures
Grants’’ under 23 U.S.C. 410, $8,000,000 shall be
for the ‘‘State Highway Safety Data Grants’’
under 23 U.S.C. 411: Provided further, That
none of these funds shall be used for construc-
tion, rehabilitation, or remodeling costs, or for
office furnishings and fixtures for State, local,
or private buildings or structures: Provided fur-
ther, That not to exceed $7,640,000 of the funds
made available for section 402, not to exceed
$500,000 of the funds made available for section
405, not to exceed $1,800,000 of the funds made
available for section 410, and not to exceed
$400,000 of the funds made available for section
411 shall be available to NHTSA for admin-
istering highway safety grants under chapter 4
of title 23, U.S.C.: Provided further, That not to
exceed $500,000 of the funds made available for
section 410 ‘‘Alcohol-Impaired Driving Counter-
measures Grants’’ shall be available for tech-
nical assistance to the States.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

SAFETY AND OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses of the Federal Rail-
road Administration, not otherwise provided for,
$94,288,000, of which $6,800,000 shall remain
available until expended: Provided, That, as
part of the Washington Union Station trans-
action in which the Secretary assumed the first
deed of trust on the property and, where the
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation or
any successor is obligated to make payments on
such deed of trust on the Secretary’s behalf, in-
cluding payments on and after September 30,
1988, the Secretary is authorized to receive such
payments directly from the Union Station Rede-
velopment Corporation, credit them to the ap-
propriation charged for the first deed of trust,
and make payments on the first deed of trust
with those funds: Provided further, That such
additional sums as may be necessary for pay-
ment on the first deed of trust may be advanced
by the Administrator from unobligated balances
available to the Federal Railroad Administra-
tion, to be reimbursed from payments received
from the Union Station Redevelopment Corpora-
tion.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses for railroad research
and development, $22,464,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT
PROGRAM

The Secretary of Transportation is authorized
to issue to the Secretary of the Treasury notes
or other obligations pursuant to section 512 of
the Railroad Revitalization and Regulatory Re-
form Act of 1976 (Public Law 94–210), as amend-
ed, in such amounts and at such times as may
be necessary to pay any amounts required pur-
suant to the guarantee of the principal amount
of obligations under sections 511 through 513 of
such Act, such authority to exist as long as any
such guaranteed obligation is outstanding: Pro-
vided, That pursuant to section 502 of such Act,
as amended, no new direct loans or loan guar-
antee commitments shall be made using Federal
funds for the credit risk premium during fiscal
year 2000.

NEXT GENERATION HIGH-SPEED RAIL

For necessary expenses for the Next Genera-
tion High-Speed Rail program as authorized
under 49 U.S.C. 26101 and 26102, $27,200,000, to
remain available until expended.
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ALASKA RAILROAD REHABILITATION

To enable the Secretary of Transportation to
make grants to the Alaska Railroad, $10,000,000
shall be for capital rehabilitation and improve-
ments benefiting its passenger operations, to re-
main available until expended.

RHODE ISLAND RAIL DEVELOPMENT

For the costs associated with construction of a
third track on the Northeast Corridor between
Davisville and Central Falls, Rhode Island,
with sufficient clearance to accommodate double
stack freight cars, $10,000,000 to be matched by
the State of Rhode Island or its designee on a
dollar-for-dollar basis and to remain available
until expended: Provided, That none of the
funds made available under this head shall be
obligated until the enactment of authorizing leg-
islation for the ‘‘Rhode Island Rail Develop-
ment’’ program.

CAPITAL GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION

For necessary expenses of capital improve-
ments of the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration as authorized by 49 U.S.C. 24104(a),
$571,000,000 to remain available until expended:
Provided, That the Secretary shall not obligate
more than $228,400,000 prior to September 30,
2000.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION
ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

For necessary administrative expenses of the
Federal Transit Administration’s programs au-
thorized by chapter 53 of title 49, United States
Code, $12,000,000: Provided, That no more than
$60,000,000 of budget authority shall be avail-
able for these purposes: Provided further, That
the Federal Transit Administration will reim-
burse the Department of Transportation Inspec-
tor General $1,500,000 for costs associated with
the audit and review of new fixed guideway sys-
tems.

FORMULA GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 U.S.C.
5307, 5308, 5310, 5311, 5327, and section 3038 of
Public Law 105–178, $619,600,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That no
more than $3,098,000,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes: Provided
further, That notwithstanding section 3008 of
Public Law 105–178, the $50,000,000 to carry out
49 U.S.C. 5308 shall be transferred to and
merged with funding provided for the replace-
ment, rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and

related equipment and the construction of bus-
related facilities under ‘‘Federal Transit Admin-
istration, Capital investment grants’’.

UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 U.S.C.
5505, $1,200,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That no more than $6,000,000
of budget authority shall be available for these
purposes.

TRANSIT PLANNING AND RESEARCH

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 U.S.C.
5303, 5304, 5305, 5311(b)(2), 5312, 5313(a), 5314,
5315, and 5322, $21,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That no more than
$107,000,000 of budget authority shall be avail-
able for these purposes: Provided further, That
$5,250,000 is available to provide rural transpor-
tation assistance (49 U.S.C. 5311(b)(2));
$4,000,000 is available to carry out programs
under the National Transit Institute (49 U.S.C.
5315); $8,250,000 is available to carry out transit
cooperative research programs (49 U.S.C.
5313(a)); $49,632,000 is available for metropolitan
planning (49 U.S.C. 5303, 5304, and 5305);
$10,368,000 is available for state planning (49
U.S.C. 5313(b)); and $29,500,000 is available for
the national planning and research program (49
U.S.C. 5314): Provided further, That of the total
budget authority made available for the na-
tional planning and research program, the Fed-
eral Transit Administration shall provide the
following amounts for the projects and activities
listed below:

Zinc-air battery bus technology demonstra-
tion, $1,000,000;

Electric vehicle information sharing and tech-
nology transfer program, $750,000;

Portland, ME independent transportation net-
work, $500,000;

Wheeling, WV mobility study, $250,000;
Project ACTION, $3,000,000;
Washoe County, NV transit technology,

$1,250,000;
Massachusetts Bay Transit Authority ad-

vanced electric transit buses and related infra-
structure, $1,500,000;

Palm Springs, CA fuel cell buses, $1,000,000;
Gloucester, MA intermodal technology center,

$1,500,000;
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transit Authority

advanced propulsion control system, $3,000,000;
Advanced transportation and alternative fuel

technology consortium (CALSTART), $3,250,000;
Safety and security programs, $5,450,000;
International program, $1,000,000;

Santa Barbara Electric Transit Institute,
$500,000;

Hennepin County community transportation,
Minnesota, $1,000,000;

Pittsfield economic development authority
electric bus program, $1,350,000; and

Citizens for Modern Transit, Missouri,
$300,000.

TRUST FUND SHARE OF EXPENSES

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
for payment of obligations incurred in carrying
out 49 U.S.C. 5303–5308, 5310–5315, 5317(b), 5322,
5327, 5334, 5505, and sections 3037 and 3038 of
Public Law 105–178, $4,929,270,000, to remain
available until expended, and to be derived from
the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust
Fund: Provided, That $2,478,400,000 shall be
paid to the Federal Transit Administration’s
formula grants account: Provided further, That
$86,000,000 shall be paid to the Federal Transit
Administration’s transit planning and research
account: Provided further, That $48,000,000
shall be paid to the Federal Transit Administra-
tion’s administrative expenses account: Provided
further, That $4,800,000 shall be paid to the Fed-
eral Transit Administration’s university trans-
portation research account: Provided further,
That $60,000,000 shall be paid to the Federal
Transit Administration’s job access and reverse
commute grants program: Provided further,
That $1,960,800,000 shall be paid to the Federal
Transit Administration’s capital investment
grants account.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 U.S.C.
5308, 5309, 5318, and 5327, $490,200,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That no
more than $2,451,000,000 of budget authority
shall be available for these purposes: Provided
further, That notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, there shall be available for fixed
guideway modernization, $980,400,000; there
shall be available for the replacement, rehabili-
tation, and purchase of buses and related equip-
ment and the construction of bus-related facili-
ties, $490,200,000, together with $50,000,000
transferred from ‘‘Federal Transit Administra-
tion, Formula grants’’, to be available for the
following projects in amounts specified below:

No. State Project Con-
ference

1 Alaska ................... Anchorage Ship Creek intermodal facility ................................................................................................... $4,500,000
2 Alaska ................... Fairbanks intermodal rail/bus transfer facility ............................................................................................ 2,000,000
3 Alaska ................... Juneau downtown mass transit facility ....................................................................................................... 1,500,000
4 Alaska ................... North Star Borough-Fairbanks intermodal facility ...................................................................................... 3,000,000
5 Alaska ................... Wasilla intermodal facility ......................................................................................................................... 1,000,000
6 Alaska ................... Whittier intermodal facility and pedestrian overpass ................................................................................... 1,155,000
7 Alabama ................ Alabama statewide rural bus needs ............................................................................................................. 2,500,000
8 Alabama ................ Baldwin Rural Area Transportation System buses ....................................................................................... 1,000,000
9 Alabama ................ Birmingham intermodal facility .................................................................................................................. 2,000,000

10 Alabama ................ Birmingham-Jefferson County buses ........................................................................................................... 1,250,000
11 Alabama ................ Cullman, buses .......................................................................................................................................... 500,000
12 Alabama ................ Dothan Wiregrass Transit Authority vehicles and transit facility ................................................................. 1,000,000
13 Alabama ................ Escambia County buses and bus facility ...................................................................................................... 100,000
14 Alabama ................ Gees Bend Ferry facilities, Wilcox County ................................................................................................... 100,000
15 Alabama ................ Marshall County, buses ............................................................................................................................. 500,000
16 Alabama ................ Huntsville Airport international intermodal center ...................................................................................... 3,500,000
17 Alabama ................ Huntsville, intermodal facility .................................................................................................................... 1,250,000
18 Alabama ................ Huntsville Space and Rocket Center intermodal center ................................................................................ 3,500,000
19 Alabama ................ Jasper buses .............................................................................................................................................. 50,000
20 Alabama ................ Jefferson State Community College/University of Montevallo pedestrian walkway ......................................... 200,000
21 Alabama ................ Mobile waterfront terminal complex ............................................................................................................ 5,000,000
22 Alabama ................ Montgomery Union Station intermodal center and buses .............................................................................. 3,500,000
23 Alabama ................ Valley bus and bus facilities ....................................................................................................................... 110,000
24 Arkansas ............... Arkansas Highway and Transit Department buses ...................................................................................... 2,000,000
25 Arkansas ............... Arkansas state safety and preventative maintenance facility ....................................................................... 800,000
26 Arkansas ............... Fayetteville, University of Arkansas Transit System buses ........................................................................... 500,000
27 Arkansas ............... Hot Springs, transportation depot and plaza ............................................................................................... 1,560,000
28 Arkansas ............... Little Rock, Central Arkansas Transit buses ............................................................................................... 300,000
29 Arizona .................. Phoenix bus and bus facilities .................................................................................................................... 3,750,000
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30 Arizona .................. Phoenix South Central Avenue transit facility ............................................................................................ 500,000
31 Arizona .................. San Luis, bus ............................................................................................................................................ 70,000
32 Arizona .................. Tucson buses ............................................................................................................................................. 2,555,000
33 Arizona .................. Yuma paratransit buses ............................................................................................................................. 125,000
34 California .............. California Mountain Area Regional Transit Authority fueling stations ........................................................ 80,000
35 California .............. Culver City, CityBus buses ......................................................................................................................... 1,250,000
36 California .............. Davis, Unitrans transit maintenance facility ............................................................................................... 625,000
37 California .............. Healdsburg, intermodal facility .................................................................................................................. 1,000,000
38 California .............. I–5 Corridor intermodal transit centers ........................................................................................................ 1,250,000
39 California .............. Livermore automatic vehicle locator program .............................................................................................. 1,000,000
40 California .............. Lodi, multimodal facility ............................................................................................................................ 850,000
41 California .............. Los Angeles County Metropolitan transportation authority buses ................................................................ 3,000,000
42 California .............. Los Angeles County Foothill Transit buses and HEV vehicles ...................................................................... 1,750,000
43 California .............. Los Angeles Municipal Transit Operators Coalition ..................................................................................... 2,250,000
44 California .............. Los Angeles, Union Station Gateway Intermodal Transit Center .................................................................. 1,250,000
45 California .............. Maywood, Commerce, Bell, Cudahy, California buses and bus facilities ........................................................ 800,000
46 California .............. Modesto, bus maintenance facility .............................................................................................................. 625,000
47 California .............. Monterey, Monterey-Salinas buses ............................................................................................................. 625,000
48 California .............. Orange County, bus and bus facilities ........................................................................................................ 2,000,000
49 California .............. Perris bus maintenance facility .................................................................................................................. 1,250,000
50 California .............. Redlands, trolley project ............................................................................................................................ 800,000
51 California .............. Sacramento CNG buses ............................................................................................................................... 1,250,000
52 California .............. San Bernardino Valley, CNG buses ............................................................................................................. 1,000,000
53 California .............. San Bernardino train station ..................................................................................................................... 3,000,000
54 California .............. San Diego North County buses and CNG fueling station .............................................................................. 3,000,000
55 California .............. Contra Costa County Connection buses ....................................................................................................... 250,000
56 California .............. San Francisco, Islais Creek maintenance facility ......................................................................................... 1,250,000
57 California .............. Santa Barbara buses and bus facility ......................................................................................................... 1,750,000
58 California .............. Santa Clarita bus maintenance facility ....................................................................................................... 1,250,000
59 California .............. Santa Cruz buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................. 1,755,000
60 California .............. Santa Maria Valley/Santa Barbara County, buses ....................................................................................... 240,000
61 California .............. Santa Rosa/Cotati, Intermodal Transportation Facilities ............................................................................. 750,000
62 California .............. Westminster senior citizen vans .................................................................................................................. 150,000
63 California .............. Windsor, Intermodal Facility ...................................................................................................................... 750,000
64 California .............. Woodland Hills, Warner Center Transportation Hub ................................................................................... 625,000
65 Colorado ................ Boulder/Denver, RTD buses ........................................................................................................................ 625,000
66 Colorado ................ Colorado Association of Transit Agencies .................................................................................................... 8,000,000
67 Colorado ................ Denver, Stapleton Intermodal Center .......................................................................................................... 1,250,000
68 Connecticut ............ New Haven bus facility .............................................................................................................................. 2,250,000
69 Connecticut ............ Norwich buses ........................................................................................................................................... 2,250,000
70 Connecticut ............ Waterbury, bus facility .............................................................................................................................. 2,250,000
71 Dist. of Columbia .... Fuel cell bus and bus facilities program, Georgetown University .................................................................. 4,850,000
72 Dist. of Columbia .... Washington, D.C. Intermodal Transportation Center, District ...................................................................... 2,500,000
73 Delaware ............... New Castle County buses and bus facilities ................................................................................................. 2,000,000
74 Delaware ............... Delaware buses and bus facility ................................................................................................................. 500,000
75 Florida .................. Daytona Beach, Intermodal Center ............................................................................................................. 2,500,000
76 Florida .................. Gainesville hybrid-electric buses and facilities ............................................................................................. 500,000
77 Florida .................. Jacksonville buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................ 1,000,000
78 Florida .................. Lakeland, Citrus Connection transit vehicles and related equipment ............................................................ 1,250,000
79 Florida .................. Miami Beach, electric shuttle service .......................................................................................................... 750,000
80 Florida .................. Miami-Dade Transit buses .......................................................................................................................... 2,750,000
81 Florida .................. Orlando, Lynx buses and bus facilities ....................................................................................................... 2,000,000
82 Florida .................. Orlando, Downtown Intermodal Facility .................................................................................................... 2,500,000
83 Florida .................. Palm Beach, buses ..................................................................................................................................... 1,000,000
84 Florida .................. Tampa HARTline buses .............................................................................................................................. 500,000
85 Georgia .................. Atlanta, MARTA buses .............................................................................................................................. 13,500,000
86 Georgia .................. Chatham Area Transit Bus Transfer Center and buses ................................................................................ 3,500,000
87 Georgia .................. Georgia Regional Transportation Authority buses ....................................................................................... 2,000,000
88 Georgia .................. Georgia statewide buses and bus-related facilities ........................................................................................ 2,750,000
89 Hawaii ................... Hawaii buses and bus facilities ................................................................................................................... 2,250,000
90 Hawaii ................... Honolulu, bus facility and buses ................................................................................................................. 2,000,000
91 Iowa ...................... Ames transit facility expansion ................................................................................................................... 700,000
92 Iowa ...................... Cedar Rapids intermodal facility ................................................................................................................ 3,500,000
93 Iowa ...................... Clinton transit facility expansion ............................................................................................................... 500,000
94 Iowa ...................... Fort Dodge, Intermodal Facility (Phase II) ................................................................................................. 885,000
95 Iowa ...................... Iowa City intermodal facility ...................................................................................................................... 1,500,000
96 Iowa ...................... Iowa statewide buses and bus facilities ....................................................................................................... 2,500,000
97 Iowa ...................... Iowa/Illinois Transit Consortium bus safety and security ............................................................................. 1,000,000
98 Illinois ................... East Moline transit center .......................................................................................................................... 650,000
99 Illinois ................... Illinois statewide buses and bus-related equipment ...................................................................................... 8,200,000

100 Indiana ................. Gary, Transit Consortium buses .................................................................................................................. 1,250,000
101 Indiana ................. Indianapolis buses ..................................................................................................................................... 5,000,000
102 Indiana ................. South Bend Urban Intermodal Transportation Facility ............................................................................... 1,250,000
103 Indiana ................. West Lafayette bus transfer station/terminal (Wabash Landing) .................................................................. 1,750,000
104 Kansas .................. Girard, buses and vans .............................................................................................................................. 700,000
105 Kansas .................. Johnson County, farebox equipment ........................................................................................................... 250,000
106 Kansas .................. Kansas City buses ...................................................................................................................................... 750,000
107 Kansas .................. Kansas Public Transit Association buses and bus facilities .......................................................................... 1,500,000
108 Kansas .................. Girard Southeast Kansas Community Action Agency maintenance facility ................................................... 480,000
109 Kansas .................. Topeka Transit downtown transfer facility ................................................................................................. 600,000
110 Kansas .................. Wichita, buses and bus facilities ................................................................................................................. 2,500,000
111 Kentucky ............... Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky (TANK) buses ............................................................................... 2,500,000
112 Kentucky ............... Kentucky (southern and eastern) transit vehicles ........................................................................................ 1,000,000
113 Kentucky ............... Lexington (LexTran), maintenance facility ................................................................................................. 1,000,000
114 Kentucky ............... River City, buses ........................................................................................................................................ 1,500,000
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115 Louisiana .............. Louisiana statewide buses and bus-related facilities .................................................................................... 5,000,000
116 Massachusetts ........ Attleboro intermodal transit facility ............................................................................................................ 500,000
117 Massachusetts ........ Brockton intermodal transportation center .................................................................................................. 1,100,000
118 Massachusetts ........ Greenfield Montague, buses ........................................................................................................................ 500,000
119 Massachusetts ........ Merrimack Valley Regional Transit Authority bus facilities ......................................................................... 467,500
120 Massachusetts ........ Montachusett, bus and park-and-ride facilities ........................................................................................... 1,250,000
121 Massachusetts ........ Pioneer Valley, alternative fuel and paratransit vehicles ............................................................................. 650,000
122 Massachusetts ........ Pittsfield intermodal center ........................................................................................................................ 3,600,000
123 Massachusetts ........ Springfield, Union Station ......................................................................................................................... 1,250,000
124 Massachusetts ........ Swampscott, buses ..................................................................................................................................... 65,000
125 Massachusetts ........ Westfield, intermodal transportation facility ............................................................................................... 500,000
126 Massachusetts ........ Worcester, Union Station Intermodal Transportation Center ........................................................................ 2,500,000
127 Maryland ............... Maryland statewide bus facilities and buses ................................................................................................ 11,500,000
128 Michigan ............... Detroit, transfer terminal facilities .............................................................................................................. 3,963,000
129 Michigan ............... Detroit, EZ Ride program ........................................................................................................................... 287,000
130 Michigan ............... Menominee-Delta-Schoolcraft buses ............................................................................................................ 250,000
131 Michigan ............... Michigan statewide buses ........................................................................................................................... 22,500,000
132 Michigan ............... Port Huron, CNG fueling station ................................................................................................................ 500,000
133 Minnesota .............. Duluth, Transit Authority community circulation vehicles ........................................................................... 1,000,000
134 Minnesota .............. Duluth, Transit Authority intelligent transportation systems ....................................................................... 500,000
135 Minnesota .............. Duluth, Transit Authority Transit Hub ...................................................................................................... 500,000
136 Minnesota .............. Greater Minnesota transit authorities ......................................................................................................... 500,000
137 Minnesota .............. Northstar Corridor, Intermodal Facilities and buses .................................................................................... 10,000,000
138 Minnesota .............. Twin Cities metropolitan buses and bus facilities ......................................................................................... 10,000,000
139 Missouri ................. Columbia buses and vans ........................................................................................................................... 500,000
140 Missouri ................. Southeast Missouri transportation service rural, elderly, disabled service ..................................................... 1,250,000
141 Missouri ................. Franklin County buses and bus facilities .................................................................................................... 200,000
142 Missouri ................. Jackson County buses and bus facilities ...................................................................................................... 500,000
143 Missouri ................. Kansas City Area Transit Authority buses and Troost transit center ............................................................ 2,500,000
144 Missouri ................. Missouri statewide bus and bus facilities ..................................................................................................... 3,500,000
145 Missouri ................. OATS Transit ............................................................................................................................................ 1,500,000
146 Missouri ................. St. Joseph buses and vans .......................................................................................................................... 500,000
147 Missouri ................. St. Louis, buses .......................................................................................................................................... 2,000,000
148 Missouri ................. St. Louis, Bi-state Intermodal Center .......................................................................................................... 1,250,000
149 Missouri ................. Southwest Missouri State University park and ride facility .......................................................................... 1,000,000
150 Mississippi ............. Harrison County multimodal center ............................................................................................................ 3,000,000
151 Mississippi ............. Jackson, maintenance and administration facility project ............................................................................ 1,000,000
152 Mississippi ............. North Delta planning and development district, buses and bus facilities ....................................................... 1,200,000
153 Montana ................ Missoula urban transportation district buses ............................................................................................... 600,000
154 North Carolina ....... Greensboro multimodal center ..................................................................................................................... 3,339,000
155 North Carolina ....... Greensboro, Transit Authority buses ........................................................................................................... 1,500,000
156 North Carolina ....... North Carolina statewide buses and bus facilities ........................................................................................ 2,492,000
157 North Dakota ......... North Dakota statewide buses and bus-related facilities ............................................................................... 1,000,000
158 New Hampshire ...... New Hampshire statewide transit systems ................................................................................................... 3,000,000
159 New Jersey ............. New Jersey Transit alternative fuel buses .................................................................................................... 5,000,000
160 New Jersey ............. New Jersey Transit jitney shuttle buses ....................................................................................................... 1,750,000
161 New Jersey ............. Newark intermodal and arena access improvements ..................................................................................... 1,650,000
162 New Jersey ............. Newark, Morris & Essex Station access and buses ........................................................................................ 1,250,000
163 New Jersey ............. South Amboy, Regional Intermodal Transportation Initiative ...................................................................... 1,250,000
164 New Mexico ............ Albuquerque West Side transit facility ........................................................................................................ 2,000,000
165 New Mexico ............ Albuquerque, buses .................................................................................................................................... 1,250,000
166 New Mexico ............ Las Cruces buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................. 750,000
167 New Mexico ............ Northern New Mexico Transit Express/Park and Ride buses ......................................................................... 2,750,000
168 New Mexico ............ Santa Fe, buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................... 2,000,000
169 Nevada .................. Clark County Regional Transportation Commission buses and bus facilities ................................................. 2,500,000
170 Nevada .................. Lake Tahoe CNG buses .............................................................................................................................. 700,000
171 Nevada .................. Washoe County transit improvements ......................................................................................................... 2,250,000
172 New York ............... Babylon Intermodal Center ........................................................................................................................ 1,250,000
173 New York ............... Buffalo, Auditorium Intermodal Center ...................................................................................................... 2,000,000
174 New York ............... Dutchess County, Loop System buses .......................................................................................................... 521,000
175 New York ............... Ithaca intermodal transportation center ..................................................................................................... 1,125,000
176 New York ............... Ithaca, TCAT bus technology improvements ................................................................................................ 1,250,000
177 New York ............... Long Island, CNG transit vehicles and facilities and bus replacement ........................................................... 1,250,000
178 New York ............... Mineola/Hicksville, LIRR intermodal centers ............................................................................................... 1,250,000
179 New York ............... New York City Midtown West 38th Street ferry terminal .............................................................................. 1,000,000
180 New York ............... New York, West 72nd St. Intermodal Station ............................................................................................... 1,750,000
181 New York ............... Putnam County, vans ................................................................................................................................ 470,000
182 New York ............... Rensselaer intermodal bus facility .............................................................................................................. 6,000,000
183 New York ............... Rochester buses and bus facility ................................................................................................................. 1,000,000
184 New York ............... Syracuse, buses .......................................................................................................................................... 3,000,000
185 New York ............... Utica Union Station ................................................................................................................................... 2,100,000
186 New York ............... Westchester County DOT, articulated buses ................................................................................................ 1,250,000
187 New York ............... Westchester County, Bee-Line transit system fareboxes ................................................................................ 979,000
188 New York ............... Westchester County, Bee-Line transit system shuttle buses .......................................................................... 1,000,000
189 Ohio ...................... Cleveland, Triskett Garage bus maintenance facility ................................................................................... 625,000
190 Ohio ...................... Dayton, Multimodal Transportation Center ................................................................................................ 4,125,000
191 Ohio ...................... Ohio statewide buses and bus facilities ....................................................................................................... 9,010,250
192 Oklahoma .............. Oklahoma statewide bus facilities and buses ............................................................................................... 5,000,000
193 Oregon ................... Corvallis buses and automated passenger information system ....................................................................... 300,000
194 Oregon ................... Lane County, Bus Rapid Transit, buses and facilities .................................................................................. 4,400,000
195 Oregon ................... Lincoln County Transit District buses ........................................................................................................ 250,000
196 Oregon ................... Portland, Tri-Met bus maintenance facility ................................................................................................. 650,000
197 Oregon ................... Portland, Tri-Met buses ............................................................................................................................. 1,750,000
198 Oregon ................... Salem Area Mass Transit District natural gas buses .................................................................................... 500,000
199 Oregon ................... Sandy buses .............................................................................................................................................. 100,000
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200 Oregon ................... South Metro Area Rapid Transit (SMART) maintenance facility .................................................................. 200,000
201 Oregon ................... Sunset Empire Transit District intermodal transit facility ............................................................................ 300,000
202 Pennsylvania ......... Allegheny County buses ............................................................................................................................. 1,500,000
203 Pennsylvania ......... Altoona bus testing .................................................................................................................................... 3,000,000
204 Pennsylvania ......... Altoona, Metro Transit Authority buses and transit system improvements .................................................... 842,000
205 Pennsylvania ......... Armstrong County-Mid-County, bus facilities and buses .............................................................................. 150,000
206 Pennsylvania ......... Bethlehem, intermodal facility .................................................................................................................... 1,000,000
207 Pennsylvania ......... Cambria County, bus facilities and buses .................................................................................................... 575,000
208 Pennsylvania ......... Centre Area Transportation Authority buses ............................................................................................... 1,250,000
209 Pennsylvania ......... Chester County, Paoli Transportation Center .............................................................................................. 1,000,000
210 Pennsylvania ......... Erie, Metropolitan Transit Authority buses ................................................................................................. 1,000,000
211 Pennsylvania ......... Fayette County, intermodal facilities and buses .......................................................................................... 1,270,000
212 Pennsylvania ......... Lackawanna County Transit System buses ................................................................................................. 600,000
213 Pennsylvania ......... Lackawanna County, intermodal bus facility .............................................................................................. 1,000,000
214 Pennsylvania ......... Mid-Mon Valley buses and bus facilities ..................................................................................................... 250,000
215 Pennsylvania ......... Norristown, parking garage (SEPTA) .......................................................................................................... 1,000,000
216 Pennsylvania ......... Philadelphia, Frankford Transportation Center .......................................................................................... 5,000,000
217 Pennsylvania ......... Philadelphia, Intermodal 30th Street Station ............................................................................................... 1,250,000
218 Pennsylvania ......... Reading, BARTA Intermodal Transportation Facility ................................................................................. 1,750,000
219 Pennsylvania ......... Robinson, Towne Center Intermodal Facility .............................................................................................. 1,500,000
220 Pennsylvania ......... Somerset County bus facilities and buses ..................................................................................................... 175,000
221 Pennsylvania ......... Towamencin Township, Intermodal Bus Transportation Center ................................................................... 1,500,000
222 Pennsylvania ......... Washington County intermodal facilities .................................................................................................... 630,000
223 Pennsylvania ......... Westmoreland County, Intermodal Facility ................................................................................................. 200,000
224 Pennsylvania ......... Wilkes-Barre, Intermodal Facility ............................................................................................................... 1,250,000
225 Pennsylvania ......... Williamsport bus facility ............................................................................................................................ 1,200,000
226 Puerto Rico ............ San Juan Intermodal access ....................................................................................................................... 600,000
227 Rhode Island .......... Providence, buses and bus maintenance facility .......................................................................................... 3,294,000
228 South Carolina ....... Central Midlands COG/Columbia transit system .......................................................................................... 2,700,000
229 South Carolina ....... Charleston Area regional transportation authority ...................................................................................... 1,900,000
230 South Carolina ....... Clemson Area Transit buses and bus equipment ........................................................................................... 550,000
231 South Carolina ....... Greenville transit authority ........................................................................................................................ 500,000
232 South Carolina ....... Pee Dee buses and facilities ........................................................................................................................ 900,000
233 South Carolina ....... Santee-Wateree regional transportation authority ....................................................................................... 400,000
234 South Carolina ....... South Carolina Statewide Virtual Transit Enterprise ................................................................................... 1,220,000
235 South Carolina ....... Transit Management of Spartanburg, Incorporated (SPARTA) .................................................................... 600,000
236 South Dakota ......... South Dakota statewide bus facilities and buses .......................................................................................... 1,500,000
237 Tennessee .............. Southern Coalition for Advanced Transportation (SCAT) (TN, GA, FL, AL) electric buses ............................ 3,500,000
238 Texas ..................... Austin buses .............................................................................................................................................. 1,750,000
239 Texas ..................... Beaumont Municipal Transit System buses and bus facilities ....................................................................... 1,000,000
240 Texas ..................... Brazos Transit Authority buses and bus facilities ........................................................................................ 1,000,000
241 Texas ..................... El Paso Sun Metro buses ............................................................................................................................ 1,000,000
242 Texas ..................... Fort Worth bus replacement (including CNG vehicles) and paratransit vehicles ............................................ 2,500,000
243 Texas ..................... Forth Worth intermodal transportation center ............................................................................................ 3,100,000
244 Texas ..................... Galveston buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................... 1,000,000
245 Texas ..................... Texas statewide small urban and rural buses .............................................................................................. 5,000,000
246 Utah ...................... Ogden Intermodal Center ........................................................................................................................... 800,000
247 Utah ...................... Salt Lake City Olympics bus facilities ......................................................................................................... 2,500,000
248 Utah ...................... Salt Lake City Olympics regional park and ride lots .................................................................................... 2,500,000
249 Utah ...................... Salt Lake City Olympics transit bus loan project ......................................................................................... 500,000
250 Utah ...................... Utah Transit Authority, intermodal facilities .............................................................................................. 1,500,000
251 Utah ...................... Utah Transit Authority/Park City Transit, buses ........................................................................................ 6,500,000
252 Virginia ................. Alexandria, bus maintenance facility .......................................................................................................... 1,000,000
253 Virginia ................. Richmond, GRTC bus maintenance facility ................................................................................................. 1,250,000
254 Virginia ................. Statewide buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................................... 8,435,000
255 Vermont ................. Burlington multimodal center ..................................................................................................................... 2,700,000
256 Vermont ................. Chittenden County Transportation Authority buses .................................................................................... 800,000
257 Vermont ................. Essex Junction multimodal station rehabilitation ......................................................................................... 500,000
258 Vermont ................. Killington-Sherburne satellite bus facility ................................................................................................... 250,000
259 Washington ............ Bremerton multimodal center—Sinclair’s Landing ....................................................................................... 750,000
260 Washington ............ Sequim Clallam Transit multimodal center .................................................................................................. 1,000,000
261 Washington ............ Everett, Multimodal Transportation Center ................................................................................................. 1,950,000
262 Washington ............ Grant County, Grant Transit Authority ...................................................................................................... 500,000
263 Washington ............ Grays Harbor County, buses and equipment ................................................................................................ 1,250,000
264 Washington ............ King County Metro King Street Station ...................................................................................................... 2,000,000
265 Washington ............ King County Metro Atlantic and Central buses ........................................................................................... 1,500,000
266 Washington ............ King County park and ride expansion ........................................................................................................ 1,350,000
267 Washington ............ Mount Vernon, buses and bus related facilities ........................................................................................... 1,750,000
268 Washington ............ Pierce County Transit buses and bus facilities ............................................................................................. 500,000
269 Washington ............ Seattle, intermodal transportation terminal ................................................................................................. 1,250,000
270 Washington ............ Snohomish County, Community Transit buses, equipment and facilities ....................................................... 1,250,000
271 Washington ............ Spokane, HEV buses .................................................................................................................................. 1,500,000
272 Washington ............ Tacoma Dome Station ................................................................................................................................ 250,000
273 Washington ............ Vancouver Clark County (C–TRAN) bus facilities ........................................................................................ 1,000,000
274 Washington ............ Washington State DOT combined small transit system buses and bus facilities .............................................. 2,000,000
275 Wisconsin .............. Milwaukee County, buses ........................................................................................................................... 6,000,000
276 Wisconsin .............. Wisconsin statewide bus facilities and buses ................................................................................................ 14,250,000
277 West Virginia ......... Huntington intermodal facility ................................................................................................................... 12,000,000
278 West Virginia ......... Parkersburg, intermodal transportation facility .......................................................................................... 4,500,000
279 West Virginia ......... West Virginia Statewide Intermodal Facility and buses ................................................................................ 5,000,000;
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and there shall be available for new fixed guide-
way systems $980,400,000, to be available as fol-
lows:

$10,400,000 for Alaska or Hawaii ferry
projects;

$45,142,000 for the Atlanta, Georgia, North
line extension project;

$1,000,000 for the Austin, Texas capital metro
northwest/north central corridor project;

$4,750,000 for the Baltimore central LRT dou-
ble track project;

$3,000,000 for the Birmingham, Alabama tran-
sit corridor;

$1,000,000 for the Boston Urban Ring project;
$500,000 for the Calais, Maine branch rail line

regional transit program;
$2,500,000 for the Canton-Akron-Cleveland

commuter rail project;
$2,500,000 for the Charleston, South Carolina

Monobeam corridor project;
$4,000,000 for the Charlotte, North Carolina,

north-south corridor transitway project;
$25,000,000 for the Chicago METRA commuter

rail project;
$3,500,000 for the Chicago Transit Authority

Douglas branch line project;
$3,500,000 for the Chicago Transit Authority

Ravenswood branch line project;
$1,000,000 for the Cincinnati northeast/north-

ern Kentucky corridor project;
$3,500,000 for the Clark County, Nevada, fixed

guideway project, together with unobligated
funds provided in Public Law 103–331 for the
‘‘Burlington to Gloucester, New Jersey line’’;

$1,000,000 for the Cleveland Euclid corridor
improvement project;

$1,000,000 for the Colorado Roaring Fork Val-
ley project;

$50,000,000 for the Dallas north central light
rail extension project;

$1,000,000 for the Dayton, Ohio, light rail
study;

$3,000,000 for the Denver Southeast corridor
project;

$35,000,000 for the Denver Southwest corridor
project;

$25,000,000 for the Dulles corridor project;
$10,000,000 for the Fort Lauderdale, Florida

Tri-County commuter rail project;
$1,500,000 for the Galveston, Texas rail trolley

extension project;
$10,000,000 for the Girdwood, Alaska com-

muter rail project;
$7,000,000 for the Greater Albuquerque mass

transit project;
$500,000 for the Harrisburg-Lancaster capital

area transit corridor 1 commuter rail project;
$3,000,000 for the Houston advanced transit

program;
$52,770,000 for the Houston regional bus

project;
$1,000,000 for the Indianapolis, Indiana

Northeast Downtown corridor project;
$1,000,000 for the Johnson County, Kansas, I–

35 commuter rail project;
$1,000,000 for the Kenosha-Racine-Milwaukee

rail extension project;
$500,000 for the Knoxville-Memphis commuter

rail feasibility study;
$2,000,000 for the Long Island Railroad East

Side access project;
$1,000,000 for the Los Angeles-San Diego

LOSSAN corridor project;
$4,000,000 for the Los Angeles Mid-City and

East Side corridors projects;
$50,000,000 for the Los Angeles North Holly-

wood extension project;
$1,000,000 for the Lowell, Massachusetts-

Nashua, New Hampshire commuter rail project;
$703,000 for the MARC commuter rail project;
$1,500,000 for MARC expansion projects—Sil-

ver Spring intermodal and Penn-Camden rail
connection;

$1,000,000 for the Massachusetts North Shore
corridor project;

$2,500,000 for the Memphis, Tennessee, Med-
ical Center rail extension project;

$1,500,000 for the Miami-Dade Transit east-
west multimodal corridor project;

$1,000,000 for the Nashville, Tennessee, com-
muter rail project;

$99,000,000 for the New Jersey Hudson Bergen
project;

$5,000,000 for the New Jersey/New York Trans-
Hudson Midtown corridor;

$1,000,000 for the New Orleans Canal Street
corridor project;

$12,000,000 for the Newark rail link MOS–1
project;

$1,000,000 for the Norfolk-Virginia Beach cor-
ridor project;

$4,000,000 for the Northern Indiana south
shore commuter rail project;

$2,000,000 for the Oceanside-Escondido, Cali-
fornia light rail system;

$10,000,000 for temporary and permanent
Olympic transportation infrastructure invest-
ments: Provided, That these funds shall be allo-
cated by the Secretary based on the approved
transportation management plan for the Salt
Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games: Provided
further, That none of these funds shall be avail-
able for rail extensions;

$1,000,000 for the Orange County, California,
transitway project;

$5,000,000 for the Orlando Lynx light rail
project (phase 1);

$500,000 for the Palm Beach, Broward and
Miami-Dade counties rail corridor;

$4,000,000 for the Philadelphia-Reading
SETPA Schuylkill Valley metro project;

$1,000,000 for the Philadelphia SEPTA cross-
county metro;

$5,000,000 for the Phoenix metropolitan area
transit project;

$2,500,000 for the Pinellas County, Florida,
mobility initiative project;

$10,000,000 for the Pittsburgh North Shore-
central business district corridor project;

$8,000,000 for the Pittsburgh stage II light rail
project;

$11,062,000 for the Portland Westside light rail
transit project;

$25,000,000 for the Puget Sound RTA Link
light rail project;

$5,000,000 for the Puget Sound RTA Sounder
commuter rail project;

$8,000,000 for the Raleigh-Durham-Chapel Hill
Triangle transit project;

$25,000,000 for the Sacramento south corridor
LRT project;

$37,928,000 for the Utah north/south light rail
project;

$1,000,000 for the San Bernardino, California
Metrolink project;

$5,000,000 for the San Diego Mid Coast cor-
ridor project;

$20,000,000 for the San Diego Mission Valley
East light rail transit project;

$65,000,000 for the San Francisco BART exten-
sion to the airport project;

$20,000,000 for the San Jose Tasman West light
rail project;

$32,000,000 for the San Juan Tren Urbano
project;

$3,000,000 for the Santa Fe/El Dorado, New
Mexico rail link;

$53,895,000 for the South Boston piers
transitway;

$1,000,000 for the South Dekalb-Lindbergh,
Georgia, corridor project;

$2,000,000 for the Spokane, Washington, South
Valley corridor light rail project;

$2,500,000 for the St. Louis, Missouri,
MetroLink cross county corridor project;

$50,000,000 for the St. Louis-St. Clair County
MetroLink light rail (phase II) extension
project;

$1,000,000 for the Stamford, Connecticut fixed
guideway connector;

$1,000,000 for the Stockton, California
Altamont commuter rail project;

$1,000,000 for the Tampa Bay regional rail
project;

$3,000,000 for the Twin Cities Transitways
projects;

$42,800,000 for the Twin Cities Transitways—
Hiawatha corridor project;

$2,200,000 for the Virginia Railway Express
commuter rail project;

$4,750,000 for the Washington Metro-Blue
Line extension-Addison Road (Largo) project;

$1,000,000 for the West Trenton, New Jersey,
rail project;

$2,000,000 for the Whitehall ferry terminal re-
construction project;

$1,000,000 for the Wilmington, Delaware
downtown transit connector; and

$500,000 for the Wilsonville to Washington
County, Oregon connection to Westside.

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

Notwithstanding any other provision of law,
for payment of previous obligations incurred in
carrying out 49 U.S.C. 5338(b), $1,500,000,000, to
remain available until expended and to be de-
rived from the Mass Transit Account of the
Highway Trust Fund.

JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE GRANTS

For necessary expenses to carry out section
3037 of the Federal Transit Act of 1998,
$15,000,000, to remain available until expended:
Provided, That no more than $75,000,000 of
budget authority shall be available for these
purposes.
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION
SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION

The Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation is hereby authorized to make such
expenditures, within the limits of funds and bor-
rowing authority available to the Corporation,
and in accord with law, and to make such con-
tracts and commitments without regard to fiscal
year limitations as provided by section 104 of the
Government Corporation Control Act, as amend-
ed, as may be necessary in carrying out the pro-
grams set forth in the Corporation’s budget for
the current fiscal year.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND)

For necessary expenses for operations and
maintenance of those portions of the Saint Law-
rence Seaway operated and maintained by the
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corpora-
tion, $12,042,000, to be derived from the Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund, pursuant to Public
Law 99–662.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

For expenses necessary to discharge the func-
tions of the Research and Special Programs Ad-
ministration, $32,061,000, of which $645,000 shall
be derived from the Pipeline Safety Fund, and
of which $3,704,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2002: Provided, That up to
$1,200,000 in fees collected under 49 U.S.C.
5108(g) shall be deposited in the general fund of
the Treasury as offsetting receipts: Provided
further, That there may be credited to this ap-
propriation, to be available until expended,
funds received from States, counties, municipali-
ties, other public authorities, and private
sources for expenses incurred for training, for
reports publication and dissemination, and for
travel expenses incurred in performance of haz-
ardous materials exemptions and approvals
functions.

PIPELINE SAFETY

(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)

(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND)

For expenses necessary to conduct the func-
tions of the pipeline safety program, for grants-
in-aid to carry out a pipeline safety program, as
authorized by 49 U.S.C. 60107, and to discharge
the pipeline program responsibilities of the Oil
Pollution Act of 1990, $36,879,000, of which
$5,479,000 shall be derived from the Oil Spill Li-
ability Trust Fund and shall remain available
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until September 30, 2002; of which $30,000,000
shall be derived from the Pipeline Safety Fund,
of which $17,394,000 shall remain available until
September 30, 2002; and of which $1,400,000 shall
be derived from amounts previously collected
under 49 U.S.C. 60301: Provided, That amounts
previously collected under 49 U.S.C. 60301 shall
be available for damage prevention grants to
States and public education activities.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS

(EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS FUND)

For necessary expenses to carry out 49 U.S.C.
5127(c), $200,000, to be derived from the Emer-
gency Preparedness Fund, to remain available
until September 30, 2002: Provided, That none of
the funds made available by 49 U.S.C. 5116(i)
and 5127(d) shall be made available for obliga-
tion by individuals other than the Secretary of
Transportation, or his designee.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General to carry out the provisions of
the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended,
$44,840,000: Provided, That the Inspector Gen-
eral shall have all necessary authority, in car-
rying out the duties specified in the Inspector
General Act, as amended (5 U.S.C. App. 3) to in-
vestigate allegations of fraud, including false
statements to the government (18 U.S.C. 1001),
by any person or entity that is subject to regula-
tion by the Department: Provided further, That
the funds made available under this heading
shall be used to investigate pursuant to section
41712 of title 49, United States Code, relating to
unfair or deceptive practices and unfair meth-
ods of competition by domestic and foreign air
carriers and ticket agents: Provided further,
That it is the sense of the Senate, that for pur-
poses of the preceding proviso, the terms ‘‘unfair
or deceptive practices’’ and ‘‘unfair methods of
competition’’ include the failure to disclose to a
passenger or a ticket agent whether the flight
on which the passenger is ticketed or has re-
quested to purchase a ticket is overbooked, un-
less the Secretary certifies such disclosure by a
carrier is technologically infeasible: Provided
further, That the funds made available under
this heading shall be used: (1) to investigate
pursuant to section 41712 of title 49, United
States Code, relating to unfair or deceptive
practices and unfair methods of competition by
air carriers and foreign air carriers; (2) for mon-
itoring by the Inspector General of the compli-
ance of domestic and foreign air carriers with
respect to paragraph (1) of this proviso; and (3)
for the submission to the appropriate committees
of Congress by the Inspector General, not later
than July 15, 2000, of a report on the extent to
which actual or potential barriers exist to con-
sumer access to comparative price and service
information from independent sources on the
purchase of passenger air transportation: Pro-
vided further, That it is the sense of the Senate,
that for purposes of the preceding proviso, the
terms ‘‘unfair or deceptive practices’’ and ‘‘un-
fair methods of competition’’ mean the offering
for sale to the public for any route, class, and
time of service through any technology or means
of communication a fare that is different than
that offered through other technology or means
of communication: Provided further, That it is
the sense of the Senate that funds made avail-
able under this heading shall be used for the
submission to the appropriate committees of
Congress by the Inspector General a report on
the extent to which air carriers and foreign air
carriers deny travel to airline consumers with
nonrefundable tickets from one carrier to an-
other.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Surface Trans-
portation Board, including services authorized
by 5 U.S.C. 3109, $17,000,000: Provided, That
notwithstanding any other provision of law, not

to exceed $1,600,000 from fees established by the
Chairman of the Surface Transportation Board
shall be credited to this appropriation as offset-
ting collections and used for necessary and au-
thorized expenses under this heading: Provided
further, That the sum herein appropriated from
the general fund shall be reduced on a dollar-
for-dollar basis as such offsetting collections are
received during fiscal year 2000, to result in a
final appropriation from the general fund esti-
mated at no more than $15,400,000.

TITLE II
RELATED AGENCIES

ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATION
BARRIERS COMPLIANCE BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For expenses necessary for the Architectural
and Transportation Barriers Compliance Board,
as authorized by section 502 of the Rehabilita-
tion Act of 1973, as amended, $4,633,000: Pro-
vided, That, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, there may be credited to this appro-
priation funds received for publications and
training expenses.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY
BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the National Trans-
portation Safety Board, including hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; services as
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for in-
dividuals not to exceed the per diem rate equiva-
lent to the rate for a GS–15; uniforms, or allow-
ances therefor, as authorized by law (5 U.S.C.
5901–5902) $57,000,000, of which not to exceed
$2,000 may be used for official reception and
representation expenses.

TITLE III
GENERAL PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

SEC. 301. During the current fiscal year appli-
cable appropriations to the Department of
Transportation shall be available for mainte-
nance and operation of aircraft; hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles and aircraft; purchase of
liability insurance for motor vehicles operating
in foreign countries on official department busi-
ness; and uniforms, or allowances therefor, as
authorized by law (5 U.S.C. 5901–5902).

SEC. 302. Such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 2000 pay raises for programs funded
in this Act shall be absorbed within the levels
appropriated in this Act or previous appropria-
tions Acts.

SEC. 303. Funds appropriated under this Act
for expenditures by the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration shall be available: (1) except as other-
wise authorized by title VIII of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
7701 et seq.), for expenses of primary and sec-
ondary schooling for dependents of Federal
Aviation Administration personnel stationed
outside the continental United States at costs
for any given area not in excess of those of the
Department of Defense for the same area, when
it is determined by the Secretary that the
schools, if any, available in the locality are un-
able to provide adequately for the education of
such dependents; and (2) for transportation of
said dependents between schools serving the
area that they attend and their places of resi-
dence when the Secretary, under such regula-
tions as may be prescribed, determines that such
schools are not accessible by public means of
transportation on a regular basis.

SEC. 304. Appropriations contained in this Act
for the Department of Transportation shall be
available for services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, but at rates for individuals not to exceed
the per diem rate equivalent to the rate for an
Executive Level IV.

SEC. 305. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for salaries and expenses of more
than 100 political and Presidential appointees in
the Department of Transportation: Provided,

That none of the personnel covered by this pro-
vision may be assigned on temporary detail out-
side the Department of Transportation.

SEC. 306. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used for the planning or execution of any
program to pay the expenses of, or otherwise
compensate, non-Federal parties intervening in
regulatory or adjudicatory proceedings funded
in this Act.

SEC. 307. None of the funds appropriated in
this Act shall remain available for obligation be-
yond the current fiscal year, nor may any be
transferred to other appropriations, unless ex-
pressly so provided herein.

SEC. 308. The Secretary of Transportation may
enter into grants, cooperative agreements, and
other transactions with any person, agency, or
instrumentality of the United States, any unit
of State or local government, any educational
institution, and any other entity in execution of
the Technology Reinvestment Project authorized
under the Defense Conversion, Reinvestment
and Transition Assistance Act of 1992 and re-
lated legislation: Provided, That the authority
provided in this section may be exercised with-
out regard to section 3324 of title 31, United
States Code.

SEC. 309. The expenditure of any appropria-
tion under this Act for any consulting service
through procurement contract pursuant to sec-
tion 3109 of title 5, United States Code, shall be
limited to those contracts where such expendi-
tures are a matter of public record and available
for public inspection, except where otherwise
provided under existing law, or under existing
Executive order issued pursuant to existing law.

SEC. 310. (a) For fiscal year 2000, the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall—

(1) not distribute from the obligation limita-
tion for Federal-aid Highways amounts author-
ized for administrative expenses and programs
funded from the administrative takedown au-
thorized by section 104(a) of title 23, United
States Code, for the highway use tax evasion
program, and amounts provided under section
110 of title 23, United States Code, and for the
Bureau of Transportation Statistics.

(2) not distribute an amount from the obliga-
tion limitation for Federal-aid Highways that is
equal to the unobligated balance of amounts
made available from the Highway Trust Fund
(other than the Mass Transit Account) for Fed-
eral-aid highways and highway safety programs
for the previous fiscal year the funds for which
are allocated by the Secretary;

(3) determine the ratio that—
(A) the obligation limitation for Federal-aid

Highways less the aggregate of amounts not dis-
tributed under paragraphs (1) and (2), bears to

(B) the total of the sums authorized to be ap-
propriated for Federal-aid highways and high-
way safety construction programs (other than
sums authorized to be appropriated for sections
set forth in paragraphs (1) through (7) of sub-
section (b) and sums authorized to be appro-
priated for section 105 of title 23, United States
Code, equal to the amount referred to in sub-
section (b)(8)) for such fiscal year less the aggre-
gate of the amounts not distributed under para-
graph (1) of this subsection;

(4) distribute the obligation limitation for Fed-
eral-aid Highways less the aggregate amounts
not distributed under paragraphs (1) and (2) for
section 117 of title 23, United States Code (relat-
ing to high priority projects program), section
201 of the Appalachian Regional Development
Act of 1965, the Woodrow Wilson Memorial
Bridge Authority Act of 1995, and $2,000,000,000
for such fiscal year under section 105 of title 23,
United States Code (relating to minimum guar-
antee) so that the amount of obligation author-
ity available for each of such sections is equal
to the amount determined by multiplying the
ratio determined under paragraph (3) by the
sums authorized to be appropriated for such sec-
tion (except in the case of section 105,
$2,000,000,000) for such fiscal year;
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(5) distribute the obligation limitation pro-

vided for Federal-aid Highways less the aggre-
gate amounts not distributed under paragraphs
(1) and (2) and amounts distributed under para-
graph (4) for each of the programs that are allo-
cated by the Secretary under title 23, United
States Code (other than activities to which
paragraph (1) applies and programs to which
paragraph (4) applies) by multiplying the ratio
determined under paragraph (3) by the sums au-
thorized to be appropriated for such program for
such fiscal year; and

(6) distribute the obligation limitation pro-
vided for Federal-aid Highways less the aggre-
gate amounts not distributed under paragraphs
(1) and (2) and amounts distributed under para-
graphs (4) and (5) for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction programs (other
than the minimum guarantee program, but only
to the extent that amounts apportioned for the
minimum guarantee program for such fiscal
year exceed $2,639,000,000, and the Appalachian
development highway system program) that are
apportioned by the Secretary under title 23,
United States Code, in the ratio that—

(A) sums authorized to be appropriated for
such programs that are apportioned to each
State for such fiscal year, bear to

(B) the total of the sums authorized to be ap-
propriated for such programs that are appor-
tioned to all States for such fiscal year.

(b) EXCEPTIONS FROM OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TION.—The obligation limitation for Federal-aid
Highways shall not apply to obligations: (1)
under section 125 of title 23, United States Code;
(2) under section 147 of the Surface Transpor-
tation Assistance Act of 1978; (3) under section
9 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1981; (4)
under sections 131(b) and 131(j) of the Surface
Transportation Assistance Act of 1982; (5) under
sections 149(b) and 149(c) of the Surface Trans-
portation and Uniform Relocation Assistance
Act of 1987; (6) under section 1103 through 1108
of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991; (7) under section 157 of title
23, United States Code, as in effect on the day
before the date of the enactment of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century; and
(8) under section 105 of title 23, United States
Code (but, only in an amount equal to
$639,000,000 for such fiscal year).

(c) REDISTRIBUTION OF UNUSED OBLIGATION
AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subsection (a),
the Secretary shall after August 1 for such fiscal
year revise a distribution of the obligation limi-
tation made available under subsection (a) if a
State will not obligate the amount distributed
during that fiscal year and redistribute suffi-
cient amounts to those States able to obligate
amounts in addition to those previously distrib-
uted during that fiscal year giving priority to
those States having large unobligated balances
of funds apportioned under sections 104 and 144
of title 23, United States Code, section 160 (as in
effect on the day before the enactment of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century)
of title 23, United States Code, and under sec-
tion 1015 of the Intermodal Surface Transpor-
tation Act of 1991 (105 Stat. 1943–1945).

(d) APPLICABILITY OF OBLIGATION LIMITA-
TIONS TO TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH PRO-
GRAMS.—The obligation limitation shall apply to
transportation research programs carried out
under chapter 5 of title 23, United States Code,
except that obligation authority made available
for such programs under such limitation shall
remain available for a period of 3 fiscal years.

(e) REDISTRIBUTION OF CERTAIN AUTHORIZED
FUNDS.—Not later than 30 days after the date of
the distribution of obligation limitation under
subsection (a), the Secretary shall distribute to
the States any funds: (1) that are authorized to
be appropriated for such fiscal year for Federal-
aid highways programs (other than the program
under section 160 of title 23, United States Code)
and for carrying out subchapter I of chapter 311
of title 49, United States Code, and highway-re-
lated programs under chapter 4 of title 23,

United States Code; and (2) that the Secretary
determines will not be allocated to the States,
and will not be available for obligation, in such
fiscal year due to the imposition of any obliga-
tion limitation for such fiscal year. Such dis-
tribution to the States shall be made in the same
ratio as the distribution of obligation authority
under subsection (a)(6). The funds so distributed
shall be available for any purposes described in
section 133(b) of title 23, United States Code.

(f) SPECIAL RULE.—Obligation limitation dis-
tributed for a fiscal year under subsection (a)(4)
of this section for a section set forth in sub-
section (a)(4) shall remain available until used
and shall be in addition to the amount of any
limitation imposed on obligations for Federal-
aid highway and highway safety construction
programs for future fiscal years.

SEC. 311. The limitations on obligations for the
programs of the Federal Transit Administration
shall not apply to any authority under 49
U.S.C. 5338, previously made available for obli-
gation, or to any other authority previously
made available for obligation.

SEC. 312. None of the funds in this Act shall
be used to implement section 404 of title 23,
United States Code.

SEC. 313. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to plan, finalize, or implement regu-
lations that would establish a vessel traffic safe-
ty fairway less than five miles wide between the
Santa Barbara Traffic Separation Scheme and
the San Francisco Traffic Separation Scheme.

SEC. 314. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, airports may transfer, without consider-
ation, to the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) instrument landing systems (along with
associated approach lighting equipment and
runway visual range equipment) which conform
to FAA design and performance specifications,
the purchase of which was assisted by a Federal
airport-aid program, airport development aid
program or airport improvement program grant.
The FAA shall accept such equipment, which
shall thereafter be operated and maintained by
the FAA in accordance with agency criteria.

SEC. 315. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to award a multiyear contract for
production end items that: (1) includes economic
order quantity or long lead time material pro-
curement in excess of $10,000,000 in any 1 year
of the contract; (2) includes a cancellation
charge greater than $10,000,000 which at the
time of obligation has not been appropriated to
the limits of the Government’s liability; or (3) in-
cludes a requirement that permits performance
under the contract during the second and subse-
quent years of the contract without condi-
tioning such performance upon the appropria-
tion of funds: Provided, That this limitation
does not apply to a contract in which the Fed-
eral Government incurs no financial liability
from not buying additional systems, subsystems,
or components beyond the basic contract re-
quirements.

SEC. 316. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, and except for fixed guideway mod-
ernization projects, funds made available by this
Act under ‘‘Federal Transit Administration,
Capital investment grants’’ for projects specified
in this Act or identified in reports accom-
panying this Act not obligated by September 30,
2002, and other recoveries, shall be made avail-
able for other projects under 49 U.S.C. 5309.

SEC. 317. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any funds appropriated before October
1, 1999, under any section of chapter 53 of title
49, United States Code, that remain available
for expenditure may be transferred to and ad-
ministered under the most recent appropriation
heading for any such section.

SEC. 318. None of the funds in this Act may be
used to compensate in excess of 320 technical
staff-years under the federally funded research
and development center contract between the
Federal Aviation Administration and the Center
for Advanced Aviation Systems Development
during fiscal year 2000.

SEC. 319. Funds provided in this Act for the
Transportation Administrative Service Center
(TASC) shall be reduced by $15,000,000, which
limits fiscal year 2000 TASC obligational author-
ity for elements of the Department of Transpor-
tation funded in this Act to no more than
$133,673,000: Provided, That such reductions
from the budget request shall be allocated by the
Department of Transportation to each appro-
priations account in proportion to the amount
included in each account for the Transportation
Administrative Service Center.

SEC. 320. Funds received by the Federal High-
way Administration, Federal Transit Adminis-
tration, and Federal Railroad Administration
from States, counties, municipalities, other pub-
lic authorities, and private sources for expenses
incurred for training may be credited respec-
tively to the Federal Highway Administration’s
‘‘Federal-Aid Highways’’ account, the Federal
Transit Administration’s ‘‘Transit Planning and
Research’’ account, and to the Federal Railroad
Administration’s ‘‘Safety and Operations’’ ac-
count, except for State rail safety inspectors
participating in training pursuant to 49 U.S.C.
20105.

SEC. 321. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to prepare, propose, or promulgate
any regulations pursuant to title V of the Motor
Vehicle Information and Cost Savings Act (49
U.S.C. 32901 et seq.) prescribing corporate aver-
age fuel economy standards for automobiles, as
defined in such title, in any model year that dif-
fers from standards promulgated for such auto-
mobiles prior to the enactment of this section.

SEC. 322. TEMPORARY AIR SERVICE INTERRUP-
TIONS. (a) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds ap-
propriated or otherwise made available by this
Act to carry out section 47114(c)(1) of title 49,
United States Code, may be available for appor-
tionment to an airport sponsor described in sub-
section (b) in fiscal year 2000 in an amount
equal to the amount apportioned to that sponsor
in fiscal year 1999.

(b) COVERED AIRPORT SPONSORS.—An airport
sponsor referred to in subsection (a) is an air-
port sponsor with respect to whose primary air-
port the Secretary of Transportation found
that—

(1) passenger boardings at the airport fell
below 10,000 in the calendar year used to cal-
culate the apportionment;

(2) the airport had at least 10,000 passenger
boardings in the calendar year prior to the cal-
endar year used to calculate apportionments to
airport sponsors in a fiscal year; and

(3) the cause of the shortfall in passenger
boardings was a temporary but significant inter-
ruption in service by an air carrier to that air-
port due to an employment action, natural dis-
aster, or other event unrelated to the demand
for air transportation at the affected airport.

SEC. 323. Section 3021 of Public Law 105–178 is
amended in subsection (a)—

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘single-
State’’;

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘Any’’
and all that follows through ‘‘United States
Code’’ and inserting ‘‘The funds made available
to the State of Oklahoma and the State of
Vermont to carry out sections 5307 and 5311 of
title 49, United States Code’’.

SEC. 324. Notwithstanding 31 U.S.C. 3302,
funds received by the Bureau of Transportation
Statistics from the sale of data products, for
necessary expenses incurred pursuant to 49
U.S.C. 111 may be credited to the Federal-aid
highways account for the purpose of reimburs-
ing the Bureau for such expenses: Provided,
That such funds shall be subject to the obliga-
tion limitation for Federal-aid highways and
highway safety construction.

SEC. 325. None of the funds in this Act may be
obligated or expended for employee training
which: (a) does not meet identified needs for
knowledge, skills and abilities bearing directly
upon the performance of official duties; (b) con-
tains elements likely to induce high levels of
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emotional response or psychological stress in
some participants; (c) does not require prior em-
ployee notification of the content and methods
to be used in the training and written end of
course evaluations; (d) contains any methods or
content associated with religious or quasi-reli-
gious belief systems or ‘‘new age’’ belief systems
as defined in Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission Notice N–915.022, dated September 2,
1988; (e) is offensive to, or designed to change,
participants’ personal values or lifestyle outside
the workplace; or (f) includes content related to
human immunodeficiency virus/acquired im-
mune deficiency syndrome (HIV/AIDS) other
than that necessary to make employees more
aware of the medical ramifications of HIV/AIDS
and the workplace rights of HIV-positive em-
ployees.

SEC. 326. None of the funds in this Act shall,
in the absence of express authorization by Con-
gress, be used directly or indirectly to pay for
any personal service, advertisement, telegraph,
telephone, letter, printed or written material,
radio, television, video presentation, electronic
communications, or other device, intended or de-
signed to influence in any manner a Member of
Congress or of a State legislature to favor or op-
pose by vote or otherwise, any legislation or ap-
propriation by Congress or a State legislature
after the introduction of any bill or resolution
in Congress proposing such legislation or appro-
priation, or after the introduction of any bill or
resolution in a State legislature proposing such
legislation or appropriation: Provided, That this
shall not prevent officers or employees of the
Department of Transportation or related agen-
cies funded in this Act from communicating to
Members of Congress or to Congress, on the re-
quest of any Member, or to members of State leg-
islature, or to a State legislature, through the
proper official channels, requests for legislation
or appropriations which they deem necessary
for the efficient conduct of business.

SEC. 327. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the funds
made available in this Act may be expended by
an entity unless the entity agrees that in ex-
pending the funds the entity will comply with
the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a–10c).

(b) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS; REQUIREMENT
REGARDING NOTICE.—

(1) PURCHASE OF AMERICAN-MADE EQUIPMENT
AND PRODUCTS.—In the case of any equipment
or product that may be authorized to be pur-
chased with financial assistance provided using
funds made available in this Act, it is the sense
of the Congress that entities receiving the assist-
ance should, in expending the assistance, pur-
chase only American-made equipment and prod-
ucts to the greatest extent practicable.

(2) NOTICE TO RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE.—In
providing financial assistance using funds made
available in this Act, the head of each Federal
agency shall provide to each recipient of the as-
sistance a notice describing the statement made
in paragraph (1) by the Congress.

(c) PROHIBITION OF CONTRACTS WITH PERSONS
FALSELY LABELING PRODUCTS AS MADE IN
AMERICA.—If it has been finally determined by
a court or Federal agency that any person in-
tentionally affixed a label bearing a ‘‘Made in
America’’ inscription, or any inscription with
the same meaning, to any product sold in or
shipped to the United States that is not made in
the United States, the person shall be ineligible
to receive any contract or subcontract made
with funds made available in this Act, pursuant
to the debarment, suspension, and ineligibility
procedures described in sections 9.400 through
9.409 of title 48, Code of Federal Regulations.

SEC. 328. Not to exceed $1,000,000 of the funds
provided in this Act for the Department of
Transportation shall be available for the nec-
essary expenses of advisory committees: Pro-
vided, That this limitation shall not apply to
advisory committees established for the purpose
of conducting negotiated rulemaking in accord-
ance with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act, 5

U.S.C. 561–570a, or the Coast Guard’s advisory
council on roles and missions.

SEC. 329. Hereafter, notwithstanding any
other provision of law, receipts, in amounts de-
termined by the Secretary, collected from users
of fitness centers operated by or for the Depart-
ment of Transportation shall be available to
support the operation and maintenance of those
facilities.

SEC. 330. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to implement or enforce regulations
that would result in the withdrawal of a slot
from an air carrier at O’Hare International Air-
port under section 93.223 of title 14 of the Code
of Federal Regulations in excess of the total
slots withdrawn from that air carrier as of Octo-
ber 31, 1993 if such additional slot is to be allo-
cated to an air carrier or foreign air carrier
under section 93.217 of title 14 of the Code of
Federal Regulations.

SEC. 331. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, funds made available under this Act,
and any prior year unobligated funds, for the
Charleston, South Carolina Monobeam Corridor
Project shall be transferred to and administered
under the Transit Planning and Research ac-
count, subject to such terms and conditions as
the Secretary deems appropriate.

SEC. 332. Hereafter, notwithstanding 49 U.S.C.
41742, no essential air service subsidies shall be
provided to communities in the 48 contiguous
States that are located fewer than 70 highway
miles from the nearest large or medium hub air-
port, or that require a rate of subsidy per pas-
senger in excess of $200 unless such point is
greater than 210 miles from the nearest large or
medium hub airport.

SEC. 333. Rebates, refunds, incentive pay-
ments, minor fees and other funds received by
the Department from travel management cen-
ters, charge card programs, the subleasing of
building space, and miscellaneous sources are to
be credited to appropriations of the Department
and allocated to elements of the Department
using fair and equitable criteria and such funds
shall be available until December 31, 2000.

SEC. 334. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, rule or regulation, the Secretary of
Transportation is authorized to allow the issuer
of any preferred stock heretofore sold to the De-
partment to redeem or repurchase such stock
upon the payment to the Department of an
amount determined by the Secretary.

SEC. 335. For necessary expenses of the Am-
trak Reform Council authorized under section
203 of Public Law 105–134, $750,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2001: Provided,
That the duties of the Amtrak Reform Council
described in section 203(g)(1) of Public Law 105–
134 shall include the identification of Amtrak
routes which are candidates for closure or re-
alignment, based on performance rankings de-
veloped by Amtrak which incorporate informa-
tion on each route’s fully allocated costs and
ridership on core intercity passenger service,
and which assume, for purposes of closure or re-
alignment candidate identification, that federal
subsidies for Amtrak will decline over the 4-year
period from fiscal year 1999 to fiscal year 2002:
Provided further, That these closure or realign-
ment recommendations shall be included in the
Amtrak Reform Council’s annual report to the
Congress required by section 203(h) of Public
Law 105–134.

SEC. 336. The Secretary of Transportation is
authorized to transfer funds appropriated for
any office of the Office of the Secretary to any
other office of the Office of the Secretary: Pro-
vided, That no appropriation shall be increased
or decreased by more than 12 percent by all such
transfers: Provided further, That any such
transfer shall be submitted for approval to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions.

SEC. 337. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available for activities under the Aircraft
Purchase Loan Guarantee Program during fis-
cal year 2000.

SEC. 338. None of the funds appropriated or
limited in this Act may be used to carry out the
functions and operations of the Office of Motor
Carriers within the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration: Provided, That funds available to the
Federal Highway Administration shall be trans-
ferred with the functions and operations of the
Office of Motor Carriers should any of the func-
tions and operations of that office be delegated
by the Secretary outside of the Federal Highway
Administration: Provided further, That notwith-
standing section 104(c)(2) of title 49, United
States Code, the Federal Highway Administrator
shall not carry out the duties and functions
vested in the Secretary under 49 U.S.C.
521(b)(5).

SEC. 339. Section 3027 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (49 U.S.C. 5307
note; 112 Stat. 336) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(e) GOVERNMENT SHARE FOR OPERATING AS-
SISTANCE TO CERTAIN SMALLER URBANIZED
AREAS.—Notwithstanding 49 U.S.C. 5307(e), a
grant of the Government for operating expenses
of a project under 49 U.S.C. 5307(b) in fiscal
years 1999 and 2000 to any recipient that is pro-
viding transit services in an urbanized area
with a population between 128,000 and 128,200,
as determined in the 1990 census, and that had
adopted a 5-year transit plan before September
1, 1998, may not be more than 80 percent of the
net project cost.’’.

SEC. 340. Funds provided in Public Law 104–
205 for the Griffin light rail project shall be
available for alternative analysis and environ-
mental impact studies for other transit alter-
natives in the Griffin corridor from Hartford to
Bradley International Airport.

SEC. 341. Section 3030(c)(1)(A)(v) of the Trans-
portation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Pub-
lic Law 105–178) is amended by deleting ‘‘Light
Rail’’.

SEC. 342. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Federal share of projects funded
under section 3038(g)(1)(B) of Public Law 105–
178 shall not exceed 90 percent of the project
cost.

SEC. 343. Of the funds made available to the
Coast Guard in this Act under ‘‘Acquisition,
construction, and improvements’’, $10,000,000 is
only for necessary expenses to support a portion
of the acquisition costs, currently estimated at
$128,000,000, of a multi-mission vessel to replace
the Mackinaw icebreaker in the Great Lakes, to
remain available until September 30, 2005.

SEC. 344. None of the funds made available in
this Act may be obligated or expended to extend
a single hull tank vessel’s double hull compli-
ance date under the Oil Pollution Act of 1990
due to conversion of the vessel’s single hull de-
sign by adding a double bottom or double side
after August 18, 1990, unless specifically author-
ized by 46 U.S.C. 3703a(e).

SEC. 345. None of the funds in this Act may be
used for the planning or development of the
California State Route 710 Freeway extension
project through South Pasadena, California (as
approved in the Record of Decision on State
Route 710 Freeway, issued by the United States
Department of Transportation, Federal High-
way Administration, on April 13, 1998).

SEC. 346. Hereafter, none of the funds made
available under this Act or any other Act, may
be used to implement, carry out, or enforce any
regulation issued under section 41705 of title 49,
United States Code, including any regulation
contained in part 382 of title 14, Code of Federal
Regulations, or any other provision of law (in-
cluding any Act of Congress, regulation, or Ex-
ecutive order or any official guidance or cor-
respondence thereto), that requires or encour-
ages an air carrier (as that term is defined in
section 40102 of title 49, United States Code) to,
on intrastate or interstate air transportation (as
those terms are defined in section 40102 of title
49, United States Code)—

(1) provide a peanut-free buffer zone or any
other related peanut-restricted area; or
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(2) restrict the distribution of peanuts,

until 90 days after submission to the Congress
and the Secretary of a peer-reviewed scientific
study that determines that there are severe reac-
tions by passengers to peanuts as a result of
contact with very small airborne peanut par-
ticles of the kind that passengers might encoun-
ter in an aircraft.

SEC. 347. Section 5309(g)(1)(B) of title 49,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after ‘‘Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs of the Senate’’ the following:
‘‘and the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations’’.

SEC. 348. Section 1212(g) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (Public Law
105–178), as amended, is amended—

(1) in the subsection heading, by inserting
‘‘and New Jersey’’ after ‘‘Minnesota’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or the State of New Jersey’’
after ‘‘Minnesota’’.

SEC. 349. (a) REQUIREMENT TO CONVEY.—The
Commandant of the Coast Guard shall convey,
without consideration, to the University of New
Hampshire (in this section referred to as the
‘‘University’’) all right, title, and interest of the
United States in and to a parcel of real property
(including any improvements thereon) located in
New Castle, New Hampshire, consisting of ap-
proximately five acres and including a pier.

(b) IDENTIFICATION OF PROPERTY.—The Com-
mandant shall determine, identify, and describe
the property to be conveyed under this section.

(c) EASEMENTS, RIGHTS-OF-WAY, AND
RIGHTS.—(1) The Commandant shall, in connec-
tion with the conveyance required by subsection
(a), grant to the University such easements and
rights-of-way as the Commandant considers
necessary to permit access to the property con-
veyed under that subsection.

(2) The Commandant shall, in connection with
such conveyance, reserve in favor of the United
States such easements and rights as the Com-
mandant considers necessary to protect the in-
terests of the United States, including easements
or rights regarding access to property and utili-
ties.

(d) CONDITIONS OF CONVEYANCE.—The con-
veyance required by subsection (a) shall be sub-
ject to the following conditions:

(1) That the University not convey, assign, ex-
change, or encumber the property conveyed, or
any part thereof, unless such conveyance, as-
signment, exchange, or encumbrance—

(A) is made without consideration; or
(B) is otherwise approved by the Com-

mandant.
(2) That the University not interfere or allow

interference in any manner with the mainte-
nance or operation of Coast Guard Station
Portsmouth Harbor, New Hampshire, without
the express written permission of the Com-
mandant.

(3) That the University use the property for
educational, research, or other public purposes.

(e) MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY.—The Univer-
sity, or any subsequent owner of the property
conveyed under subsection (a) pursuant to a
conveyance, assignment, or exchange referred to
in subsection (d)(1), shall maintain the property
in a proper, substantial, and workmanlike man-
ner, and in accordance with any conditions es-
tablished by the Commandant, pursuant to the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.), and other applicable laws.

(f) REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—All right, title,
and interest in and to the property conveyed
under this section (including any improvements
thereon) shall revert to the United States, and
the United States shall have the right of imme-
diate entry thereon, if—

(1) the property, or any part thereof, ceases to
be used for educational, research, or other pub-
lic purposes by the University;

(2) the University conveys, assigns, ex-
changes, or encumbers the property conveyed,
or part thereof, for consideration or without the
approval of the Commandant;

(3) the Commandant notifies the owner of the
property that the property is needed for na-
tional security purposes and a period of 30 days
elapses after such notice; or

(4) any other term or condition established by
the Commandant under this section with respect
to the property is violated.

SEC. 350. (a) No recipient of funds made avail-
able in this Act shall disseminate driver’s license
personal information as defined in 18 U.S.C.
2725(3) except as provided in subsection (b) of
this section or motor vehicle records as defined
in 18 U.S.C. 2725(1) for any use not permitted
under 18 U.S.C. 2721.

(b) No recipient of funds made available in
this Act shall disseminate a person’s driver’s li-
cense photograph, social security number, and
medical or disability information from a motor
vehicle record as defined in 18 U.S.C. 2725(1)
without the express consent of the person to
whom such information pertains, except for uses
permitted under 18 U.S.C. 2721(1), 2721(4),
2721(6), and 2721(9): Provided, That subsection
(b) shall not in any way affect the use of organ
donation information on an individual’s driver’s
license or affect the administration of organ do-
nation initiatives in the States.

(c) 18 U.S.C. 2721(b)(11) is amended by strik-
ing all after ‘‘records’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘if the State has obtained the express
consent of the person to whom such personal in-
formation pertains.’’.

(d) 18 U.S.C. 2721(b)(12) is amended by strik-
ing all after ‘‘solicitations’’ and inserting the
following: ‘‘if the State has obtained the express
consent of the person to whom such personal in-
formation pertains.’’.

(e) No State may condition or burden in any
way the issuance of a motor vehicle record as
defined in 18 U.S.C. 2725(1) upon the receipt of
consent described in paragraphs (b) and (c).

(f) Notwithstanding subsections (a) and (b),
the Secretary shall not withhold funds provided
in this Act for any grantee if a State is in non-
compliance with this provision.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) Subsections (a) and (e) shall be effective

upon the date of the enactment of this Act, ex-
cluding the States of Wisconsin, South Carolina,
and Oklahoma that shall be in compliance with
this subsection within 90 days after the United
States Supreme Court has issued a final decision
on Reno vs. Condon;

(2) Subsections (b), (c), and (d) shall be effec-
tive on June 1, 2000, excluding the States of Ar-
kansas, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, Or-
egon, and Texas that shall be in compliance
with subsections (b), (c), and (d) within 90 days
of the next convening of the State legislature
and excluding the States of Wisconsin, South
Carolina, and Oklahoma that shall be in compli-
ance within 90 days following the day of
issuance of a final decision on Reno vs. Condon
by the United States Supreme Court if the State
legislature is in session, or within 90 days of the
next convening of the State legislature following
the issuance of such final decision if the State
legislature is not in session.

SEC. 351. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, within the funds provided in this Act for
the Federal Highway Administration and the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion, $10,000,000 may be made available for com-
pletion of the National Advanced Driving Simu-
lator (NADS): Provided, That such funds shall
be subject to reprogramming guidelines.

SEC. 352. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, section 1107(b) of Public Law 102–240 is
amended by striking ‘‘Construction of a replace-
ment bridge at Watervale Bridge #63, Harford
County, MD’’ and inserting in lieu thereof the
following: ‘‘For improvements to Bottom Road
Bridge, Vinegar Hill Road Bridge and South-
ampton Road Bridge, Harford County, MD’’.

SEC. 353. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the
following findings:

(1) The survival of American culture is de-
pendent upon the survival of the sacred institu-
tion of marriage.

(2) The decennial census is required by section
2 of article 1 of the Constitution of the United
States, and has been conducted in every decade
since 1790.

(3) The decennial census has included marital
status among the information sought from every
American household since 1880.

(4) The 2000 decennial census will mark the
first decennial census since 1880 in which mar-
ital status will not be a question included on the
census questionnaire distributed to the majority
of American households.

(5) The United States Census Bureau has re-
moved marital status from the short form census
questionnaire to be distributed to the majority of
American households in the 2000 decennial cen-
sus and placed that category of information on
the long form census questionnaire to be distrib-
uted only to a sample of the population in that
decennial census.

(6) Every year more than $100,000,000,000 in
Federal funds are allocated based on the data
collected by the Census Bureau.

(7) Recorded data on marital status provides a
basic foundation for the development of Federal
policy.

(8) Census data showing an exact account of
the numbers of persons who are married, single,
or divorced provides critical information which
serves as an indicator on the prevalence of mar-
riage in society.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense of
the Senate that the United States Census
Bureau—

(1) has wrongfully decided not to include mar-
ital status on the census questionnaire to be dis-
tributed to the majority of Americans for the
2000 decennial census; and

(2) should include marital status on the short
form census questionnaire to be distributed to
the majority of American households for the
2000 decennial census.

SEC. 354. It is the sense of the Senate that the
Secretary should expeditiously amend title 14,
chapter II, part 250, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, so as to double the applicable penalties
for involuntary denied boardings and allow
those passengers that are involuntarily denied
boarding the option of obtaining a prompt cash
refund for the full value of their airline ticket.

SEC. 355. Section 656(b) of division C of the
Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act of
1997 is repealed.

SEC. 356. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the amount made available pursuant to
Public Law 105–277 for the Pittsburgh North
Shore central business district transit options
MIS project may be used to fund any aspect of
preliminary engineering, costs associated with
an environmental impact statement, or a major
investment study for that project.

SEC. 357. (a) Notwithstanding the January 4,
1977, decision of the Secretary of Transportation
that approved construction of Interstate High-
way 66 between the Capital Beltway and
Rosslyn, Virginia, the Commonwealth of Vir-
ginia, in accordance with existing Federal and
State law, shall hereafter have authority for op-
eration, maintenance, and construction of Inter-
state Route 66 between Rosslyn and the Capital
Beltway, except as noted in paragraph (b).

(b) The conditions in the Secretary’s January
4, 1997 decision, that exclude heavy duty trucks
and permit use by vehicles bound to or from
Washington Dulles International Airport in the
peak direction during peak hours, shall remain
in effect.

SEC. 358. NOISE BARRIERS, GEORGIA. Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary of Transportation shall approve the use
of funds apportioned under paragraphs (1) and
(3) of section 104(b) of title 23, United States
Code, for construction of Type II noise barriers
at the locations identified in section 1215(h) and
items 540 and 967 of the table contained in sec-
tion 1602 of the Transportation Equity Act for
the 21st Century (112 Stat. 211, 292), and at the
following locations: On the east side of I–285 ex-
tending from Northlake Parkway to Chamblee
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Tucker Road in Dekalb County, Georgia; and
on the east side of I–185 between Macon Road
and Airport Thruway.

SEC. 359. Item number 44 of the table con-
tained in section 1602 of the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 258) is
amended by striking ‘‘Saratoga’’ and inserting
‘‘North Creek’’.

SEC. 360. Funds made available for Alaska or
Hawaii ferry boats or ferry terminal facilities
pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 5309(m)(2)(B) may be used
to construct new vessels and facilities or to im-
prove existing vessels and facilities, including
both the passenger and vehicle-related elements
of such vessels and facilities, and for repair fa-
cilities.

SEC. 361. HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS. (a)
PROJECT AUTHORIZATIONS.—The table contained
in section 1602 of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 257–323) is
amended—

(1) in item number 174 by striking ‘‘5.375’’ and
inserting ‘‘5.25’’;

(2) in item 478 by striking ‘‘2.375’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2.25’’;

(3) in item 948 by striking ‘‘5.375’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘5.25’’;

(4) in item 1008 by striking ‘‘3.875’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘3.75’’;

(5) in item 1210 by striking ‘‘6.875’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘6.75’’;

(6) by striking item 1289 and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘1289. Arkansas .......... Improve Highway
167 from Fordyce,
Arkansas, to Sa-
line County line 1.0’’;

(7) in item 1319 by striking ‘‘0.875’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘0.75’’;

(8) in item 1420—
(A) by inserting ‘‘and development’’ after

‘‘Conduct planning’’; and
(B) by striking ‘‘0.875’’ and inserting ‘‘0.75’’;

and
(9) by adding at the end the following new

item:

‘‘1851. Arkansas .......... Construction of
and improve-
ments to highway
projects in the
corridor des-
ignated by sec-
tion
1105(c)(18)(C)(ii)
of the Intermodal
Surface Trans-
portation Effi-
ciency Act of 1991 5.25’’.

(b) HIGH PRIORITY CORRIDORS.—Section
1105(c)(18)(C)(ii) of the Intermodal Surface
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (112 Stat.
190) is amended by striking ‘‘in the vicinity of’’
and inserting ‘‘east of Wilmar, Arkansas, and
west of’’.

SEC. 362. Section 3030(d)(3) of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Public
Law 105–178) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(D) Bethlehem, Pennsylvania intermodal fa-
cility.’’.

SEC. 363. Section 3030(b) of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (112 Stat. 373–
375) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(71) Dane County Corridor—East-West
Madison Metropolitan Area.’’.

SEC. 364. Notwithstanding the provisions of 49
U.S.C. 5309(e)(6), funds appropriated under this
Act for the Douglas Branch project may be used
for any purpose except construction: Provided,
That in evaluating the Douglas Branch project
under 5309(e), the Federal Transit Administra-

tion shall use a ‘‘no-build’’ alternative that as-
sumes the current Douglas Branch has been
closed due to poor condition, and a ‘‘TSM’’ al-
ternative which assumes the Douglas Branch
has been closed due to poor condition and en-
hanced bus service is provided.

SEC. 365. (a) The Administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (in this section re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Administrator’’) shall make a
grant for the purpose of conducting a study for
the following purposes:

(1) To develop and evaluate methods for cal-
culating reductions in emissions of precursors of
ground level ozone that are achieved within a
geographic area as a result of reduced vehicle-
miles-traveled in the geographic area.

(2) To develop a design for the following pro-
posal for a pilot program:

(A) For the purpose of reducing such emis-
sions, employers electing to participate in the
pilot program would authorize and encourage
telecommuting by their employees. Pursuant to
methods developed and evaluated under para-
graph (1), credits would be issued to the partici-
pating employers reflecting the amount of re-
ductions in such emissions achieved through re-
duced vehicle-miles-traveled by their telecom-
muting employees.

(B) For purposes of compliance with the Clean
Air Act, entities that are regulated under such
Act with respect to such emissions would obtain
the credits through a commercial trading and
exchange forum (established for such purpose)
and through direct trades and exchanges with
participating employers and other persons who
hold the credits.

(3) To determine whether, if the proposed pilot
program were to be carried out, the program—

(A) could provide significant incentives for in-
creasing the use of telecommuting, thereby re-
ducing vehicle-miles-traveled and improving air
quality; and

(B) could have positive effects on national,
State, and local transportation and infrastruc-
ture policies, and on energy conservation and
consumption.

(b) The Administrator shall ensure that the
design developed under subsection (a)(2) in-
cludes recommendations for carrying out the
proposed pilot program described in such sub-
section in each of the following geographic
areas (which recommendations for an area shall
be developed in consultation with State and
local governments and business leaders and or-
ganizations in the designated areas): (1) The
greater metropolitan region of the District of Co-
lumbia (including areas in the States of Mary-
land and Virginia). (2) The greater metropolitan
region of Los Angeles, in the State of California.
(3) The greater metropolitan region of Philadel-
phia, in the State of Pennsylvania (including
areas in the State of New Jersey). (4) Two addi-
tional areas to be selected by the grantee under
subsection (a), after consultation with the Ad-
ministrator (or the designee of the Adminis-
trator).

(c) The grant under subsection (a) shall be
made to the National Environmental Policy In-
stitute (a nonprofit private entity incorporated
under the laws of and located in the District of
Columbia). The grant may not be made in an
amount exceeding $500,000.

(d) The Administrator shall make the grant
under subsection (a) not later than 45 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act. The Ad-
ministrator shall require that, not later than 180
days after receiving the first payment under the
grant, the grantee under subsection (a) complete
the study under such subsection and submit to
the Administrator a report describing the meth-
ods developed and evaluated under paragraph
(1) of such subsection, and containing the de-
sign required in paragraph (2) of such sub-
section and the determinations required in para-
graph (3) of such subsection.

(e) The Administrator shall carry out this sec-
tion (including subsection (b)(3)) in collabora-
tion with the Secretary of Transportation and
the Secretary of Energy.

(f) To carry out this section, $500,000 is hereby
appropriated to the Department of Transpor-
tation, ‘‘Office of the Assistant Secretary for
Policy’’, to be transferred to and administered
by the Environmental Protection Agency, to be
available until expended.

SEC. 366. Notwithstanding the Federal Airport
Act (as in effect on April 3, 1956) or sections
47125 and 47153 of title 49, United States Code,
and subject to subsection (b), the Secretary of
Transportation may waive any term contained
in the deed of conveyance dated April 3, 1956, by
which the United States conveyed lands to the
City of Safford, Arizona, for use by the city for
airport purposes: Provided, That no waiver may
be made under subsection (a) if the waiver
would result in the closure of an airport.

SEC. 367. None of the funds in this Act may be
used to make a grant unless the Secretary of
Transportation notifies the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations not less than
three full business days before any discretionary
grant award, letter of intent, or full funding
grant agreement totaling $1,000,000 or more is
announced by the department or its modal ad-
ministrations from: (1) any discretionary grant
program of the Federal Highway Administration
other than the emergency relief program; (2) the
airport improvement program of the Federal
Aviation Administration; or (3) any program of
the Federal Transit Administration other than
the formula grants and fixed guideway mod-
ernization programs: Provided, That no notifi-
cation shall involve funds that are not available
for obligation.

SEC. 368. Funds provided in the Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Acts for fiscal years 1998 and 1999 for
an intermodal facility in Eureka, California,
shall be available for the expansion and reha-
bilitation of a bus maintenance facility in Hum-
boldt County, California.

SEC. 369. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, funds previously expended by the City of
Moorhead and Moorhead Township on studies
related to the 34th Street Corridor Project in
Moorhead, Minnesota, shall be considered as
the non-Federal match for obligation of funds
available under section 1602, item 1404 of the
Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century,
as amended, associated with a study of alter-
natives to rail relocation.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Department of
Transportation and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 2000’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
FRANK R. WOLF,
TOM DELAY,
RALPH REGULA,
HAROLD ROGERS,
RON PACKARD,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
TODD TIAHRT,
ROBERT B. ADERHOLT,
KAY GRANGER,
BILL YOUNG,
MARTIN OLAV SABO,
JOHN W. OLVER,
ED PASTOR,
CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK,
JOSE E. SERRANO,
MIKE FORBES,
DAVID OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RICHARD C. SHELBY,
PETE V. DOMENICI,
ARLEN SPECTER,
C.S. BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
BEN NIGHTHORSE

CAMPBELL,
TED STEVENS,
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
ROBERT BYRD,
B.A. MIKULSKI,
HARRY REID,
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HERB KOHL,
PATTY MURRAY,
D.K. INOUYE,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE
The managers on the part of the House of

Representatives and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to
the bill (H.R. 2084) making appropriations for
the Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes, sub-
mit the following joint statement to the
House of Representatives and the Senate in
explanation of the effect of the action agreed
upon by the managers and recommended in
the accompanying conference report.

The Senate deleted the entire House bill
after the enacting clause and inserted the
Senate bill. The conference agreement in-
cludes a revised bill.

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES

The conferees agree that Executive Branch
propensities cannot substitute for Congress’
own statements concerning the best evidence
of Congressional intentions; that is, the offi-
cial reports of the Congress. Report language
included by the House (House Report 106–180)
or the Senate (Senate Report 106–55 accom-
panying the companion measure S. 1143) that
is not changed by the conference is approved
by the committee of conference. The state-
ment of the managers, while repeating some
report language for emphasis, is not intended
to negate the language referred to above un-
less expressly provided herein.

PROGRAM, PROJECT, AND ACTIVITY

During fiscal year 2000, for the purposes of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 (Public Law 99–177), as
amended, with respect to funds provided for
the Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies, the terms ‘‘program, project,
and activity’’ shall mean any item for which
a dollar amount is contained in an appro-
priations Act (including joint resolutions
providing continuing appropriations) or ac-
companying reports of the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations, or accom-
panying conference reports and joint explan-
atory statements of the committee of con-
ference. In addition, the reductions made
pursuant to any sequestration order to funds
appropriated for ‘‘Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Facilities and equipment’’ and for
‘‘Coast Guard, Acquisition, construction, and
improvements’’ shall be applied equally to
each ‘‘budget item’’ that is listed under said
accounts in the budget justifications sub-
mitted to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations as modified by subsequent
appropriations Acts and accompanying com-
mittee reports, conference reports, or joint
explanatory statements of the committee of
conference. The conferees recognize that ad-
justments to the above allocations may be
required due to changing program require-
ments or priorities. The conferees expect any
such adjustment, if required, to be accom-
plished only through the normal reprogram-
ming process.
STAFFING INCREASES PROVIDED BY CONGRESS

The conferees direct the Department of
Transportation to fill expeditiously any posi-
tions added in the conference agreement,
without regard to agency-specific staffing
targets which may have been previously es-
tablished to meet the mandated government-
wide staffing reductions. The conferees sup-
port the overall staffing reductions, and have
made reductions in the conference agree-
ment that more than offset staffing in-
creases provided for a small number of spe-
cific activities.

TITLE I—DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides a total
program level of $60,852,000 for the salaries
and expenses of the various offices com-
prising the Office of the Secretary. A con-
solidated appropriations request for these of-
fices has not been approved, rather indi-
vidual appropriations have been provided for
each of the offices within the Office of the
Secretary, as proposed by both the House
and Senate.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision (sec. 336) which authorizes the Sec-
retary to transfer funds appropriated for any
office in the Office of the Secretary to any
other office of the Office of the Secretary,
provided that no appropriation shall be in-
creased or decreased by more than 12 percent
by all such transfers and that such transfers
shall be submitted for approval to the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations.
None of the funds provided in this Act shall
be available for any new position not specifi-
cally requested in the budget and approved
by the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations.

IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The conference agreement provides
$1,867,000 for expenses of the Immediate Of-
fice of the Secretary as proposed by the
House instead of $1,900,000 as proposed by the
Senate.
IMMEDIATE OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY SECRETARY

The conference agreement provides $600,000
for expenses of the Immediate Office of the
Deputy Secretary as proposed by the Senate
instead of $612,000 as proposed by the House.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

The conference agreement provides
$9,000,000 for expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel as proposed by both the
House and Senate. The conferees concur in
the staffing reductions recommended by the
House.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
POLICY

The conference agreement provides
$2,824,000 for the expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Policy instead of
$2,900,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House proposed to merge this office into a
new office, the office of the assistant sec-
retary for transportation policy and inter-
modalism. The conference agreement deletes
$50,000 for a radio navigation staff position
and $50,000 for a transportation industry ana-
lyst.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
AVIATION AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS

The conference agreement provides
$7,650,000 for expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Aviation and Inter-
national Affairs instead of $7,700,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate and $7,632,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
BUDGET AND PROGRAMS

The conference agreement provides
$6,870,000 for expenses of the Office of the As-
sistant Secretary for Budget and Programs
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$6,770,000 as proposed by the House. The con-
ferees have agreed to increase the amount
available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses to $45,000, as proposed by the
Senate. The House bill limited funds for such
expenses to $40,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS

The conference agreement provides
$2,039,000 for expenses of the Office of the As-

sistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs
as proposed by the House instead of $2,000,000
as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision (sec. 367) that requires the Secretary
of Transportation to notify the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations not
less than three full business days before any
discretionary grant award, letter of intent,
or full funding grant agreement totaling
$1,000,000 or more is announced by the de-
partment or its modal administrations from:
(1) any discretionary grant program of the
Federal Highway Administration other than
the emergency relief program; (2) the airport
improvement program of the Federal Avia-
tion Administration; or (3) any program of
the Federal Transit Administration other
than the formula grants and fixed guideway
modernization program. In its notification
to the Committees, the conferees direct the
department to include: (1) the amount of the
award; (2) the appropriation from which the
award is being made; (3) the identification of
the grantee; (4) a complete description of the
project; (5) the expected date of the official
announcement to be made by the department
or its modal administrations; and (6) the
congressional district in which the grantee is
located. Moreover, the department shall not
submit grant announcements for funds that
are not available for obligation.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement provides
$17,767,000 for expenses of the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Administration as
proposed by the House instead of $18,600,000
as proposed by the Senate. The conferees
concur in the staffing and program rec-
ommendations proposed by the House.

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS

The conference agreement provides
$1,800,000 for expenses of the Office of Public
Affairs as proposed by the Senate instead of
$1,836,000 as proposed by the House.

EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT

The conference agreement provides
$1,102,000 for expenses of the Executive Sec-
retariat as proposed by the House instead of
$1,110,000 as proposed by the Senate.

BOARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS

The conference agreement provides $520,000
for expenses of the Board of Contract Ap-
peals as proposed by the House instead of
$560,000 as proposed by the Senate.

OFFICE OF SMALL AND DISADVANTAGED
BUSINESS UTILIZATION

The conference agreement provides
$1,222,000 for expenses of the Office of Small
and Disadvantaged Business Utilization as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.

OFFICE OF INTELLIGENCE AND SECURITY

The conference agreement provides
$1,454,000 for expenses of the Office of Intel-
ligence and Security as proposed by the
House. The Senate bill did not include an ap-
propriation for this office, but recommended
that funding for this office be derived from
funds appropriated to the Federal Aviation
Administration and the Coast Guard.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

The conference agreement provides
$5,075,000 for expenses of the Office of the
Chief Information Officer instead of $5,000,000
as proposed by the House and $5,100,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

OFFICE OF INTERMODALISM

The conference agreement provides an ap-
propriation of $1,062,000 for the Office of
Intermodalism. The Senate bill rec-
ommended that funds for this office be de-
rived from funds made available to the Fed-
eral Highway Administration and the House
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proposed to merge this office with the office
of the assistant secretary for transportation
policy. The conference agreement deletes
$125,000 requested for web site development.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

TRANSPORTATION POLICY AND INTERMODALISM

The conference agreement deletes the ap-
propriation of $3,781,000 proposed by the
House for expenses of a new office, the Office
of the Assistant Secretary for Transpor-
tation Policy and Intermodalism. The Sen-
ate bill contained no similar appropriation.

OFFICE OF CIVIL RIGHTS

The conference agreement includes
$7,200,000 for expenses of the Office of Civil
Rights as proposed by the Senate instead of
$7,742,000 as proposed by the House.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING, RESEARCH, AND

DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement includes
$3,300,000 for transportation planning, re-
search and development as proposed by the
Senate instead of $2,950,000 as proposed by
the House. None of the funds under this
heading are to be available for a center on
environmental analysis and forecasting.

TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE

CENTER

The conference agreement includes a limi-
tation of $148,673,000 on activities of the
transportation administrative service center
(TASC) instead of $157,965,000 as proposed by
the House and $169,953,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees concur in the rec-
ommendations of the House to eliminate the
transportation computer center, to disallow
the transfer of the National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration’s Office of Aero-
nautical Charting and Cartography to the
TASC and to disallow requested staffing in-
creases. The conferees have also agreed to re-
duce the limitation for the transportation
administrative service center by amounts at-
tributed to the departmental accounting and
financial information system (DAFIS). The
conferees expect the department’s modal ad-
ministrations to reimburse the Federal Avia-
tion Administration directly for these serv-
ices rather than using the transportation ad-
ministrative service center to provide the re-
imbursement.

MINORITY BUSINESS RESOURCE CENTER

PROGRAM

The conference agreement includes a limi-
tation on direct loans of $13,775,000 and pro-
vides subsidy and administrative costs total-

ing $1,900,000, as proposed by both the House
and the Senate.

MINORITY BUSINESS OUTREACH

The conference agreement provides
$2,900,000 for minority business outreach ac-
tivities, as proposed by both the House and
the Senate.

COAST GUARD

OPERATING EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$2,781,000,000 for Coast Guard operating ex-
penses instead of $2,791,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $2,772,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate. The conference agreement is
$160,000,000 below the budget estimate. How-
ever, when this appropriation is combined
with unobligated funds provided in fiscal
year 1999 supplemental appropriations, the
Coast Guard will have available 100 percent
of its budget request. The conferees believe
this will be sufficient to cover the Coast
Guard’s most pressing needs in the coming
year. The agreement specifies that
$300,000,000 of the total is available only for
defense-related activities, as proposed by the
House, instead of $534,000,000 proposed by the
Senate. The agreement does not include lan-
guage proposed by the Senate which would
have allowed a transfer of up to $60,000,000
from the FAA’s operating budget to augment
the Coast Guard’s drug interdiction activi-
ties. The bill does not include language pro-
posed by the Senate which would have re-
quired the Coast Guard to reimburse the Of-
fice of Inspector General for Coast Guard-re-
lated audits and investigations. The bill
modifies a provision proposed by the Senate
to allow the Secretary to apply surplus funds
to augment drug interdiction activities of
the Coast Guard and includes a provision al-
lowing the Commandant to transfer real
property at Sitka, Alaska to the State of
Alaska for the purpose of airport expansion.

Specific reductions.—Reductions agreed to
by the conferees reflect the Coast Guard’s
spending plan for supplemental military per-
sonnel funds provided during fiscal year 1999
and to protect vital funding needed for field
operations. Reductions are largely allocated
to administrative areas.

National ballast water management pro-
gram.—The conferees agree that, of the funds
provided, $3,500,000 is available only to con-
tinue the national ballast water manage-
ment program. The House bill included
$4,000,000 for this purpose; the Senate bill in-
cluded $3,000,000.

Air facilities.—The conferees agree that, of
the funds provided, $3,133,000 is only to con-

tinue operations of air facilities on Long Is-
land New York, and Muskegon, Michigan;
and $5,505,000 is only for operations of a new
facility to support Southern Lake Michigan,
as proposed by the House. Funds for the
Southern Lake Michigan facility are solely
for a facility located in Waukegan, Illinois.
The conferees understand that this is the
Coast Guard’s preferred site.

Commercial fishing vessel safety.—The con-
ferees do not agree with House direction to
allocate $1,500,000 to the commercial fishing
vessel safety program.

Maritime boundary patrols, Alaska economic
zone.—The conferees commend the Coast
Guard’s handling of several recent incursions
by foreign fishing vessels, including the
Gissar, along the U.S.-Russia maritime
boundary. These incidents, however, high-
light the need to maintain adequate Coast
Guard resources in the North Pacific Ocean
and Bering Sea. The conferees direct the
Coast Guard to submit a report to the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations
by March 1, 2000, which details the adequacy
of existing enforcement resources, the avail-
ability of support assets, and strategies for
more effective protection of the United
States’ exclusive economic zone along the
U.S.-Russia maritime boundary.

St. Clair Lake Coast Guard Station.—The
conferees agree that, of the funds provided,
$100,000 shall be used by the Coast Guard to
purchase equipment for the acquisition of ice
rescue equipment, including airboats if de-
termined to be necessary, at the St. Clair
Shores Coast Guard Station in Michigan for
ice rescues on Lake St. Clair and the St.
Clair River.

Uniformed Services Family Health Plan.—The
conferees understand that the Coast Guard
has reversed its position and will continue
dependent and retiree enrollment in the Uni-
form Services Family Health Plan (USFHP).
Given this policy change, the conferees do
not agree with the Senate direction to allo-
cate $3,000,000 only for retiree and dependent
enrollment in USFHP.

Training and education.—The conferees ac-
cept the recommendation and funding level
of $71,793,000 as proposed by the House and
the administration for training and edu-
cation. The Senate proposed $70,634,000 for
this budget activity.

The following table compares the House
and Senate bills and the conference agree-
ment for items in conference:
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ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND

IMPROVEMENTS

The conference agreement includes
$389,326,000 for acquisition, construction, and
improvement programs of the Coast Guard
instead of $410,000,000 proposed by the House
and $370,426,000 proposed by the Senate. Con-
sistent with past years and the House and
Senate bills, the conference agreement dis-
tributes funds in the bill by budget activity.
The agreement includes language proposed
by the House requiring submission of a
multiyear capital investment plan.

Distress systems modernization.—The con-
ferees are concerned over reports that this
program may be slowing down due to inter-
nal restructuring which calls for a more

complex systems integration approach. The
conferees note that this long-overdue pro-
gram was just recently accelerated due to
tragic accidents. It is important that the
service modernize the current distress sys-
tem without further delay.

Integrated deepwater systems.—The con-
ference agreement provides $44,200,000 for the
integrated deepwater systems program as
proposed by the Senate instead of $40,000,000
as proposed by the House. The conferees
agree that this should be established as a
separate budget activity, since it involves
assets which cut across all other aspects of
the AC&I budget. The conferees do not agree
with the Senate’s proposal to establish a re-
volving fund in the Treasury for this pro-

gram, but agree that the Coast Guard may
supplement appropriated funds through off-
setting collections from the sale of HU–25
aircraft and specific properties listed in the
bill, with total fiscal year 2000 obligations
not to exceed $50,000,000.

Unalaska Pier.—The Coast Guard is author-
ized to transfer funds and project manage-
ment authority to the City of Unalaska,
Alaska for purposes of renovating and ex-
tending the city dock at Unalaska.

A table showing the distribution of this ap-
propriation by project as included in the fis-
cal year 2000 budget estimate, House bill,
Senate bill, and the conference agreement
follows:
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND

RESTORATION

The conference agreement includes
$17,000,000 for environmental compliance, in-
stead of $18,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $12,450,000 as proposed by the Senate. To
the maximum extent possible, the reduction
should be allocated to general training and
education activities, and not to site-specific
projects.

ALTERATION OF BRIDGES

The conference agreement includes
$15,000,000 for alteration of bridges deemed
hazardous to marine navigation as proposed
by the House instead of $14,000,000 proposed
by the Senate. The conference agreement
distributes these funds as follows:

Bridge and location Conference agreement

New Orleans, LA, Florida
Avenue RR/HW Bridge .... $3,000,000

Brunswick, GA, Sidney La-
nier Highway Bridge ....... 7,000,000

Charleston, SC, Limehouse
Bridge ............................. 1,000,000

Mobile, AL, Fourteen Mile
Bridge ............................. 2,000,000

Morris, IL, EJ&E Railroad
Bridge ............................. 2,000,000

Total ............................ 15,000,000

RETIRED PAY

The conference agreement includes
$730,327,000 for Coast Guard retired pay as
proposed by the Senate instead of $721,000,000
as proposed by the House. This is scored as a
mandatory program for federal budget pur-
poses.

RESERVE TRAINING

The conference agreement provides
$72,000,000 for reserve training as proposed by
both the House and the Senate. The agree-
ment also allows the Reserves to reimburse
the Coast Guard operating account up to
$21,500,000 for Coast Guard support of Reserve
activities. The House bill proposed a limita-
tion of $23,000,000; the Senate bill proposed to
maintain the fiscal year 1999 limitation of
$20,000,000. The conferees agree that all ef-
forts should be made to achieve and main-
tain a Selected Reserve level of at least 8,000
during fiscal year 2000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND

EVALUATION

The conference agreement provides
$19,000,000 for Coast Guard research, develop-
ment, test, and evaluation instead of
$21,039,000 as proposed by the House and
$17,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees agree that within the funding pro-
vided, $500,000 is to address ship ballast water
exchange issues and $500,000 is to apply sub-
marine acoustic monitoring technology to
Coast Guard counter drug operations. Each
of these activities was proposed, at higher
funding levels, by the Senate.

FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$5,900,000,000 for operating expenses of the
Federal Aviation Administration instead of
no funds as proposed by the House and
$5,857,450,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House-reported bill included an appropria-
tion of $5,925,000,000, but these funds were de-
leted on the House floor due to lack of au-
thorization. This appropriation is in addition
to amounts made available as a mandatory
appropriation of user fees in the Federal
Aviation Administration Reauthorization
Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–264). All funding
is to be derived from the airport and airway
trust fund, as proposed by the Senate and in-
cluded in the House-reported bill. The con-
ference agreement deletes the permissive
transfer from the Coast Guard’s operating
expenses proposed by the Senate, and in-
cludes restrictions on funding for the trans-
portation administrative service center and
the office of aeronautical charting and car-
tography included in the House-reported bill.
The bill allocates $600,000 only for the Cen-
tennial of Flight Commission, as included in
the House-reported bill, and deletes the re-
quirement for FAA to reimburse the Office of
Inspector General $19,000,000 for aviation-re-
lated audits and investigations proposed by
the Senate.

Transportation administrative service center
limitation.—The conferees agree to limit
FAA’s fiscal year 2000 contribution to the
transportation administrative service center
(TASC) to $24,162,700 instead of $28,600,000 in

the House-reported bill. The Senate included
no similar limitation. The limitation is
below the fiscal year 1999 level because the
conferees agree to exclude costs from the
calculation relating to the Departmental Ac-
counting and Financial Information System
(DAFIS). The department is encouraged to
eliminate any TASC role in FAA’s adminis-
tration of the DAFIS system.

Limitations on leases.—The conference
agreement continues limitations on
multiyear leases and leases for global posi-
tioning system satellite services enacted in
fiscal year 1999 and included in the House-re-
ported bill. The Senate bill included no simi-
lar limitations.

Contribution to essential air service pro-
gram.—The conferees direct FAA to transfer
funds to the essential air service (EAS) and
rural airport program from the ‘‘Operations’’
appropriation in the event of a shortfall in
overflight user fee collections. Current law
stipulates that the FAA must pay these
costs if a shortfall in collections causes fund-
ing to drop below $50,000,000 for the EAS pro-
gram. This has occurred in each of the past
two years. In the first year, the FAA paid
such expenses from the ‘‘Operations’’ appro-
priation. In the second year, the agency used
the ‘‘Facilities and equipment’’ appropria-
tion. The conferees believe it is more appro-
priate that such funds come from the oper-
ating account, given the nature of the activi-
ties being financed and FAA’s original rul-
ing. This is particularly important in fiscal
year 2000, since the conference agreement
provides a significant increase for FAA’s op-
erating account and flat funding for the cap-
ital appropriation.

Office of aeronautical charting and cartog-
raphy.—The conferees agree with a limita-
tion in the House-reported bill that funds for
this office may not be available for activities
conducted by, or coordinated through, the
TASC. The conferees see no programmatic
benefit to this action, and believe the pro-
posal does not fit within the general purpose
of the TASC.

The following table compares the con-
ference agreement to the levels proposed in
the House-reported and Senate bills by budg-
et activity:



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9097September 30, 1999



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9098 September 30, 1999



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9099September 30, 1999



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9100 September 30, 1999
Franchise fund.—The conferees agree not to

allow expansion of the FAA franchise fund
during fiscal year 2000.

Aircraft firefighting training.—The conferees
do not agree with Senate direction allo-
cating $1,500,000 for aircraft firefighting
training at the Rocky Mountain Emergency
Services Training Center.

Interagency Alaska aviation safety initia-
tive.—The conferees are aware of the cooper-
ative National Institute for Occupational
Safety and Health approach employed by the
NTSB, FAA, and other federal, state and pri-
vate parties to improve safety through coop-
erative review and enhancement of safety
procedures and practices. The conference
agreement supports the FAA’s participation
in this interagency initiative on aviation
safety in Alaska. It is the conferees’ under-
standing that FAA’s involvement in this ini-
tiative in fiscal year 2000 requires a resource
commitment of approximately $250,000. The
conferees anticipate similar involvement by
the NTSB.

Contract tower program.—The conferees do
not agree with Senate direction requiring
the establishment of an air traffic control
tower in Salisbury, Maryland. However, it is
the conferees’ understanding that the con-
tract towers listed in the Senate report, in-
cluding Salisbury, Maryland, are eligible for
the existing contract tower program and
should receive consideration for funding. The
agency is encouraged to continue operating
contract towers at locations listed in the
Senate report, as long as such operations are
consistent with existing program criteria
and provided the locations maintain a ben-
efit-cost ratio of at least 1.0. The conferees
further direct FAA to work with local offi-
cials to establish contract towers or tower-
related operational services at locations list-
ed in the Senate report, as long as such es-
tablishment is consistent with existing pro-
gram criteria.

Last year, the FAA was directed to con-
duct a study of extending the contract tower
program to existing air traffic control tow-
ers without radar capability. The conferees
understand the draft report indicates that
annual savings of $30,000,000 to $50,000,000 are
achievable except for a provision in the cur-
rent labor agreement which requires the
agency to employ a minimum level of 15,000
government air traffic controllers. The DOT
Inspector General recently reported ‘‘FAA
has a responsibility to operate in a cost ef-
fective manner. By concluding that no net
savings related to further expanding the con-
tract tower program will occur, FAA is deny-
ing itself an opportunity to reduce oper-
ations costs and/or offset potential cost in-
creases . . . FAA should revise the [draft]
study’s conclusions and recognize the sub-
stantial savings that expanding the federal
contract tower program offers’’. The DOT In-
spector General is requested to review the
feasibility and benefits of expanding the con-
tract tower program, notwithstanding the
current minimum staffing agreement, and
report to the Congress no later than March 1,
2000.

Airspace redesign.—The conference agree-
ment fully funds the requested $9,622,000 for
costs associated with redesign of the nation’s
airspace. The conferees direct that none of
these funds be internally reprogrammed to
other purposes and that not less than
$6,600,000 of the amount provided be used in
direct support of the New York/New Jersey
airspace redesign effort.

MARC.—Funding of $2,000,000 is provided
for the Mid-America Aviation Resource Con-
sortium, as proposed in the House-reported
bill.

Outagamie County Regional Airport.—The
conferees do not agree with Senate direction
concerning Outagamie County Regional Air-
port.

Reprogrammings.—The conferees affirm the
importance of the existing reprogramming
reporting agreements, which request the de-
partment to submit, on a quarterly basis,
line-by-line accounts of all reprogramming
actions, whether below or above Congres-
sional approval thresholds.

Cost accounting system.—The conferees
agree that, in its effort to establish a new
cost accounting system (CAS), the FAA shall
collect source time and labor data in a man-
ner consistent with the labor and cost allo-
cation schemes being otherwise developed
within the CAS. Any system the FAA de-
ploys for the capture of time and labor data
should be automated to the maximum extent
possible, to eliminate manual error and pro-
vide for reconciliation with the CAS. The
conferees encourage the agency to begin se-
rious discussions with its labor unions re-
garding the need to capture time and attend-
ance data in a manner consistent with the
objectives of the CAS.

Interim incentive pay.—The conferees do not
agree with the proposal of the House to begin
a phaseout of interim incentive pay (IIP),
and consequently restore the reduction of
$12,190,000 in the House-reported bill.

Controller-in-charge.—The conference agree-
ment accepts the position of the House-re-
ported bill that further transition to the
controller-in-charge (CIC) concept, as in-
cluded in last year’s labor agreement with
the National Air Traffic Controllers Associa-
tion (NATCA), shall be deferred during fiscal
year 2000. FAA’s own study in 1992 found that
operational errors increased when the num-
ber of air traffic supervisors decreased. Since
operational errors, air traffic volume and
complexity continue to rise, the conferees
agree with the House that any change in
ATC floor-level supervision should be ap-
proached very cautiously. The conferees are
not convinced that the necessary steps have
been taken and verified to ensure the public
safety if further CIC transition is allowed at
this time. FAA estimates the number of su-
pervisors at the end of fiscal year 1999 to be
2,025, which is down from approximately 2,060
the year before. The conferees expect no fur-
ther decline during fiscal year 2000.

Within-grade increases/grade-to-grade in-
creases.—Last year’s NATCA agreement
eliminated within-grade and grade-to-grade
increases for bargaining unit employees and
replaced them with performance-based in-
creases such as an ‘‘organizational success
increase’’ (OSI) and a ‘‘quality step increase’’
(QSI), to be developed as part of the agency’s
core compensation plan. However, since the
agency has reached no agreement on how to
implement the new performance increases,
they have informally agreed to distribute
these funds on a formula basis. This takes a
step backward from performance-based com-
pensation by replacing an experience-based
increase with an automatic general increase.
The conferees disapprove funding budgeted
for grade increases or performance-based in-
creases for bargaining unit members until
the agency reaches agreement with NATCA
on implementation of performance-based in-
creases such as OSI and QSI. The conferees
are not against OSI and QSI payments, but
are against formula-based distribution of
these funds.

Aviation safety program.—The conferees
agree to provide an additional $500,000 for
this program, as included in the House-re-
ported bill. These and base funds included in
the budget estimate are to be used exclu-
sively for the design, production, and dis-
semination of training and educational ma-
terials used in the FAA’s Aviation Safety
Program for current pilots and aviation
maintenance technicians. This activity is de-
clared an item of special Congressional in-
terest, and no funding should be repro-

grammed to other activities without Con-
gressional approval.

Administration of airports.—The conference
agreement deletes the $50,608,000 requested
for administration of airports, and includes a
limitation of $45,000,000 for these activities
under ‘‘Grants-in-aid for airports’’.

Integrated personnel and payroll system.—
The conferees agree to provide full funding
for development of the integrated personnel
and payroll system (IPPS), as proposed by
the Senate. The House had proposed a reduc-
tion in this program.

General pay raise.—The conference agree-
ment provides the additional $12,720,000 re-
quired to fund a 4.8 percent general pay
raise, instead of the 4.4 percent originally
proposed in the budget estimate. Congress
has approved a final pay raise of 4.8 percent
for fiscal year 2000.

RTCA.—The conference agreement main-
tains the House proposal to reduce funding
for the Radio Technical Commission for Aer-
onautics (RTCA) by $135,000. The conferees
share the concern of the House that the
agency should not continue, on a sole source
basis, the ‘‘consensus-building’’ and program
planning/implementation activities of RTCA.
Although originally tasked to provide advice
on aviation ‘‘black box’’ technical require-
ments, RTCA has recently been chartered by
FAA to act more broadly, to develop indus-
try consensus and implementation plans for
a variety of agency programs, including free
flight phases one and two, equipment re-
quirements for the future national airspace
system, and overall reform of the agency’s
certification process. The conferees share
the concern of the House that such a rela-
tionship between government and industry
representatives raises questions about proper
government control and independence.
RTCA’s task forces make technical rec-
ommendations, establish schedules, loca-
tions, and funding requirements, and the
agency accepts those recommendations with
few or no changes. This collaborative net-
work of agency and industry officials ap-
pears to be unusual for a federal advisory
committee. Therefore, the conferees direct
FAA not to use RTCA for new ‘‘consensus-
building’’ activities during fiscal year 2000
and not to expand those currently underway,
and direct the DOT Inspector General to con-
duct an investigation of the RTCA/FAA rela-
tionship and a comparison of that relation-
ship to other federal advisory committees.
This report should be completed and sub-
mitted to the Congress not later than March
1, 2000.

English language proficiency.—The conferees
do not agree with the House recommenda-
tion to allocate $500,000 for the promotion of
English language proficiency in inter-
national air traffic control. The FAA has
used previous appropriations to establish a
minimum level of English language pro-
ficiency. The agency is now working to vali-
date this data and to raise the level of co-
operation and effort in the international
arena. The conferees agree that further work
in this area can best be accomplished
through the International Civil Aviation Or-
ganization (ICAO), whose work in this area is
supported by the FAA and funded in part by
the Department of State. The conferees have
been assured by the FAA that the agency
will continue to provide ICAO with leader-
ship and active participation in this pro-
gram.

Fractional aircraft ownership.—The con-
ference agreement deletes, without preju-
dice, language included in the Senate bill re-
lating to the introduction of fractional air-
craft ownership concepts for the execution of
selected air transportation requirements.
The conferees are intrigued by the concept
and the possibility of improving the effi-
ciency of aircraft use by the Department of
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Transportation, the various modal adminis-
trations, and several related agencies
through fractional aircraft ownership con-
cepts. The conferees direct the department
to report by March 31, 2000 to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations re-
garding the operational and cost advantages
and tradeoffs inherent in replacing existing
executive aircraft in the department’s inven-

tory with a mix of light to mid-size jets to
determine the flexibility, efficiency, and cost
benefits of fractional aircraft ownership or
leasing for the government.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$2,075,000,000 for facilities and equipment in-

stead of $2,045,652,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate and $2,200,000,000 as proposed by the
House.

The following table provides a breakdown
of the House and Senate bills and the con-
ference agreement by program:
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Free flight phase one.—The following table

compares the House and Senate proposed lev-
els to the budget estimate and the con-

ference agreement. The conference agree-
ment represents a 94.8 percent increase over

the funding level provided for fiscal year
1999.

Project Fiscal year
1999 enacted

Fiscal year 2000—

Estimate House Senate Conference
agreement

URET ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... $5,800,000 $83,175,000 $80,000,000 $83,175,000 $79,000,000
Conflict Probe ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 41,000,000 ........................ ........................ ......................... ........................
CTAS ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,700,000 ........................ ........................ ......................... ........................
TMA/pFAST .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 30,500,000 59,825,000 59,825,000 59,825,000 59,825,000
CDM ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 11,200,000 29,400,000 29,400,000 29,400,000 29,400,000
SMA ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ........................ 6,000,000 4,000,000 6,000,000 4,000,000
Integration .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ........................ 6,400,000 6,400,000 6,400,000 5,400,000
DSP—NY/NJ ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ ........................ 2,000,000 2,000,000
Safe Flight 21 ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ........................ ........................ ........................ 16,000,000 ........................

(Capstone) ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ ........................ (6,000,000) ........................
(Ohio Valley) ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ ........................ (10,000,000) ........................

Total .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 92,200,000 184,800,000 179,625,000 202,800,000 179,625,000

The conference agreement provides a total
of $4,500,000 for the departure spacing pro-
gram (DSP), including $2,500,000 in base
funds and $2,000,000 above the budget esti-
mate. The additional funds are to expand the
program through installation of equipment
at Teterboro, White Plains, New York Cen-
ter, and the Air Traffic Control System Com-
mand Center.

Safe flight 21.—The conference agreement
provides $16,000,000 for this program, includ-
ing $6,000,000 for the Capstone Project in
Alaska and $10,000,000 for the Ohio Valley
Project.

Oceanic automation system.—The conferees
agree to provide $27,000,000 for the oceanic
automation system, and direct FAA to de-
velop and acquire this system by traditional
acquisition methods instead of by lease, as
proposed by the House. The FAA’s proposal
to acquire this equipment through an oper-
ating lease would burden the FAA’s already-
strained operating budget with the require-
ment for an additional $100,000,000 over the
first five years, which the conferees find to
be unrealistic. Also, the conferees are reluc-
tant to establish this policy in the absence of
clear FAA criteria to determine when it is
appropriate for modernization efforts to be
funded by lease from the operations budget.
Without such a policy the lines between
FAA’s operating and capital budgets begin to
blur, just at the time when the agency is
working hard to get a clearer picture of its
capital assets, spending, and requirements.
In addition, the agency’s 1998 financial state-
ment shows $103,000,000 in unfunded capital
lease liabilities, so it is not advisable for the
agency to expand in this area either. The
conferees agree that oceanic system up-
grades are urgently needed, and that FAA’s
previous acquisition programs in this area
did not produce the desired results. However,
these programs were developed prior to pro-
curement reform, and under previous leader-
ship. The conferees are confident that with
its current leadership, FAA can apply pro-
curement reform methods and learn from its
past mistakes to put together an aggressive,
accelerated schedule and streamlined re-
quirements for this acquisition. The agency
has stated that this effort requires little de-
velopment effort, and that the requirements
are well understood. This, too, supports the
feasibility of an accelerated schedule. The
funding provided is FAA’s estimate of the
amount required to execute this program in
fiscal year 2000. The conferees would recon-
sider a lease for this program only if the
agency puts forward a plan to cover in the
lease the entire operation of these facilities,
including air traffic control operations.

Next generation navigation systems.—The
conference agreement provides $94,000,000 for
next generation navigation systems, which
includes $80,000,000 for further development
of the GPS wide area augmentation system
(WAAS), $10,000,000 for further development

of the LORAN–C navigation system, and
$4,000,000 for development of low-cost gyro-
scope technologies. The FAA is directed not
to reprogram any of the LORAN–C or low-
cost gyroscope funding to the WAAS pro-
gram.

Wide area augmentation system.—Last year,
the Senate proposed broad restrictions on
the WAAS program, which were dropped in
conference when program supporters argued
those restrictions could cause the termi-
nation of the program. While providing con-
tinued funding, the fiscal year 1999 con-
ference report noted ‘‘those proponents have
not been able to provide compelling assur-
ances that this program will be cost-effec-
tive beyond the initial phase, which is ex-
pected to become operational early next
year. The serious and persistent technical
concerns expressed in both the House and
Senate reports await resolution by the FAA
at an unknown cost and in an unknown time-
frame . . . The conferees intend for FAA to
take a ‘‘time out’’ at this point to reassess
the justification for the program beyond
that point . . . Congress will be unable to
adequately judge the need for future appro-
priations for the wide-area and local-area
augmentation systems (WAAS and LAAS, re-
spectively) until FAA completes an up-to-
date alternatives analysis which looks at
various combinations of existing and new,
ground-based and satellite-based tech-
nologies.’’ The Appropriations Committees
have waited over two years for this critical
analysis, and warned several times that
funding cannot be supported indefinitely
without it. Despite this situation, the de-
partment still has not submitted this ben-
efit-cost analysis for Congressional review.
Further, the agency’s budget request as-
sumes the program will continue well beyond
phase one, ignoring the Congressional direc-
tion to take a pause in the program until
clear justification is provided. The bill in-
cludes funding of $80,000,000 for the WAAS
program. The conferees do not believe this
program should go unrestrained in the ab-
sence of compelling financial justification.
However, once these documents are sub-
mitted and reviewed, the conferees agree to
consider a reprogramming request to restore
funding, subject to Congressional approval at
that time.

Next generation landing systems.—The con-
ference agreement provides $20,000,000 for
next generation landing systems, to be dis-
tributed as follows:

Project Amount
Instrument landing sys-

tems (ILS) ...................... $18,000,000

Transponder landing sys-
tems (TLS) ..................... 2,000,000

Total ............................ 20,000,000
Instrument landing systems.—Funding pro-

vided for instrument landing systems (ILS)
shall be distributed as follows:

Project Amount
Activities included in budget es-

timate ....................................... $6,000,000
Baton Rouge, LA ......................... 800,000
Clearwater/St. Petersburg, FL .... 3,500,000
Dulles International, VA ............. 3,440,000
Harry Brown Airport, MI ............. 500,000
Newark, NJ (LDA/glideslope) ...... 1,160,000
Evanston, WY .............................. 500,000
St. George, AK ............................. 900,000
St. Louis Lambert, MO ................ 700,000
McComb Airport, MS ................... 500,000

Total ...................................... 18,000,000
Instrument landing system, Pike County Air-

port, KY.—The conferees urge the FAA to
give priority consideration to funding for an
instrument landing system at the Pike
County Airport in Kentucky, either using
funds from this appropriation or from discre-
tionary grants available under the Airport
Improvement Program. The conferees under-
stand that the Commonwealth of Kentucky
has been working closely with FAA to obtain
this system due to safety concerns brought
about by the impact of weather and the
mountainous terrain at this regional facil-
ity.

Transponder landing system.—The con-
ference agreement provides $2,000,000 for the
transponder landing system. The conferees
agree with directions in the House report,
and direct FAA to utilize fiscal year 2000
funding by contract methods, and not
through continued leasing.

Local area augmentation system (LAAS).—
The conferees believe that the work con-
ducted by FAA under this program is more
appropriately carried out with operating
funds, since it involves review and oversight
of industry development activities. The con-
ferees have no objection to FAA’s use of op-
erating funds for this work.

Airport surface detection equipment
(ASDE).—Last year’s conference report ex-
pressed the concern of the conferees that
‘‘FAA move expeditiously to develop and de-
ploy advanced technologies to prevent run-
way incursions. For this reason, the con-
ferees direct the FAA to give funding pri-
ority to advancing runway incursion tech-
nologies to the pre-production phase’’. De-
spite this direction, however, the FAA has
continued to move slowly in this program.
The conference agreement provides
$10,000,000 for the ASDE program, which in-
cludes $7,600,000 only for acquisition of pro-
duction version low-cost ASDE systems. The
FAA’s appeal to the conferees requested an
additional $3,100,000 for this program, but the
agency planned to use those funds to buy
only a single, pre-production system. The
conferees reiterate that technology is avail-
able and needed now to address the wors-
ening problem of runway incursions. Further
agency delays are not acceptable. By the end
of fiscal year 2000, the conferees expect the
FAA to have awarded at least one contract
for production low-cost ASDE systems for
deployment in the highest priority airports.
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Terminal air traffic control facilities replace-

ment.—The conference agreement includes
$78,900,000 for replacement of air traffic con-

trol towers and other terminal facilities. The
following table compares the budget esti-

mate, House and Senate recommended lev-
els, and the conference agreement:

Location

Fiscal year 2000

Budget House Senate Conference
agreement

Swanton (Toledo), OH ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... $700,000 $700,000 $700,000 $700,000
Atlanta, GA ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000 1,800,000
Boston Tracon, NH .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 17,600,000 ........................ 17,600,000 10,000,000
Roanoke, VA .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 4,900,000 4,900,000 4,900,000 4,900,000
Port Columbus, OH ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 17,600,000 17,600,000 17,600,000 17,600,000
St. Louis, MO (ATCT) ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,600,000 1,600,000
St. Louis, MO (Tracon) .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 3,800,000 3,800,000 3,800,000 3,800,000
Little Rock, AR .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 740,000 740,000 740,000 740,000
Chicago O’Hare, IL .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,900,000 2,900,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
Chicago Midway, IL ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 411,000 411,000 411,000 411,000
Grand Canyon, AZ ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 243,000 243,000 243,000 243,000
Louisville, KY ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,200,000
Seattle, WA ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 10,270,000 10,270,000 10,270,000 10,270,000
Worcester, MA ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 370,000 370,000 370,000 370,000
Albany, NY ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,032,000 1,032,000 1,032,000 1,032,000
N. Las Vegas, NV ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,354,000 ........................ 2,354,000 2,354,000
LaGuardia, NY ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,200,000 2,200,000
Portland, OR .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Covington, KY ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 780,000 780,000 780,000 780,000
Birmingham, AL ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000 1,250,000
Houston Hobby, TX .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
Pontiac, MI ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 600,000 600,000 600,000 600,000
Newark, NJ ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 2,200,000 ........................ 2,200,000 2,200,000
Phoenix, AZ ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ 5,000,000 ........................ 4,000,000
Richmond, VA ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ ........................ 3,500,000 ........................ 3,000,000
Corpus Christi, TX ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ 2,000,000 1,000,000 1,500,000
Martin State, MD ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ 1,000,000 ........................
Pangborn Memorial,WA ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. ........................ ........................ 500,000 ........................
Paine Field, WA ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ 1,000,000 1,000,000
Billings Logan, MT .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ 1,000,000 1,000,000
Unspecified reduction ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ 5,000,000 ........................

Total ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 76,000,000 64,346,000 75,500,000 78,900,000

Control tower tracon facilities improvement.—
The conference agreement includes $2,600,000
for the cable loop relocation project at St.
Louis Lambert Airport, as proposed by the
House, and $200,000 for improvements at the
Manchester, New Hampshire airport, as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conferees do not
provide the $2,500,000 proposed by the House
for a new final approach sector at Dulles
International Airport, because the FAA has
implemented such a position in fiscal year
1999.

Terminal automation.—The conference
agreement provides $195,240,000 for the ter-
minal automation program, which includes
the standard terminal automation replace-
ment system (STARS), ARTS color displays,
and other associated activities. This fully
funds the program at the level requested in
the President’s budget as proposed by the
Senate, instead of $165,000,000 as proposed by
the House.

Air traffic management.—The conference
agreement provides $15,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate instead of $42,000,000 proposed by
the House. The conferees believe there is
merit in exploring the possibility of
privatizing the traffic management function
currently within the FAA in order to affect
operational improvements and efficiencies,
and that further significant investment in
upgrading the traffic management system
should be deferred until completion of this
analysis. The conferees direct FAA to task
the National Academy of Sciences to con-
duct this analysis, to be completed as soon
as practicable.

Congressional directions.—The conferees do
not agree with Senate directions regarding
the OASIS, air navaids and ATC facilities,
and NAS recovery communications pro-
grams.

ARTCC building/plant improvements.—The
agreement to provide $36,900,000 for this pro-

gram includes $9,600,000 to continue the Hon-
olulu CERAP relocation project as proposed
by the Senate. The House had proposed no
funding for this project.

Remote radar capability.—The conference
agreement provides $900,000 for this program,
to be used for site analysis and site prepara-
tion activities to enable remote radar capa-
bility at Sonoma County and Napa County
Airports and Livermore Municipal/Buchanan
Field Airports in California.

Automated surface observing system.—The
$9,900,000 provided for this program includes
$2,000,000 for the commissioning of ASOS sys-
tems in rural Alaska and $100,000 for an
Automated Weather Sensors System at the
Sugar Land Municipal Airport in Texas.

Flight service station modernization.—The
conference agreement includes $1,700,000 for
the further procurement and installation of
video cameras for remote weather informa-
tion in remote and mountainous terrain in
Alaska and $300,000 for acquisition and sup-
port of the mike-in-hand weather reporting
system in rural Alaska.

GPS aeronautical band.—The conference
agreement includes no funding for FAA’s
contribution to the development of new sig-
nals for the GPS satellite system. This was
to be the first year of a $130,000,000 contribu-
tion by the FAA. The conferees are not
against this effort per se. However, since
most of the benefits will accrue to civil users
other than aviation or the FAA, the con-
ferees believe it is inappropriate for FAA to
shoulder most of the burden, and inappro-
priate for aviation users to finance the activ-
ity from the airport and airway trust fund.
However, the conferees would not object if
the department received funding for this ef-
fort from non-DOT agencies and departments
through interagency transfers, based upon a
fair share of perceived civil benefits.

Automated weather information programs.—
To address the issue of weather related acci-

dents at airports, the conferees believe it is
critical to upgrade the existing automated
weather information programs. Therefore,
the conferees expect FAA to implement
product improvements and upgrades to the
current systems and to report to Congress on
the agency’s plans to accelerate the deploy-
ment of upgrade technology upon successful
demonstration of the Automated Observa-
tion for Visibility, Cloud Height, and Cloud
Coverage (AOVCC) system within 90 days of
enactment of this Act.

Center for Advanced Aviation Systems Devel-
opment.—The conference agreement provides
$61,000,000 instead of $63,400,000 as proposed
by the House and $60,100,000 as proposed by
the Senate. In addition, the conferees accept
the House’s proposed ceiling of 320 technical
staff years for this organization. However,
the conferees clarify that the ceiling only
applies to funds provided in this Act. Staff-
ing financed by funding from other depart-
ments and agencies does not count toward
this ceiling.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

(RESCISSION)

The conference agreement includes a re-
scission of $30,000,000 from Public Law 105–66
instead of two rescissions totaling
$299,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House proposed no similar rescissions.

RESEARCH, ENGINEERING, AND DEVELOPMENT

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$156,495,000 for FAA research, engineering,
and development instead of $173,000,000 as
proposed by the House and $150,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The following table shows the distribution
of funds in the House and Senate bills and
the conference agreement:
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Weather research.—The conferees agree to

provide $19,300,000 for aviation weather re-
search instead of $20,950,000 as proposed by
the House and $16,765,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conferees direct that, of these
funds, $11,000,000 is to be made available for
the national laboratory program, $2,000,000 is
available to continue Project Socrates,
$700,000 is for the Center for Wind, Ice and
Fog, and $3,100,000 is to continue the turbu-
lence and windshear research project at Ju-
neau, Alaska.

Explosives and weapons detection and aircraft
hardening.—The conference agreement in-
cludes $42,606,000 instead of $50,859,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $39,500,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Of this amount,
$3,000,000 is to continue development of the
pulsed fast neutron analysis (PFNA) cargo
inspection system; $1,000,000 is for the Safe
Skies initiative involving research and de-
velopment of explosives and chemical or bio-
logical agents currently being conducted by
the Institute of Biological Detection Sys-
tems; and $1,000,000 is for a dual view x-ray
cargo explosive detection system demonstra-
tion for palletized cargo at Huntsville Inter-
national Airport in Alabama. The conferees
also encourage the FAA to continue dem-
onstration and testing of a blast resistant
hardened container for use on narrow body
commercial aircraft.

Human factors research.—The conference
agreement provides $21,971,000 instead of
$27,829,000 as proposed by the House and
$20,207,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees note that recently the focus of
‘‘ATC/AF human factors’’ research has shift-
ed away from today’s human factors prob-
lems and toward problems which could occur
from implementation of tomorrow’s tech-
nologies. These technology development ef-
forts have their own funding which could—
and should—address these issues. The con-
ferees do not believe RE&D funds are needed
to supplement those programs, and should be
reserved for addressing today’s human fac-
tors issues. The conferees do not agree with
the Senate’s direction to withhold obligation
of human factors funding until submission of
data regarding relative accident rates based
on pilot age. The conferees understand that
the FAA has agreed to provide this data to
the Senate.

Fatigue countermeasures.—The conferees are
concerned that FAA has still not made avail-
able to operational air traffic controllers
educational materials regarding fatigue
countermeasures. The Aviation Safety Re-
porting System and controller studies con-
tinue to cite fatigue as a significant factor in
operational errors and other aviation inci-
dents, and FAA’s counterclockwise rotation
schedule often exacerbates the problem.
Given this situation, making controllers
aware of available countermeasures is im-
portant. The conferees encourage FAA to ac-
celerate the development and distribution of
these materials.

Winglet technology.—The conferees under-
stand that the FAA is conducting research
into the efficiency and advantages of ad-
vanced winglet technology with funding pro-
vided in fiscal year 1999. The FAA may re-
quest a reprogramming for further research
in this area in fiscal year 2000, consistent
with Department of Transportation re-
programming guidelines.

Aging aircraft.—Of the funding provided,
$5,000,000 is to continue and expand research
activities at the National Institute for Avia-
tion Research, as proposed by the House. The
conferees make clear that these funds are for
research, and not for construction or equip-
ment procurement.

Innovative/cooperative research.—The con-
ference agreement provides no funding for
this activity, which conducts ‘‘strategic

partnering’’ with industry. The conferees do
not find this an appropriate use of RE&D
funding.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement includes a liqui-
dating cash appropriation of $1,750,000,000, as
proposed by the Senate instead of
$1,867,000,000 as proposed by the House.

Obligation limitation.—The conferees agree
to an obligation limitation of $1,950,000,000
for the ‘‘Grants-in-aid for airports’’ program
instead of $2,250,000,000 as proposed by the
House and $2,000,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

Limitation on noise mitigation program.—The
conference agreement deletes the limitation
on the noise planning and mitigation pro-
gram proposed by the Senate.

Discretionary grants award process.—The
conferees expect FAA to make AIP discre-
tionary grant announcements not more than
fifteen days after submission to the office of
the secretary of grant decisions, notwith-
standing departmental guidelines and prac-
tices to the contrary. A recent GAO report
found that, in some cases, awards were being
delayed significantly in the office of the sec-
retary due to slow administrative practices.

Priority consideration.—The conferees agree
that the FAA should give priority consider-
ation to grant applications for projects listed
in the House or Senate reports, or in this
statement of the managers, in the categories
of discretionary grants for which they are el-
igible. In addition to those airports and
projects listed in the House and Senate re-
ports, the conferees agree that the following
projects shall receive priority consideration:

Airport Project

Aurora Municipal Airport, Aurora, IL Runway reconstruction.
Tell City/Perry County Airport, Tell

City, IN.
Runway extension.

Freeman Municipal Airport, Seymour,
IN.

Apron/taxiway reconstruction.

Danbury Municipal, CT ...................... Hurricane-related repair.
Upper Cumberland Regional, Sparta-

Cookeville, TN.
Land acquisition and runway, taxi-

way, and safety improvements.
Denver International, CO ................... Environmental and stormwater miti-

gation, taxiway B–4 and runway
25/5.

Montgomery Regional, AL .................. Crosswind runway extension and
other safety improvements.

Jackson International, MS ................. Air cargo apron.
Abbeyville, AL .................................... Runway and apron extensions and

other safety improvements.
Mexico Muncipal Airport, Mexico, MO Runway extension, safety improve-

ments, and other capacity en-
hancement projects.

Rock County Airport, Janesville, WI ... Runway extension and reconstruc-
tion; parallel taxiway; land acqui-
sition; and associated lighting
systems.

Eastern West Virginia Regional Air-
port, Martinsburg, WVA.

Runway extension: planning, engi-
neering, and construction.

Seattle-Tacoma International, WA ..... Capacity expansion and safety im-
provements.

Waterbury/Oxford Airport, CT ............. Rehabilitation of taxiway A.

Danbury Municipal Airport, CT.—The con-
ferees agree that Danbury Municipal Airport
should receive priority consideration for dis-
cretionary funding under the Airport Im-
provement Program to provide for the ur-
gent repair of damage caused by Hurricane
Floyd estimated at $2,000,000.

Waterbury/Oxford Airport, Waterbury, CT.—
The conferees agree that the FAA shall give
priority consideration to a discretionary
grant request for the rehabilitation of taxi-
way A at Waterbury/Oxford Airport.

Reimbursement for instrument landing system,
Louisville International Airport, KY.—The
FAA is directed to honor a previous commit-
ment made to the sponsor of Louisville
International Airport and reimburse the
sponsor for costs related to acquisition and
installation of an instrument landing sys-
tem. The House conferees understood last
year that the FAA was to provide a discre-
tionary grant for this purpose, and con-

sequently dropped bill language requiring re-
imbursement. However, rather than provide
reimbursement in this manner, the agency
advanced to the sponsor a payment under an
existing letter of intent. The conferees be-
lieve that requiring the sponsor to absorb
new activities within an existing LOI does
not meet the intent of reimbursement.

Administration.—The conference agreement
allows FAA’s expenses for administering the
grants-in-aid program to be derived from
this appropriation, as proposed by the Sen-
ate, instead of under the FAA’s operating ac-
count. The conference agreement limits
those expenses to $45,000,000, instead of
$47,891,000 proposed by the Senate. The House
bill included no funding for this program.
The bill includes a provision allowing these
expenses to be drawn from FAA’s operating
account in the event of a lapse in contract
authorization for this program, at a rate not
to exceed $45,000,000 for the fiscal year.

Low frequency noise.—The managers recog-
nize that the issue of low frequency airport
noise is increasingly of concern in residen-
tial neighborhoods near the nation’s air-
ports. The managers urge the FAA to expe-
dite efforts to research and define this prob-
lem, and to develop low frequency noise
mitigation policies that appropriately ad-
dress low frequency airport noise impacts on
residential neighborhoods.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(RESCISSION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement includes no re-
scission of contract authority as proposed by
the Senate instead of $300,000,000 as proposed
by the House.

GRANTS-IN-AID FOR AIRPORTS

(AIRPORT AND AIRWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement deletes the re-
duction in the fiscal year 1999 obligation lim-
itation for grants-in-aid for airports pro-
posed by the Senate. The House bill included
no similar reduction.

AVIATION INSURANCE REVOLVING FUND

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate authorizing
continued expenditures and investments
under the Aviation Insurance Revolving
Fund for aviation insurance activities au-
thorized under chapter 443 of title 49, United
States Code. The House included no similar
language.

AIRCRAFT PURCHASE LOAN GUARANTEE
PROGRAM

The conference agreement includes a pro-
hibition on funding for this program as a
general provision, as proposed by the House,
instead of under this heading as proposed by
the Senate.

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

The conference agreement limits adminis-
trative expenses of the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration (FHWA) to $376,072,000 instead
of $356,380,000 as proposed by the House and
$370,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. Within
the overall limitation, the conference agree-
ment includes a limitation of $70,484,000 to
carry out the functions and operations of the
office of motor carriers as proposed by the
House instead of $55,418,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

The conference agreement provides that
certain sums be made available under sec-
tion 104(a) of title 23, U.S.C. to carry out
specified activities, as follows: $6,000,000
shall be available for commercial remote
sensing products and spatial information
technologies under section 5113 of Public
Law 105–178, as amended; $5,000,000 shall be
available for the nationwide differential
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global positioning system program as au-
thorized; $8,000,000 shall be available for the
national historic covered bridge preservation
program under section 1224 of Public Law
105–178, as amended; $18,300,000 shall be avail-
able for the Indian reservation roads pro-
gram under section 204 of title 23, U.S.C.;
$16,400,000 shall be available for the public
lands highways program under section 204 of
title 23, U.S.C.; $11,000,000 shall be available
for the Park Roads and Parkways Program
under section 204 of title 23, U.S.C.; $1,300,000
shall be available for the refuge road pro-
gram under section 204 of title 23, U.S.C.;
$7,500,000 shall be made available for ‘‘Child
Passenger Protection Education Grants’’
under section 2003(b) of Public Law 105–178,
as amended; $10,000,000 shall be available for
the transportation and community and sys-
tem preservation program under section 1221
of Public Law 105–178; and $15,000,000 shall be
available to the University of Alabama in
Tuscaloosa, Alabama, for the Transportation
Research Institute.

The recommended distribution by program
and activity of the funding provided for
FHWA’s administrative expenses is as fol-
lows:
FHWA administrative ex-

penses (excluding OMC) .. $300,890,000
Accountwide adjustment ¥3,000,000
Eliminate funding for the

human resource infor-
mation system ............. ¥802,000

Eliminate funding for the
community/federal in-
formation partnership
program ....................... ¥6,000,000

Advanced vehicle tech-
nology consortia pro-
gram (section 5111 of
TEA21) ......................... 5,000,000

Eliminate funding for na-
tional rural develop-
ment program support ¥500,000

Transportation manage-
ment planning for the
Salt Lake City 2002
Winter Olympic Games
(section 1223 of TEA21) 5,000,000

Economic development
highways initiative ..... 5,000,000

Subtotal, FHWA (exclud-
ing OMC) ..................... 305,588,000

Motor carrier administra-
tive expenses .................. 61,234,000
Additional resources for

federal inspectors and
other safety-related ac-
tivities ......................... 9,250,000
Subtotal, motor carrier
expenses ...................... 70,484,000

Total, FHWA adminis-
trative expenses .......... 376,072,000

Advanced vehicle technology consortia pro-
gram.—The conference agreement provides
$5,000,000 for the advanced vehicle tech-
nology consortia program. These funds shall
be available to support a public/private part-
nership to design, develop, and deploy alter-
native fuel and propulsion systems focusing
on medium and heavy vehicles. The con-
ferees direct the FHWA to include with the
fiscal year 2001 budget request a report that
delineates a detailed strategic spending plan
for the advanced vehicle consortia program.
Moreover, the conferees direct that all devel-
opment, demonstration and deployment
projects to be funded within the advanced ve-
hicle consortia program require at least a
fifty percent non-federal match and that
none of the funds provided for this program
shall be used to advance magnetic levitation
technology.

Transportation management planning for the
Salt Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games.—

The conference agreement includes $5,000,000
for transportation management planning for
the Salt Lake City Winter Olympic Games,
as authorized by section 1223(c) of TEA21.
These funds shall be available for planning
activities and related temporary and perma-
nent transportation infrastructure invest-
ments based on the transportation manage-
ment plan approved by the Secretary.

In addition, the conferees recommend that
the Secretary give priority consideration
when allocating discretionary highway funds
to the following transportation projects to
support the 2002 Winter Olympic Games:

I–80: Kimball Junction—modification/re-
construction

I–80: Silver Creek Junction—modification/
reconstruction

SR 248 reconstruction: US 40 to Park City
Soldier Hollow Improvements: Wasatch

County
I–15 reconstruction: 10800 South to 600

North
I–215: 3500 South—interchange reconfigura-

tion
Turner-Fairbank Highway Research Center

contracting.—The conferees direct the FHWA
to identify and submit specific corrections it
plans to take in response to the Inspector
General’s audit of the Turner-Fairbank
Highway Research Center contracting activi-
ties to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations by December 1, 1999.

Central Artery/Ted Williams tunnel project.—
On May 24, 1999, the Inspector General re-
ported that between 1992 and 1997, the Massa-
chusetts Highway Department paid pre-
miums totaling $368,700,000 for an owner-con-
trolled insurance program on the Central Ar-
tery/Ted Williams Tunnel Project (Project)
in Boston, Massachusetts. Insurance com-
pany audits showed the premiums should
have been adjusted downward by a total of
$166,700,000 with interest. Since ninety per-
cent of the premium payments were made
with federal funds, the federal share of the
adjustments is $150,000,000. The Project in-
tended to keep those funds, as well as other
excess funds that might be paid into the in-
surance program through 2004, invested in its
reserve trust account until the year 2017. By
2017, the balance of the reserves was pro-
jected to grow to $826,000,000. The Project’s
1998 finance plan used the full future value of
the reserves as a ‘‘credit’’ to off-set construc-
tion costs and keep the ‘‘net’’ cost of the
Project at $10.8 billion. The Inspector Gen-
eral concluded that there were no docu-
mented insurance-related needs that justi-
fied the continued holding of the federal
money.

In response to recommendations contained
in the Inspector General’s report, FHWA
agreed to take action to use the accumulated
adjustments and interest not needed for
project costs during that time; and to issue
guidance to ensure future premium adjust-
ments are immediately returned and re-
serves for owner-controlled insurance pro-
grams do not exceed allowable amounts.
Given FHWA’s prior agreement to allow the
excess premiums to be retained in invest-
ment accounts, the conferees agree that the
FHWA’s planned actions are reasonable. The
conferees fully expect that there will be no
delays in recovering excess funds or imple-
menting the other agreed-upon actions. In
particular, the conferees are concerned that
guidance regarding federal funding of insur-
ance on transportation projects must be ade-
quate to ensure similar situations do not
arise in the future. Therefore, the conferees
direct the Secretary of Transportation to
issue guidance to ensure: (1) the federal
share of premium adjustments on all trans-
portation projects is immediately applied to
other project costs or returned to the U.S.
Treasury, and (2) reserve account balances

for insurance programs are adjusted annu-
ally so that reserves do not exceed the
amount reasonably needed to pay out-
standing claims. The conferees further direct
the Inspector General, as a part of the con-
tinuing oversight of the Central Artery
project, to monitor the implementation of
FHWA’s planned actions related to the Cen-
tral Artery insurance program.

Inspector General cost reimbursements.—The
conference agreement provides up to
$2,000,000 for Inspector General audit cost re-
imbursements. These funds are transferred
from FHWA’s administrative takedown as
authorized under section 104(a) of title 23 to
the Office of Inspector General.

Office of motor carriers.—The conference
agreement includes $70,484,000 for adminis-
trative expenses of the office of motor car-
riers as proposed by the House instead of
$55,418,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees agree that this level is necessary
to fund the critical investments in motor
carrier programs as identified by the House.
Within the funds provided, $200,000 shall be
available to conduct the school transpor-
tation safety study and $350,000 shall be
available for Operation Respond.

LIMITATION ON TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

The conference agreement deletes the limi-
tation on transportation research of
$422,450,000 proposed by the House. The Sen-
ate bill contained no similar limitation
under this heading. Funding for transpor-
tation research programs and activities is in-
cluded within the overall limitation on fed-
eral-aid highways, as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

The conference agreement limits obliga-
tions for the federal-aid highways program
to $27,701,350,000 as proposed by both the
House and the Senate. The conference agree-
ment also includes the following limitations
within the overall limitation on obligations
for the federal-aid highways program as pro-
posed by the Senate: $391,450,000 for transpor-
tation research; $20,000,000 for the magnetic
levitation transportation technology deploy-
ment program, of which not more than
$1,000,000 shall be available to the Federal
Railroad Administration for administrative
expenses and technical assistance; $31,000,000
for the Bureau of Transportation Statistics;
and $211,200,000 for intelligent transportation
systems. The House bill contained no similar
sub-limitations.

The conference agreement deletes the pro-
vision proposed by the Senate providing
$10,000,000 for the national historic covered
bridge preservation program from the discre-
tionary bridge program and $5,000,000 for the
nationwide differential global positioning
system from funds made available for intel-
ligent transportation systems. These set-
asides are addressed under ‘‘Federal Highway
Administration, Limitation on administra-
tive expenses’’.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision proposed by the Senate that requires
the Secretary, at the request of the State of
Nevada, to transfer up to $10,000,000 of its
minimum guarantee apportionments, and an
equal amount of obligation authority, to the
State of California for use on high priority
project numbered 829 in Public Law 105–178,
relating to the widening of I–15 in San
Bernardino County. This provision shall, in
no way, affect the formulae for distributing
contract authority and obligational author-
ity to the states. The House bill contained
no similar provision.

The conference agreement also includes a
provision, which after deducting $90,000,000
for high priority projects and $8,000,000 for
the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, distributes rev-
enue aligned budget authority directly to
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the states consistent with each state’s indi-
vidual guaranteed share under section 1105 of
Public Law 105–178. Such an approach maxi-
mizes resources flowing to the states.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

Within the funds provided for surface
transportation research, the conference
agreement includes $65,000,000 for highway
research and development for the following
activities:

Safety ................................ $14,200,000
Pavements ......................... 13,050,000
Structures ......................... 15,000,000
Environment ..................... 6,200,000
Policy ................................ 4,000,000
Planning ............................ 4,000,000
Motor carrier ..................... 6,400,000
Advanced research ............. 900,000
Highway operations ........... 750,000
Freight .............................. 500,000

Total ............................ 65,000,000

Safety.—The conferees direct FHWA to en-
sure that safety research and development
activities receive the same level of funding
as provided in fiscal year 1999. Within the
funds provided for safety research, the con-
ferees encourage the FHWA to provide up to
$100,000 to conduct research and to incor-
porate guidance in the National Manual of
Uniform Traffic Control Device for highway/
rail grade crossing pre-signal operations, and
to advance a new traffic signal warrant for
preemption requirements. The conferees also
encourage the FHWA to provide up to
$750,000 to evaluate and deploy a nationwide
highway watch program to improve roadway
safety.

The Secretary of Transportation is encour-
aged to evaluate means of improving the
safety of persons present at roadside emer-
gency scenes, including motor vehicle acci-
dents. The study should evaluate the effec-
tiveness of state laws designed to improve
the safety of persons present at roadside
emergency scenes; determine the feasibility
of requiring drivers operating motor vehicles
approaching a roadside emergency scene to
move to the farthest lane from the emer-
gency scene and decrease motor speed to 10
miles per hour under the posted speed limit;
and collect such statistics as may be nec-
essary to assist policy makers in addressing
issues of safety at roadside emergency
scenes.

Pavements.—Within the funds provided for
pavements research, the conferees encourage
the FHWA to provide up to $400,000 for
geosynthetic material research; and up to
$1,500,000 to study the potential benefits to
federally funded highway projects and as-
phalt surfaces of early application of
emulsified sealer/binder and research related
to development of low cost pavement with
flexibility to tolerate heaves in extreme cli-
mates. The conferees further encourage the
FHWA to provide up to $1,000,000 to evaluate
and promote the benefits of silica fume high
performance concrete and to submit a report
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations by September 30, 2001 of its find-
ings. The FHWA is also encouraged to work
with an academic and industry-led national
consortium and to provide funding within
available balances for an additional polymer
additive project to demonstrate the use of
polymer additives in pavement for civil in-
frastructure purposes, and researchers at the
University of Mississippi to develop concepts
and technologies that will lead to better con-
structed pavements. And lastly, the FHWA is
encouraged to provide up to $1,250,000 for re-
search costs associated with constructing a
segment of highway utilizing a binder com-
posed of polymer additives and to work with
the South Carolina State University and

Clemson University to further research in
this area.

Structures.—Within the funds provided for
structures research, the conferees encourage
the FHWA to provide up to $1,500,000 for the
Utah Department of Transportation and the
Utah Transportation Center to conduct re-
search of load capacities of deteriorating
bridges. The conferees also encourage the
FHWA to provide up to $1,200,000 to develop
advanced engineering and wood composites
for bridge construction and to work with Cal
State University at San Diego and the Uni-
versity of Maine. The conferees encourage
the department to consider establishing an
earthquake simulation facility at the Ne-
vada test site for full-earthquake testing ap-
plications.

The conferees encourage the FHWA to pro-
vide up to $2,000,000 to establish a center of
excellence at the West Virginia University
Constructed Facility Center. The conferees
encourage the FHWA to work with Lehigh
University and its center for advanced tech-
nology for large structural systems. FHWA
is also encouraged to provide up to $1,000,000
for the development of technology to prevent
and mitigate alkali silica reactivity utilizing
lithium salts. Lastly, FHWA is encouraged
to support research into and deployment of
the use of electronic control of magnets to
reduce sound and vibration during major
highway construction.

Environment.—Within the funds provided
for environment research, the conferees en-
courage the FHWA to collaborate with the
National Environmental Research Center on
its research strategy. FHWA is also encour-
aged to provide up to $300,000 for native vege-
tation research and up to $1,000,000 to sup-
port research to examine the levels and
types of fine particulate matter produced by
highway sources, and to develop improved
tools to predict truck travel and resulting
emissions on nitrous oxides. Up to $100,000 is
provided to further the PM–10 study within
funds provided for highway research and de-
velopment.

Policy.—The FHWA is encouraged to de-
velop a comprehensive program of inter-
national logistics training and operational
testing to enhance the movement of freight
through international corridors and facili-
ties. In addition, the FHWA is encouraged to
study cross state line planning and propose
tools or processes that will facilitate the pre-
liminary planning process in the absence of a
memorandum of understanding between the
affected states. None of the funds provided
for any surface transportation subaccount
may be used to support research into sus-
tainability.

Planning and real estate.—Within the funds
provided for planning and real estate re-
search, the conferees encourage the FHWA
to be the lead agency in the next develop-
mental phase of the National Transportation
Network Analysis Capability at Los Alamos
Laboratory.

Freight.—The conference agreement pro-
vides $500,000 for freight research.

Motor carrier research.—The conferees di-
rect the FHWA to improve the budget jus-
tification materials in the area of motor car-
rier research. The conferees also direct that
not more than $60,000 shall be available from
all department funding sources for the inter-
national conference on motor carrier re-
search. Within the funds available for motor
carrier research, the conferees encourage the
FHWA to provide up to $500,000 for the truck
driver center initiative at Crowder College,
Missouri. The FHWA is also encouraged to
provide up to $1,000,000 to study the effects of
shift changes on truck driver alertness.

Interstate rest areas.—The conferees encour-
age the FHWA to study interstate rest areas
and liability and maintenance costs issues

and provide recommendations as to methods
for states to ensure competitive alternatives
for interstate travelers and to provide uni-
formity, rest area signage standards, and
oasis identification conformity.

Electronic control module technology.—The
conferees encourage the FHWA to work with
interested parties to explore a standard of
protocol for electronic control module tech-
nologies for access to and the relevant data
to be recorded in this area.

Technology and deployment.—The conferees
direct the FHWA to respond by December 1,
1999 to each of the recommendations pre-
sented in the Transportation Research Board
report on technology deployment and report
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations how FHWA will improve its
mechanisms of technology transfer and eval-
uations. Within the funds provided for tech-
nology and deployment, the conferees en-
courage FHWA to provide up to $2,000,000 for
the Center for Advanced Simulation Tech-
nology in New York and Auburn University
for a transportation management plan.

INTELLIGENT TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

The conference agreement provides a total
of $211,200,000 for intelligent transportation
systems (ITS), of which $113,000,000 is avail-
able for ITS deployment and $98,200,000 is for
ITS research and development. Within the
funds made available for intelligent trans-
portation systems, the conference agreement
provides that not less than the following
sums shall be available for intelligent trans-
portation projects in these specified areas:

Project location Conference
Albuquerque, New Mexico ........... $2,000,000
Arapahoe County, Colorado ......... 1,000,000
Branson, Missouri ........................ 1,000,000
Central, Pennsylvania ................. 1,000,000
Charlotte, North Carolina ........... 1,000,000
Chicago, Illinois .......................... 1,000,000
City of Superior and Douglas

County, Wisconsin .................... 1,000,000
Clay County, Missouri ................. 300,000
Clearwater, Florida ..................... 3,500,000
College Station, Texas ................. 1,000,000
Central, Ohio ............................... 1,000,000
Commonwealth of Virginia .......... 4,000,000
Corpus Christi, Texas .................. 1,500,000
Delaware River, Pennsylvania ..... 1,000,000
Fairfield, California ..................... 750,000
Fargo, North Dakota ................... 1,000,000
Florida Bay County, Florida ....... 1,000,000
Fort Worth, Texas ....................... 2,500,000
Grand Forks, North Dakota ........ 500,000
Greater Metropolitan Capital Re-

gion, DC .................................... 5,000,000
Greater Yellowstone, Montana .... 1,000,000
Houma, Louisiana ........................ 1,000,000
Houston, Texas ............................ 1,500,000
Huntsville, Alabama .................... 500,000
Inglewood, California .................. 1,000,000
Jefferson County, Colorado ......... 1,500,000
Kansas City, Missouri .................. 1,000,000
Las Vegas, Nevada ....................... 2,800,000
Los Angeles, California ............... 1,000,000
Miami, Florida ............................. 1,000,000
Mission Viejo, California ............. 1,000,000
Monroe County, New York .......... 1,000,000
Nashville, Tennessee ................... 1,000,000
Northeast Florida ........................ 1,000,000
Oakland, California ..................... 500,000
Oakland County, Michigan .......... 1,000,000
Oxford, Mississippi ...................... 1,500,000
Pennsylvania Turnpike, Pennsyl-

vania ......................................... 2,500,000
Pueblo, Colorado .......................... 1,000,000
Puget Sound, Washington ............ 1,000,000
Reno/Tahoe, California/Nevada .... 500,000
Rensselaer County, New York ..... 1,000,000
Sacramento County, California ... 1,000,000
Salt Lake City, Utah ................... 3,000,000
San Francisco, California ............ 1,000,000
Santa Clara, California ................ 1,000,000
Santa Teresa, New Mexico ........... 1,000,000
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Seattle, Washington .................... 2,100,000
Shenandoah Valley, Virginia ....... 2,500,000
Shreveport, Louisiana ................. 1,000,000
Silicon Valley, California ............ 1,000,000
Southeast Michigan ..................... 2,000,000
Spokane, Washington .................. 500,000
St. Louis, Missouri ...................... 1,000,000
State of Missouri ......................... 1,000,000
State of Alabama ......................... 1,300,000
State of Alaska ............................ 3,000,000
State of Arizona .......................... 1,000,000
State of Colorado ......................... 1,500,000
State of Delaware ........................ 2,000,000
State of Idaho .............................. 2,000,000
State of Illinois ........................... 1,500,000
State of Maryland ........................ 2,000,000
State of Minnesota ...................... 7,000,000
State of Montana ......................... 1,000,000
State of Nebraska ........................ 500,000
State of Oregon ............................ 1,000,000
State of Texas .............................. 4,000,000
State of Vermont rural systems .. 1,000,000
States of New Jersey and New

York .......................................... 2,000,000
Statewide Transcom/Transmit

upgrades, New Jersey ............... 4,000,000
Tacoma Puyallup, Washington .... 500,000
Thurston, Washington ................. 1,000,000
Towamencin, Pennsylvania ......... 600,000
Wausau-Stevens Point-Wisconsin

Rapids, Wisconsin ..................... 1,500,000
Wayne County, Michigan ............. 1,000,000

Projects selected for funding shall con-
tribute to the integration and interoper-
ability of intelligent transportation systems,
consistent with the criteria set forth in
TEA21.

Shenandoah Valley, Virginia.—The con-
ference agreement includes $2,500,000 for In-
telligent Transportation Systems (ITS) in
Virginia’s Shenandoah Valley. The conferees
are encouraged by the opportunities to im-
prove safety with ITS programs such as the
collection and distribution of real time in-
formation, installation of dynamic message
signs and safety monitors, coordination of
emergency response, and other systems and
encourage efforts with Shenandoah Univer-
sity, George Mason University and Virginia
Tech.

Washington, D.C.—The conference agree-
ment includes $5,000,000 for Intelligent
Transportation Systems (ITS) in the na-
tional capital region. Within the amount
provided, the conferees urge funding be made
available to George Mason University to de-
velop a system which coordinates ITS re-
sponses to major capital projects in North-
ern Virginia.

The conference report provides $98,200,000
for ITS research and development activities,
to be distributed by activity as follows:

Research and development $47,450,000
Operational tests ............... 6,650,000
Evaluations ....................... 7,000,000
Architecture and standards 16,400,000
Integration ........................ 10,700,000
Mainstreaming .................. 1,000,000
Program support ............... 9,000,000

Total ............................ 98,200,000

Within the funds for research and develop-
ment, the conferees encourage the FHWA to
work with Drexel University to focus on the
link between intelligent transportation sys-
tems and transportation infrastructure.

Within the funds provided for evaluations,
the conferees encourage the FHWA to pro-
vide up to $1,000,000 for the testing and devel-
opment of a smart commercial drivers li-
cense utilizing smart card and biometric ele-
ments to enhance safety and efficiency.

The conferees encourage the FHWA to con-
sider establishing a program to test passive
technology and incorporate the results into

the department’s development and imple-
mentation of a national standards regime.
FERRY BOATS AND FERRY TERMINAL FACILITIES

Within the funds available for ferry boats
and ferry terminal facilities, funds are to be
available for the following projects and ac-
tivities:

Project Conference
Hokes Bluff, Alabama ferry ......... $350,000
LaPoint, Wisconsin ferry ter-

minal ........................................ 575,000
McClelland, Virgelle, and Carter

ferry sites, Montana ................. 1,500,000
New Bedford, Massachusetts ferry

terminal .................................... 500,000
New London ferry terminal ......... 800,000
North Carolina ferry system ........ 2,000,000
Penn’s landing ferry, Pennsyl-

vania ......................................... 1,500,000
Port Clinton, Ohio ferry and pas-

senger terminal ........................ 1,000,000
Potomac River ferry .................... 500,000
Savannah, Georgia water taxi ..... 500,000
Seattle Elliott Bay water taxi ..... 500,000
State of Hawaii for intra-island

ferry service from Barbers
Point to Honolulu Harbor ......... 1,500,000

MAGNETIC LEVITATION TRANSPORTATION
TECHNOLOGY DEPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Within the funds available for the mag-
netic levitation transportation technology
deployment program, funds are to be avail-
able for the following projects and activities:

Administration ............................ $1,000,000
Segmented rail phased induction

electric magnetic motor (SER-
APHIM) project ........................ 1,000,000

Port Authority of Allegheny
County, Pennsylvania ............... 3,500,000

Maryland Department of Trans-
portation .................................. 2,250,000

California-Nevada super speed
train commission ...................... 2,250,000

Florida Department of Transpor-
tation ........................................ 2,250,000

Greater New Orleans Expressway
Commission .............................. 2,250,000

Georgia/Atlanta Regional Com-
mission ..................................... 2,250,000

State of California ....................... 2,250,000

Segmented rail phased induction electric mag-
netic motor (SERAPHIM) project.—The con-
ferees have provided $1,000,000 for the SERA-
PHIM project from program set-asides for
low speed maglev research. This technology
has been identified as a potential transit op-
tion for the Colorado intermountain fixed
guideway authority, Denver International
Airport to Eagle County Airport corridor.

NATIONAL CORRIDOR PLANNING AND
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Within the funds available for the national
corridor planning and development program,
funds are to be available for the following
projects and activities:
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Columbus port-of-entry realign-

ment, Columbus, New Mexico ... $1,000,000
Corridor 18, Texas ........................ 15,000,000
I–5, Washington ........................... 4,000,000
I–66, Kentucky ............................. 5,000,000
Mon-Fayette expressway, West

Virginia .................................... 12,000,000
Route 2, New Hampshire, corridor

planning .................................... 1,500,000
Stevenson Expressway, Chicago,

Illinois ...................................... 8,000,000
STH 29, Wisconsin development

corridor, Chappewa Falls to Elk
Mound ....................................... 12,000,000

In addition, the conferees direct that
$10,000,000 be available only to the states of
Arizona, California, New Mexico and Texas
for safety and enforcement enhancements

such as portable scales, facilities, software,
supplies, and equipment and leasing or pur-
chase of land necessary to house additional
OMCHS inspectors as well as to construct ac-
cess and egress and other roadway improve-
ments directly related to the efficient oper-
ation of the facilities.
TRANSPORTATION AND COMMUNITY AND SYSTEM

PRESERVATION PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides a total
of $35,000,000 for the transportation and com-
munity and system preservation program, of
which $10,000,000 are derived from the admin-
istrative takedown. Within the funds avail-
able for the transportation and community
and system preservation program, funds are
to be available for the following projects and
activities:

Project Conference
Alabama Department of Trans-

portation Statewide Dock In-
ventory Assesssment ................ $400,000

Albuquerque Downtown Trans-
portation Management Pro-
gram ......................................... 600,000

Anchorage, Alaska Ship Creek re-
development & port access
planning .................................... 500,000

Arlington County, Virginia pe-
destrian, bicycle access and
other transit improvements ..... 500,000

Burlington, Vermont North
Street revitalization project .... 400,000

City of New Haven, Connecticut
trolley cars ............................... 250,000

City of Warwick, Rhode Island,
Station Redevelopment Plan-
ning ........................................... 300,000

Community and environmental
transportation acceptability
program of southern California 500,000

Concord, New Hampshire ‘‘20/20
Vision’’ small community plan-
ning guide ................................. 400,000

Denver, Colorado 16th Street Pe-
destrian Improvements ............. 500,000

Desert Research Institute Air
Quality Study ........................... 500,000

DuPage County, Illinois transpor-
tation alternatives develop-
ment ......................................... 750,000

Fairbanks, Alaska Riverwalk
Centennial Bridge community
connector project ...................... 1,000,000

Florence, Alabama pedestrian
and other transportation im-
provements ............................... 1,000,000

Fort Worth, Texas corridor rede-
velopment and transit linkages 1,500,000

Green Bay, Wisconsin pedestrian
improvements and livable com-
munities projects ...................... 750,000

Houston, Texas Main Street cor-
ridor livable communities ........ 500,000

Jackson, Mississippi Pearl River
Airport Connector Study .......... 1,000,000

Kalispell, Montana Bus Barn Fa-
cility ......................................... 400,000

Knoxville, Tennessee electric
transit project .......................... 500,000

Lufkin, Texas Small Town Liv-
ability Demonstration Project 400,000

Metrowest regional transpor-
tation study, Massachusetts ..... 250,000

Monmouth, County, New Jersey
pedestrian improvements ......... 300,000

Montclair New Jersey connection
transit livable communities ..... 250,000

Muncie, Indiana community con-
nectors ...................................... 250,000

New Rochelle, New York inter-
modal center ............................. 500,000

North Jersey transportation
planning authority ................... 800,000

Northwest Michigan transpor-
tation use initiative ................. 125,000

Omaha, Nebraska ‘‘Back to the
River’’ community project and
pedestrian access ...................... 2,000,000
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Pennsylvania Avenue traffic
mitigation measures ................. 500,000

Putnam County, West Virginia—
Route 35 management plan ....... 450,000

Raton, New Mexico historic reha-
bilitation project ...................... 600,000

Richmond, Virginia Main Street
intermodal facility ................... 1,750,000

River Market/College Station,
Arkansas livable communities 750,000

San Francisco, California civic
center plaza .............................. 1,075,000

South Amboy, New Jersey re-
gional multimodal transpor-
tation initiative ........................ 250,000

State of Oregon TCSP Program ... 500,000
Utah-Colorado ‘‘Isolated Empire’’

Rail Connector Study ............... 1,000,000
White Plains, New York

TRANSCENTER pedestrian im-
provements ............................... 1,000,000

BRIDGE DISCRETIONARY PROGRAM

Within the funds available for the bridge
discretionary program, funds are to be avail-
able for the following projects and activities:

Project Conference
Florida Memorial Bridge ............. $12,000,000
Hoover Dam ................................. 9,000,000
Naheola Bridge, Alabama ............ 5,000,000
Paso Del Norte International

Bridge ....................................... 1,200,000
Turner Diagonal Bridge, Kansas

City, Kansas ............................. 3,000,000
Union Village Bridge, Thetford

and Cambridge Junction
Bridge, Cambridge, Vermont .... 2,000,000

US 82 to Mississippi River Bridge
Greenville, Washington County,
Mississippi ................................ 9,000,000

Williamston-Marietta Bridge,
Wood County, West Virginia .... 4,000,000

Witt-Penn Bridge, New Jersey ..... 3,000,000
FEDERAL LANDS

Within the funds available for federal
lands, funds are to be available for the fol-
lowing projects and activities:

Project Conference
Austin Junction-Baker

County Line section of
US 26, Oregon ................. $6,500,000

Big Mountain, Montana .... 2,500,000
Blackstone Valley Na-

tional Heritage Corridor,
Rhode Island ................... 2,000,000

Boyer Chute National
Wildlife Refuge, Ne-
braska ............................. 1,500,000

Chincoteague National
Wildlife Refuge, Virginia 1,000,000

Chugach National Forest,
Bird Creek road widening
and public safety project 1,000,000

Daniel Boone Parkway,
Kentucky ........................ 2,000,000

Delaware River Water Gap
National Recreational
Area, New Jersey ............ 3,400,000

Donlin Creek access road,
Alaska ............................ 500,000

Hakalau Forest National
Wildlife Refuge ............... 400,000

Harpers Ferry National
Historical Park Shore-
line Drive improvements,
West Virginia ................. 2,400,000

Highway 117 feasibility
study, Louisiana ............. 500,000

Highway 323 upgrade be-
tween Alzada and
Ekalaka, Montana .......... 2,200,000

Historic Columbia River
Highway state trail, Or-
egon ................................ 500,000

Katmai National Park,
Lake Camp access .......... 1,100,000

Kealia Pond National Wild-
life Refuge ...................... 1,100,000

Project Conference
Kenai Fjords National

Park ............................... 1,100,000
Kenai Peninsula road and

trail improvements ........ 500,000
Lemhi Pass Road, west of

Clark Canyon dam, Mon-
tana ................................ 2,000,000

New Mexico Route 4 Jemez
Pueblo Bypass, New Mex-
ico ................................... 500,000

New River Gorge National
River, pave and realign
Cunard Road, West Vir-
ginia ............................... 960,000

North Fork Road in Co-
lumbia Falls, Montana ... 2,400,000

Puukohola Heiau National
Historic Site ................... 2,000,000

Snoqualmie Valley, Wash-
ington (Forest Service) .. 2,000,000

Soldier Hollow improve-
ments and Bear River
migratory bird refuge ac-
cess road ......................... 3,000,000

SR 248, Utah ...................... 3,700,000
Timucuan Preserve Road,

Florida ........................... 1,000,000
US 89, west boundary to

Bishoff Canyon, Idaho .... 2,000,000
The conferees direct that the funds allo-

cated above are to be derived from the
FHWA’s public lands discretionary program,
and not from funds allocated to the National
Park Service’s regions.

FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAYS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides a liqui-
dating cash appropriation of $26,000,000,000
for the federal-aid highways program instead
of $26,125,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $26,300,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides a liqui-
dating cash appropriation of $105,000,000 for
motor carrier safety grants as proposed by
the House. The Senate bill provided
$155,000,000.

MOTOR CARRIER SAFETY GRANTS

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement includes a limi-
tation on obligations of $105,000,000 for motor
carrier safety grants proposed by the House
and the Senate. This agreement allocates
funding in the following manner:

Basic motor carrier safety
grants ............................. $75,881,250

Performance-based incen-
tive grants ...................... 8,431,250

Border assistance and pri-
ority initiatives .............. 9,500,000

State training and admin-
istration ......................... 1,187,500

Information systems ......... 3,200,000
Motor carrier analysis ....... 1,100,000
Implementation of PRISM 4,875,000
Driver program .................. 825,000

Total ............................ 105,000,000

Commercial drivers license program.—The Of-
fice of Motor Carriers shall work with states
to assure that they have the most up-to-date
driving record for people that hold a com-
mercial driver’s license (CDL) and that this
information can be easily transferred. A re-
port on the office’s efforts to the House and
Senate Appropriations Committees is due
May 1, 2000.

Also on May 1, 2000, the FHWA shall sub-
mit a report on their planned remedies to

the vulnerabilities in the CDL program, as
required in the Senate report accompanying
the bill.

NATIONAL HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY
ADMINISTRATION

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

The conference agreement provides
$87,400,000 from the general fund for highway
and traffic safety activities as proposed by
the House. The Senate did not provide a gen-
eral fund appropriation for NHTSA’s oper-
ations and research activities. Instead, the
Senate provided $72,900,000 from the Highway
Trust Fund for these activities.

A total of $62,928,000 shall remain available
until September 30, 2002 as proposed by the
House. The Senate made $48,843,000 available
until September 30, 2001.

The agreement includes a provision that
prohibits NHTSA from obligating or expend-
ing funds to plan, finalize, or implement any
rulemakings that would add requirements
pertaining to tire grading standards that are
different from those standards already in ef-
fect. This provision was contained in both
the House and Senate bills.

OPERATIONS AND RESEARCH

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$72,000,000 from the highway trust fund to
carry out provisions of 23 U.S.C. 403 as pro-
posed by both the House and the Senate.

The following table summarizes the con-
ference agreement for operations and re-
search (general fund and highway trust fund
combined) by budget activity:

Salaries and benefits ......... $52,643,000
Travel ................................ 1,155,000
Operating expenses ............ 18,409,000
Contract programs:

Safety performance ........ 3,429,000
Safety assurance ............ 9,045,000
Highway safety programs 37,513,000
Research and analysis .... 48,901,000
General administration .. 645,000

Grant administration re-
imbursements ................. ¥10,340,000

Total ............................ 161,400,000

Staffing.—The conference agreement does
not provide any funding for the 14 new staff
requested by NHTSA. The agency currently
has a number of vacancies that need to be
filled prior to hiring new staff (¥$890,000).

Operating expenses.—Due to budget con-
straints, the conference agreement deletes
all funds for the air bag on/off switch project
because the requests for applications have
not materialized as expected. NHTSA should
report to the House and Senate Committees
on Appropriations annually on the level of
applications. Within the existing operating
expense budget, NHTSA can fulfill legal data
collection requirements for this project
through the use of existing staff and funds.

Travel.—The conference agreement deletes
all of the requested travel increase except
$30,000. This should be used to fund travel re-
lated to international harmonization activi-
ties (¥$346,000).

Human resource information system.—Fund-
ing is deleted for the human resource infor-
mation system throughout the department
(¥$223,000).

New car assessment program.—The con-
ference agreement provides an increase for
the new car assessment program (+$223,000)
to assure that NHTSA has sufficient funds to
conduct enough crash tests to provide con-
sumers information on the majority of new
vehicles.

Safe Communities.—Funding has been de-
leted for the safe communities program, con-
sistent with action taken by both the House
and the Senate (¥$1,401,000).



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9113September 30, 1999
Drivers license identification.—Funding has

been denied for the drivers license identifica-
tion program, consistent with action taken
by both the House and the Senate
(¥$264,000).

Head injury research.—Within the emer-
gency medical services program, $750,000
shall be used to initiate the third phase of
head injury prehospital protocols. The con-
ferees encourage NHTSA to continue work-
ing with Aitkens Neuroscience Center during
this phase of the program and to initiate
training of emergency medical services per-
sonnel in as many states of possible.

Aggressive driving.—A total of $1,000,000 has
been provided to develop and implement a
regional education and driver modification
program to combat aggressive driving in
Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Co-
lumbia.

Rural trauma.— The conference agreement
allocates $875,000 to initiate a project at the
University of South Alabama on rural vehic-
ular trauma victims, as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

Biomechanics.—At a minimum, NHTSA
should continue to support the biomechanics
program at the 1999 level. The conferees are
very supportive of the work being conducted
by the crash injury research and engineering
network.

The conference agreement has also pro-
vided $1,250,000 to fund the development of a
comprehensive integrated research program
in injury sciences at the University of Ala-
bama at Birmingham, as detailed in the Sen-
ate report.

State data program.—The conferees urge
NHTSA to work with the State of Montana
and Yellowstone County Traffic Safety Com-
mission to develop a statewide hospital
emergency department database and a state-
wide hospital discharge data system so that
this state can begin participating in the
Crash Outcome Data Evaluation System in
the near future.

Grant administration.—Under TEA21,
NHTSA may draw up to five percent of its
administrative costs for the grant program.
The conference agreement reflects a five-per-
cent draw down.

NATIONAL DRIVER REGISTER

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$2,000,000 for the National Driver Register as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.
Of this funding, up to $250,000 may be used
for the technology assessment authorized
under section 2006 of TEA21.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)
(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$206,800,000 to liquidate contract authoriza-
tions for highway traffic safety grants, as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.

HIGHWAY TRAFFIC SAFETY GRANTS

(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement limits obliga-
tions for highway traffic safety grants to
$206,800,000 as proposed by both the House
and the Senate. A total of $10,340,000 has
been provided for administration of the
grant programs instead of $9,973,000 as pro-
posed by both the House and the Senate. Of
this total, not more than $7,640,000 of the
funds made available for section 402, not
more than $500,000 of the funds made avail-
able for section 405, not more than $1,800,000
of the funds made available for section 410,
and not more than $400,000 of the funds made
available for section 411 shall be available to
NHTSA for administering highway safety
grants under chapter 4 of title 23. This lan-

guage is necessary to ensure that each grant
program does not contribute more than five
percent of the total administrative costs.

As noted within the Federal Highway Ad-
ministration, the conference agreement allo-
cates $7,500,000 for child passenger protection
education grants. The amount is the same as
proposed by the Senate but the funding is
not explicitly transferred, in bill language,
to NHTSA as proposed by the Senate. The
conferees believe that FHWA should make
these funds available to NHTSA to carry out
the provision of Public Law 105–178. The
House bill contained no similar appropria-
tion.

The conference agreement retains bill lan-
guage, proposed by both the House and Sen-
ate, that limits technical assistance to
States from section 410 to $500,000.

The conference agreement prohibits the
use of funds for construction, rehabilitation
or remodeling costs, or for office furnishings
and fixtures for state, local, or private build-
ings or structures, as proposed by both the
House and the Senate.

The bill includes separate obligation limi-
tations with the following funding alloca-
tions:

State and community
grants ............................. $152,800,000

Occupant protection incen-
tive grants ...................... 10,000,000

State highway data im-
provement grants ........... 8,000,000

Alcohol incentive grants ... 36,000,000
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

SAFETY AND OPERATIONS

The conference agreement appropriates
$94,288,000 for safety and operations instead
of $94,448,000 as proposed by the House and
$91,789,000 as proposed by the Senate. Of the
total amount, $6,800,000 shall remain avail-
able until expended, as proposed by the
House instead of $6,700,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The following adjustments were made to
the budget estimate:

Deny half-year funding for
7 new positions ............... ¥$400,000

Delete funding for human
resource information sys-
tem ................................. ¥253,000

Reduce contract support ... ¥250,000
Decrease funding for infor-

mation technology ini-
tiative ............................ ¥771,000

Credit availability study ... +150,000
Operation lifesaver ............ +350,000

Net adjustment to
budget request ............. ¥1,174,000

Restructuring and staffing flexibility imple-
mentation report.—The conferees direct FRA
to provide a detailed report on the consolida-
tion of offices of the Administrator, Railroad
Safety, and the administrative activities of
the research and next generation high-speed
rail accounts over the first three quarters of
fiscal year 2000. Using fiscal year 1999 end-of-
year staffing levels as a base, the agency
shall chart how staffing flexibility is imple-
mented, detailing the movements of per-
sonnel and staff hours among administra-
tive, research, and safety activities. In addi-
tion, comparisons between the first three
quarters of fiscal year 1999 and the first
three quarters of fiscal year 2000 shall be
made using the following measures: number
of track miles inspected; number of freight
miles inspected; number of site-specific safe-
ty inspections performed; number of enforce-
ment cases closed; and amount of civil pen-
alty assessments collected or settled.

Fiscal year 2001 budget presentation.—The
FRA is directed to provide supporting docu-
mentation in the fiscal year 2001 budget jus-

tification at the same level of detail as that
specified in the fiscal year 1999 budget.

Information technology.—FRA shall submit
a detailed spending plan for the agency’s new
information technology system, as specified
in the Senate report, as part of its fiscal year
2001 budget justification.

Small railroad investment needs and financial
study options.—A total of $150,000 has been
provided to study small railroad investment
needs and financial options; to determine the
public interest benefits associated with light
density rail networks in the states and their
contribution to a multi-modal transpor-
tation system; and to demonstrate the rela-
tionship of light density railroad services to
the statutory responsibilities of the Sec-
retary, including those under Title 23.

Operation lifesaver.—The conference agree-
ment increases funding for Operation Life-
saver $350,000 above the budget request, for a
total program level of $950,000. This funding
will support initial work on a national public
service campaign to increase awareness of
highway-rail grade crossing safety and tres-
pass prevention. The conferees stress the im-
portance of implementing a unified cam-
paign that has the financial and technical
support of the railroad industry, FRA and
the law enforcement community.

Valley trains and tours.—The conferees con-
tinue to be supportive of scenic passenger
rail service in Shenandoah County, Virginia
and encourage FRA to continue partici-
pating in this effort with Valley trains and
tours, the Commonwealth of Virginia, and
Norfolk Southern.

The conference report deletes two language
provisions contained in the Senate bill: (1)
requiring FRA to reimburse the Department
of Transportation’s Inspector General
$1,000,000 for the costs associated with rail
audits and investigations; and (2) permitting
the Administrator to transfer up to 10 per-
cent of the funds specified for the safety and
operations office. The House bill contained
no similar provisions.

Bill language is included that authorizes
the Secretary to receive payments from the
Union Station Redevelopment Corporation,
credit them to the first deed of trust, and
make payments on the first deed of trust.
These funds may be advanced by the Admin-
istrator from unobligated balances available
to the Federal Railroad Administration and
must be reimbursed from payments received
by the Union Station Redevelopment Cor-
poration. Both the House and Senate bills
contained these provisions.

RAILROAD RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement provides
$22,464,000 for railroad research and develop-
ment instead of $21,300,000 as proposed by the
House and $22,364,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

T–6.—The conference agreement provides
$500,000 for the T–6 research vehicle.

Full-scale crash test.—A total of $1,800,000
has been provided for the full-scale crash
test of rail passenger equipment at the
Transportation Test Center.

Safety research.—A total of $1,000,000 has
been allocated to four safety research pro-
grams: (1) $250,000 for the Center of Advanced
Vehicle Technologies at the University of
Alabama to test the interoperability of vehi-
cle proximity alert systems; (2) $250,000 for
Marshall University and the University of
Nebraska to develop integrated track sta-
bility assessment and monitoring system
using site-specific geo-technical/spatial pa-
rameters and remote sensing technologies;
(3) $250,000 for Montana State University at
Bozeman to pilot real-time diagnostic moni-
toring of rail rolling stock; and (4) $250,000 to
the University of Missouri-Rolla to work on
advanced composite materials for use in re-
pairing and rehabilitating aging railroad
bridges.
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Railcar weight study.—The conferees en-

courage FRA to conduct a study regarding
track and bridge requirements for handling
286,000–pound rail cars, as specified in the
House report.
RAILROAD REHABILITATION AND IMPROVEMENT

PROGRAM

The conference agreement includes bill
language proposed by both the House and
Senate specifying that no new direct loans or
loan guarantee commitments can be made
using federal funds for the payment of any
credit premium amount during fiscal year
2000. No federal appropriation is required
since a non-federal infrastructure partner
may contribute the subsidy amount required
by the Credit Reform Act of 1990 in the form
of a credit risk premium. Once received,
statutorily established investigation charges
are immediately available for appraisals and
necessary determinations and findings.

NEXT GENERATION HIGH-SPEED RAIL

The conference agreement provides
$27,200,000 for the next generation high-speed
rail program instead of $22,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $20,500,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The following table
summarizes the conference agreement by
budget activity:

Train control projects:
Illinois project ................ $6,500,000
Michigan project ............ 3,000,000
Alaska project ................ 5,000,000
Transportation safety re-

search alliance ............ 500,000
Non-electric locomotives:

Advanced locomotive
propulsion system ....... 4,000,000

Prototype locomotives ... 3,000,000
Grade crossings and inno-

vative technologies:
North Carolina sealed

corridor ....................... 400,000
Mitigating hazards ......... 2,500,000
Low-cost technologies .... 1,100,000

Track and structures ......... 1,200,000

Total ............................ 27,200,000

Rail-highway crossing hazard eliminations.—
Under section 1103 of TEA21, an automatic
set-aside of $5,250,000 a year is made avail-
able for the elimination of rail-highway
crossing hazards. A limited number of rail
corridors are eligible for these funds. Of
these set-aside funds, the following alloca-
tions are made:

North Carolina’s sealed corridor
initiative .................................. $750,000

High-speed rail corridor between
Washington, D.C. and Rich-
mond, VA .................................. 750,000

High-speed rail corridor between
Mobile, AL and New Orleans,
LA ............................................. 1,000,000

Along the Empire Corridor be-
tween Schenectady and New
York City, NY ........................... 500,000

High-speed rail corridor in Linn
and Multnomah counties, OR ... 500,000

Along the Stampede Pass, near
Yakima, WA ............................. 750,000

State of Wisconsin ....................... 750,000
Minneapolis/St. Paul to Chicago

corridor ..................................... 250,000

Grade crossing safety.—FRA and the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) should
work with the states to identify the ten most
deadly crossings in each state and identify
ways that these crossings could be closed or
reconfigured to reduce the dangers. The con-
ferees believe that focusing on the most dan-
gerous crossings in each state would greatly
reduce the likelihood of fatal accidents. FRA
and FHWA shall identify those crossings and
the mitigations under consideration in a re-

port to the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations by August 1, 2000.

In addition to these activities, FRA, in
conjunction with NHTSA and FHWA, should
initiate an evaluation assessing the costs,
benefits, and impacts of state grade crossing
safety laws. These evaluations should estab-
lish the basis for FRA to develop model state
laws to promote grade crossing safety.

ALASKA RAILROAD REHABILITATION

The conference agreement provides
$10,000,000 for the Alaska Railroad instead of
$14,000,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House bill contained no similar appropria-
tion. This funding should be used to continue
ongoing track rehabilitation.

RHODE ISLAND RAIL DEVELOPMENT

Total funding for the Rhode Island rail de-
velopment project is $10,000,000 as proposed
by both the House and the Senate. Language
has been included which directs that obliga-
tion of these funds is subject to authoriza-
tion of the program.

CAPITAL GRANTS TO THE NATIONAL RAILROAD
PASSENGER CORPORATION

The conference agreement provides
$571,000,000 for capital grants to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) as
proposed by the Senate instead of $570,976,000
as proposed by the House. Bill language, as
proposed by the House, is retained that lim-
its the Secretary from obligating more than
$228,400,000 of the funding provided to the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation prior
to September 30, 2000. The Senate bill con-
tained no similar provision.

Vermont service.—The conferees direct Am-
trak to provide a report to the Appropria-
tions Committees on the capital costs nec-
essary to upgrade the rail line between
Hoosick Falls, New York and Burlington,
Vermont to passenger rail standards no later
than November 30, 1999.

Fencing along the Northeast Corridor.—The
conferees recognize that Amtrak has made
progress in enhancing safety along the
tracks where high-speed rail will be oper-
ating. Amtrak should continue to work
closely with the Northeast Corridor commu-
nity, as well as state transit officials and
owners of the track, to identify danger spots
and install perimeter fencing along the Cor-
ridor, wherever needed. In particular, Am-
trak should continue to focus on increased
community coordination in urbanized areas
where there have been problems or commu-
nity concerns have been expressed, such as
Attleboro, Foxboro, Mansfield, and Sharon,
Massachusetts. Amtrak should make it a
high priority to ensure that the fencing im-
provements for these areas be completed be-
fore high-speed rail is operational.

FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION

ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$60,000,000 for administrative expenses of the
Federal Transit Administration as proposed
by both the House and the Senate. Within
the total, the conference agreement appro-
priates $12,000,000 from the general fund and
$48,000,000 from the Highway Trust Fund, as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.
The conference agreement provides that the
general fund appropriation shall be available
through September 30, 2000, as proposed by
the House.

The agreement includes a provision that
transfers $1,500,000 from funds made avail-
able for administrative expenses to the In-
spector General to reimburse costs associ-
ated with audit and financial reviews of
major transit projects, instead of $800,000
from project management oversight funds as
proposed by the House. The Senate bill pro-
posed that $9,000,000 from funds under this

heading shall be used to reimburse the In-
spector General for costs associated with au-
dits and investigations of all transit-related
issues and systems.

Full-time equivalent (FTE) staff years.—The
conference agreement provides that the FTE
level in fiscal year 2000 shall not rise in ex-
cess of 485 FTE, the same level as provided in
fiscal year 1999. Additional staffing increases
may be considered by the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations through the
regular reprogramming process.

Information technology activities.—The con-
ferees have deleted funding requested for the
development of the human resources infor-
mation system (¥$200,000).

In addition, the conferees have deferred
consideration of several information tech-
nology activities (¥$2,500,000), since the FTA
has not been able to inform the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations in a
timely manner of the out-year financial re-
quirements to complete systems review, de-
velopment and acquisition. The House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations may
consider providing funds for these activities
through the regular reprogramming process.

Project management oversight reviews.—The
conferees agree that the FTA shall increase
its financial management oversight reviews
within the funds provided for section 23 ac-
tivities and direct the FTA to provide not
less than $4,500,000 for such financial man-
agement oversight activities in fiscal year
2000.

Full funding grant agreements.—The con-
ference agreement includes a provision (sec.
347) that requires the FTA to notify the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions as well as the House Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure and the
Senate Committee on Banking 60 days before
executing a full funding grant agreement. In
its notification to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations, the conferees
direct the FTA to include therein the fol-
lowing: (a) a copy of the proposed full fund-
ing grant agreement; (b) the total and an-
nual federal appropriations required for that
project; (c) yearly and total federal appro-
priations that can be reasonably planned or
anticipated for future FFGAs for each fiscal
year through 2003; (d) a detailed analysis of
annual commitments for current and antici-
pated FFGAs against the program authoriza-
tion; and (e) a financial analysis of the
project’s cost and sponsor’s ability to fi-
nance, which shall be conducted by an inde-
pendent examiner and shall include an as-
sessment of the capital cost estimate and the
finance plan; the source and security of all
public- and private-sector financial instru-
ments, the project’s operating plan which
enumerates the project’s future revenue and
ridership forecasts, and planned contin-
gencies and risks associated with the
project.

The conferees also direct the FTA to in-
form the House and Senate Committees on
Appropriations before approving scope
changes in any full funding grant agreement.
When submitting such notification to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions, the FTA shall include a finance plan
that details how the project sponsor shall fi-
nance the costs to complete the revised
project.

FTA is directed to enter into full funding
grant agreements only when there are no
outstanding issues which would have a mate-
rial effect on the estimated cost of the
project or on the local financial commitment
to complete the project under the terms of
the agreement. Areas which FTA should con-
sider in ensuring that this condition is met
include: the degree of certainty, and any re-
maining risks in, capital cost estimates and
the availability of adequate contingency
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funds to cover increases in capital costs due
to uncertainty; any unresolved issues with
respect to non-federal sources of funding for
the project (e.g., the need for further legisla-
tive action, bond referenda, or other actions
to finalize the availability of non-federal
funds); and the need for acquisition of exist-
ing railroad rights-of-way. FTA should enter
into new full funding grant agreements dur-
ing the final design phase. While a specific
level of final design approval cannot be spec-
ified because of differences in each project
development process, the conferees agree
that the agreement should be entered into
only once there is no longer a risk that cost
estimates are likely to change more than the
estimated contingent amounts, and there is
no longer a risk that a major part of the
local funding will not be made available.

Bus rapid transit.—Up to $2,000,000 of funds
appropriated under this heading may be
used, at the discretion of the Administrator,
to support on-going activities related to bus
rapid transit.

FORMULA GRANTS

The conference agreement provides a total
program level of $3,098,000,000 for transit for-
mula grants, as proposed by both the House
and the Senate. Within this total, the con-
ference agreement appropriates $619,600,000
from the general fund as proposed by both
the House and the Senate. The conference
agreement provides that the general fund ap-
propriation shall be available until ex-
pended.

The conference agreement provides that
funding made available for the clean fuel for-
mula grant program under this heading shall
be transferred to and merged with funding
provided for the replacement, rehabilitation,
and purchase of buses and related equipment
and the construction of bus-related facilities
under ‘‘Federal Transit Administration, Cap-
ital investment grants’’.

The FTA, when evaluating the local finan-
cial commitment of new rail extension or
busway projects, shall consider the extent to
which the projects’ sponsors have used the
appreciable increases in the formula grants
apportionments for alternative analyses and
preliminary engineering activities of such
systems.

UNIVERSITY TRANSPORTATION RESEARCH

The conference agreement provides a total
program level of $6,000,000 for university
transportation research as proposed by both
the House and the Senate. Within the total,
the conference agreement appropriates
$1,200,000 from the general fund as proposed
by both the House and the Senate. The con-
ference agreement provides that the general
fund appropriation shall be available until
expended.

TRANSIT PLANNING AND RESEARCH

The conference agreement provides a total
program level of $107,000,000 for transit plan-
ning and research as proposed by both the
House and the Senate. Within the total, the
conference agreement appropriates
$21,000,000 from the general fund as proposed
by both the House and Senate. The con-
ference agreement provides that the general
fund appropriation shall be available until
expended.

Within the funds appropriated for transit
planning and research, $5,250,000 is provided
for rural transportation assistance; $4,000,000
is provided for the National Transit Insti-
tute; $8,250,000 is provided for transit cooper-
ative research; $49,632,000 is provided for
metropolitan planning; $10,368,000 is provided
for state planning and research; and
$29,500,000 is provided for national planning
and research.

Transit cooperative research.—The FTA is
directed to conduct an assessment of the

benefits of new transit investments com-
pared with investments in maintaining exist-
ing infrastructure. Such an assessment shall
be conducted using funds provided for transit
cooperative research.

The transit cooperative research program
is currently performing an analysis of the
over-the-road bus accessibility program,
which is to include data on the total capital
needs of operators, compliance deadlines,
and the current matching fund requirements.
The House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations expect that the analysis will be
completed and provided to the Committees
by March 1, 2000.

National planning and research.—Within the
funding provided for national planning and
research, the Federal Transit Administra-
tion shall make available the following
amounts for the programs and activities list-
ed below:

Zinc-air battery bus technology
demonstration .......................... $1,000,000

Electric vehicle information
sharing and technology transfer
program .................................... 750,000

Portland, Maine independent
transportation network ............ 500,000

Wheeling, West Virginia mobility
study ......................................... 250,000

Washoe County, Nevada transit
technology (TEA21) .................. 1,250,000

MBTA, Massachusetts advanced
electric transit buses and re-
lated infrastructure (TEA21) .... 1,500,000

Palm Springs, California fuel cell
buses (TEA21) ........................... 1,000,000

Gloucester, Massachusetts inter-
modal technology center
(TEA21) ..................................... 1,500,000

SEPTA, Philadelphia, Pennsyl-
vania advanced propulsion con-
trol system (TEA21) .................. 3,000,000

Project ACTION (TEA21) ............. 3,000,000
Advanced transportation and al-

ternative fueled vehicle tech-
nology consortium
(CALSTART) ............................ 3,250,000

International program ................. 1,000,000
Safety and security programs ..... 5,450,000
Santa Barbara Electric Transit

Institute ................................... 500,000
Pittsfield economic development

authority electric bus program 1,350,000
Citizens for modern transit, Mis-

souri .......................................... 300,000
Hennepin County community

transportation, Minnesota ........ 1,000,000

The conference agreement deletes funding
requested for an information outreach pro-
gram (¥$200,000).

The conferees direct the FTA to undertake
a project, in partnership with the transit in-
dustry, to identify the common accident
causal factors, how to collect data on those
factors, and how such information collection
might be incorporated into the National
Transit Database safety collection process.

International program.—The conference
agreement includes $1,000,000 for the inter-
national program as authorized in section
5312(e) of title 49. The conferees have pro-
vided these funds to address transportation
needs in the frontline states to the Kosovo
conflict.

Fuel cell bus and bus facilities program.—
None of the funds available under this head-
ing shall supplement funding provided under
section 3015(b) of Public Law 105–178 for the
fuel cell bus and bus facilities program.

Transit data base.—The conferees are aware
that state and local governments, transit in-
dustry personnel, and academic institutions
rely heavily on operational data contained in
the transit data base. The publication of this
data is not timely, and excludes some per-
formance statistics that may be particularly

helpful to all parties. The conferees encour-
age the FTA to work with the National
Academy of Sciences (NAS) to design a new
transit data base, comprised of operational
and performance measurements and finan-
cial data necessary to fulfill FTA’s statutory
responsibilities in distributing formula
grants, while providing meaningful data for
state and local governments, transit indus-
try personnel, and academic institutions.
Special attention should be paid to devel-
oping clear instructions to grantees and em-
ploying computer-based electronic data stor-
age and access techniques. The NAS is en-
couraged to consult with the American Pub-
lic Transit Association in developing the new
transit data base model.

FTA shall submit the recommended transit
data base design to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations and to the
General Services Administration for review
by May 31, 2000. FTA shall utilize existing
administrative funds to implement the new
transit data base design, and shall utilize the
new design in the fiscal year 2001 cycle of
federal grantee reports.

TRUST FUND SHARE OF EXPENSES

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides
$4,929,270,000 in liquidating cash for the trust
fund share of transit expenses instead of
$4,638,000,000 as proposed by both the House
and the Senate.

CAPITAL INVESTMENT GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

The conference agreement provides a total
program level of $2,451,000,000 for capital in-
vestment grants, as proposed by both the
House and the Senate. Within the total, the
conference agreement appropriates
$490,200,000 from the general fund as proposed
by both the House and the Senate.

Within the total program level, $980,400,000
is provided for fixed guideway moderniza-
tion; $490,200,000 is provided for the replace-
ment, rehabilitation, and purchase of buses
and related equipment and the construction
of bus-related facilities; and $980,400,000 is
provided for new fixed guideway systems, as
proposed by both the House and the Senate.
Funds derived from the formula grants pro-
gram totaling $50,000,000 are to be trans-
ferred and merged with funds provided for
the replacement, rehabilitation and purchase
of buses and related equipment and the con-
struction of bus-related facilities under this
heading.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate that would
have required the Administrator of the Fed-
eral Transit Administration, not later than
60 days after the enactment of this Act, to
individually submit to the congressional
transit appropriations and authorizing com-
mittees the recommended grant funding lev-
els for the respective bus and bus-related fa-
cilities projects listed in the Senate bill. The
House bill contained no similar provision.

Three-year availability of section 5309 discre-
tionary funds.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision that permits the adminis-
trator to reallocate discretionary new start
and bus facilities funds from projects which
remain unobligated after three years. The
conferees, however, direct the FTA not to re-
allocate funds provided in the fiscal year 1997
Department of Transportation and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act for the New Or-
leans Streetcar project; the New York White-
hall ferry terminal project; the Hartford,
Connecticut Griffin line project; the Virginia
Railway Express Quantico bridge project; the
New Rochelle, New York intermodal facility;
the San Joaquin, California downtown tran-
sit center project; and the Hood River, Or-
egon bus project.
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Should additional funds from previous ap-

propriations Acts be available for realloca-
tion, the FTA is directed to reprogram these
funds after notification to and approval of
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations and only to the extent that those
projects are able to fully obligate additional
resources in the course of fiscal year 2000.
With respect to reallocation of discretionary
bus funds, the FTA is directed to reallocate
funds only to those projects identified in the
Department of Transportation and Related
Agencies Appropriations Act, 2000, after no-
tification to and approval of the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations.

Bus and bus facilities.—The conference
agreement provides $490,200,000, together
with $50,000,000 transferred from ‘‘Federal
Transit Administration, Formula grants’’
and merged with funding provided under this
heading for the replacement, rehabilitation
and purchase of buses and related equipment
and the construction of bus-related facili-
ties. In addition, approximately $1,470,000 in
recoveries is available for reallocation.
Funds provided for buses and bus facilities
are to be distributed as follows:

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000

State and project Conference
Alaska—Anchorage Ship Creek

intermodal facility ................... $4,500,000
Alaska—Fairbanks intermodal

rail/bus transfer facility ........... 2,000,000
Alaska—Juneau downtown mass

transit facility .......................... 1,500,000
Alaska—North Star Borough-

Fairbanks intermodal facility .. 3,000,000
Alaska—Wasilla intermodal facil-

ity ............................................. 1,000,000
Alaska—Whittier intermodal fa-

cility and pedestrian overpass .. 1,155,000
Alabama—Alabama statewide

rural bus needs ......................... 2,500,000
Alabama—Baldwin Rural Area

Transportation System buses ... 1,000,000
Alabama—Birmingham inter-

modal facility ........................... 2,000,000
Alabama—Birmingham-Jefferson

County buses ............................ 1,250,000
Alabama—Cullman buses ............ 500,000
Alabama—Dothan Wiregrass

Transit Authority vehicles and
transit facility .......................... 1,000,000

Alabama—Escambia County
buses and bus facility ............... 100,000

Alabama—Gees Bend Ferry facili-
ties, Wilcox County .................. 100,000

Alabama—Marshall County buses 500,000
Alabama—Huntsville Inter-

national Airport intermodal
center ....................................... 3,500,000

Alabama—Huntsville intermodal
facility ...................................... 1,250,000

Alabama—Huntsville Space and
Rocket Center intermodal cen-
ter ............................................. 3,500,000

Alabama—Jasper buses ................ 50,000
Alabama—Jefferson State Com-

munity College/University of
Montevallo pedestrian walkway 200,000

Alabama—Mobile waterfront ter-
minal complex .......................... 5,000,000

Alabama—Montgomery Union
Station intermodal center and
buses ......................................... 3,500,000

Alabama—Valley bus and bus fa-
cilities ...................................... 110,000

Arkansas—Arkansas Highway
and Transit Department buses 2,000,000

Arkansas—Arkansas state safety
and preventative maintenance
facility ...................................... 800,000

Arkansas—Fayetteville, Univer-
sity of Arkansas Transit Sys-
tem buses .................................. 500,000

Arkansas—Hot Springs, transpor-
tation depot and plaza .............. 1,560,000

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000—Continued

State and project Conference
Arkansas—Little Rock, Central

Arkansas Transit buses ............ 300,000
Arizona—Phoenix bus and bus fa-

cilities ...................................... 3,750,000
Arizona—Phoenix South Central

Avenue transit facility ............. 500,000
Arizona—San Luis bus ................. 70,000
Arizona—Tucson buses ................ 2,555,000
Arizona—Yuma paratransit buses 125,000
California—California Mountain

Area Regional Transit Author-
ity fueling stations ................... 80,000

California—Culver City, CityBus
buses ......................................... 1,250,000

California—Davis, Unitrans tran-
sit maintenance facility ........... 625,000

California—Healdsburg, inter-
modal facility ........................... 1,000,000

California—I–5 Corridor inter-
modal transit centers ............... 1,250,000

California—Livermore automatic
vehicle locator program ........... 1,000,000

California—Lodi multimodal fa-
cility ......................................... 850,000

California—Los Angeles County
Metropolitan transportation
authority buses ......................... 3,000,000

California—Los Angeles County
Foothill Transit buses and HEV
vehicles ..................................... 1,750,000

California—Los Angeles Munic-
ipal Transit Operators Coali-
tion ........................................... 2,250,000

California—Los Angeles, Union
Station Gateway Intermodal
Transit Center .......................... 1,250,000

California—Maywood, Commerce,
Bell, Cudahy, California buses
and bus facilities ...................... 800,000

California—Modesto, bus mainte-
nance facility ............................ 625,000

California—Monterey, Monterey-
Salinas buses ............................ 625,000

California—Orange County, bus
and bus facilities ...................... 2,000,000

California—Perris bus mainte-
nance facility ............................ 1,250,000

California—Redlands trolley
project ...................................... 800,000

California—Sacramento CNG
buses ......................................... 1,250,000

California—San Bernardino Val-
ley CNG buses ........................... 1,000,000

California—San Bernardino train
station ...................................... 3,000,000

California—San Diego North
County buses and CNG fueling
station ...................................... 3,000,000

California—Contra Costa County
Connection buses ...................... 250,000

California—San Francisco, Islais
Creek maintenance facility ...... 1,250,000

California—Santa Barbara buses
and bus facility ......................... 1,750,000

California—Santa Clarita bus
maintenance facility ................ 1,250,000

California—Santa Cruz buses and
bus facilities ............................. 1,755,000

California—Santa Maria Valley/
Santa Barbara County buses .... 240,000

California—Santa Rosa/Cotati,
Intermodal Transportation Fa-
cilities ...................................... 750,000

California—Westminster senior
citizen vans ............................... 150,000

California—Windsor, Intermodal
Facility ..................................... 750,000

California—Woodland Hills, War-
ner Center Transportation Hub 625,000

Colorado—Boulder/Denver, RTD
buses ......................................... 625,000

Colorado—Colorado Association
of Transit Agencies ................... 8,000,000

Colorado—Denver, Stapleton
Intermodal Center .................... 1,250,000

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000—Continued

State and project Conference
Connecticut—New Haven bus fa-

cility ......................................... 2,250,000
Connecticut—Norwich buses ....... 2,250,000
Connecticut—Waterbury, bus fa-

cility ......................................... 2,250,000
District of Columbia—Fuel cell

bus and bus facilities program,
Georgetown University ............. 4,850,000

District of Columbia—Wash-
ington, D.C. Intermodal Trans-
portation Center, District ........ 2,500,000

Delaware—New Castle County
buses and bus facilities ............. 2,000,000

Delaware—Delaware buses and
bus facility ............................... 500,000

Florida—Daytona Beach, Inter-
modal Center ............................ 2,500,000

Florida—Gainesville hybrid-elec-
tric buses and facilities ............ 500,000

Florida—Jacksonville buses and
bus facilities ............................. 1,000,000

Florida—Lakeland, Citrus Con-
nection transit vehicles and re-
lated equipment ........................ 1,250,000

Florida—Miami Beach, electric
shuttle service .......................... 750,000

Florida—Miami-Dade Transit
buses ......................................... 2,750,000

Florida—Orlando, Lynx buses and
bus facilities ............................. 2,000,000

Florida—Orlando, Downtown
Intermodal Facility .................. 2,500,000

Florida—Palm Beach buses ......... 1,000,000
Florida—Tampa HARTline buses 500,000
Georgia—Atlanta, MARTA buses 13,500,000
Georgia—Chatham Area Transit

Bus Transfer Center and buses 3,500,000
Georgia—Georgia Regional

Transportation Authority buses 2,000,000
Georgia—Georgia statewide buses

and bus-related facilities .......... 2,750,000
Hawaii—Hawaii buses and bus fa-

cilities ...................................... 2,250,000
Hawaii—Honolulu, bus facility

and buses .................................. 2,000,000
Iowa—Ames transit facility ex-

pansion ..................................... 700,000
Iowa—Cedar Rapids intermodal

facility ...................................... 3,500,000
Iowa—Clinton transit facility ex-

pansion ..................................... 500,000
Iowa—Fort Dodge, Intermodal

Facility (Phase II) .................... 885,000
Iowa—Iowa city intermodal facil-

ity ............................................. 1,500,000
Iowa—Iowa statewide buses and

bus facilities ............................. 2,500,000
Iowa—Iowa/Illinois Transit con-

sortium bus safety and security 1,000,000
Illinois—East Moline transit cen-

ter ............................................. 650,000
Illinois—Illinois statewide buses

and bus-related equipment ....... 8,200,000
Indiana—Gary, Transit Consor-

tium buses ................................ 1,250,000
Indiana—Indianapolis buses ........ 5,000,000
Indiana—South Bend Urban

Intermodal Transportation Fa-
cility ......................................... 1,250,000

Indiana—West Lafayette bus
transfer station terminal (Wa-
bash Landing) ........................... 1,750,000

Kansas—Girard buses and vans .... 700,000
Kansas—Johnson County farebox

equipment ................................. 250,000
Kansas—Kansas City buses .......... 750,000
Kansas—Kansas Public Transit

Association buses and bus fa-
cilities ...................................... 1,500,000

Kansas—Girard, Southeast Kan-
sas Community Action Agency
maintenance facility ................ 480,000

Kansas—Topeka Transit down-
town transfer facility ............... 600,000
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Kansas—Wichita buses and bus

facilities ................................... 2,500,000
Kentucky—Transit Authority of

Northern Kentucky (TANK)
buses ......................................... 2,500,000

Kentucky—Kentucky (southern
and eastern) transit vehicles .... 1,000,000

Kentucky—Lexington (LexTran)
maintenance facility ................ 1,000,000

Kentucky—River City buses ........ 1,500,000
Louiana—Louisiana statewide

buses and bus-related facilities 5,000,000
Massachusetts—Atteboro inter-

modal transit facility ............... 500,000
Massachusetts—Brockton inter-

modal transportation center .... 1,100,000
Massachusetts—Greenfield Mon-

tague buses ............................... 500,000
Massachusetts—Merrimack Val-

ley Regional Transit Authority
bus facilities ............................. 467,000

Massachusetts—Montachusett
buses and park-and-ride facili-
ties ............................................ 1,250,000

Massachusetts—Pioneer Valley
alternative fuel and paratransit
vehicles ..................................... 650,000

Massachusetts—Pittsfield inter-
modal center ............................. 3,600,000

Massachusetts—Springfield,
Union Station ........................... 1,250,000

Massachusetts—Swampscott
buses ......................................... 65,000

Massachusetts—Westfield inter-
modal transportation facility ... 500,000

Massachusetts—Worcester, Union
Station Intermodal Transpor-
tation Center ............................ 2,500,000

Maryland—Maryland statewide
bus facilities and buses ............. 11,500,000

Michigan—Detroit, transfer ter-
minal facilities ......................... 3,963,000

Michigan—Detroit, EZ Ride pro-
gram ......................................... 287,000

Michigan—Menominee-Delta-
Schoolcraft buses ...................... 250,000

Michigan—Michigan statewide
buses ......................................... 22,500,000

Michigan—Port Huron, CNG fuel-
ing station ................................ 500,000

Minnesota—Duluth, Transit Au-
thority community circulation
vehicles ..................................... 1,000,000

Minnesota—Duluth, Transit Au-
thority intelligent transpor-
tation systems .......................... 500,000

Minnesota—Duluth, Transit Au-
thority Transit Hub .................. 500,000

Minnesota—Greater Minnesota
transit authorities .................... 500,000

Minnesota—Northstar Corridor,
Intermodal Facilities and buses 10,000,000

Minnesota—Twin Cities metro-
politan buses and bus facilities 10,000,000

Missouri—Columbia buses and
vans .......................................... 500,000

Missouri—Southeast Missouri
transportation service rural, el-
derly, disabled service .............. 1,250,000

Missouri—Franklin County buses
and bus facilities ...................... 200,000

Missouri—Jackson County buses
and bus facilities ...................... 500,000

Missouri—Kansas City Area
Transit Authority buses and
Troost transit center ................ 2,500,000

Missouri—Missouri statewide bus
and bus facilities ...................... 3,500,000

Missouri—OATS Transit .............. 1,500,000
Missouri—St. Joseph buses and

vans .......................................... 500,000
Missouri—St. Louis buses ............ 2,000,000
Missouri—St. Louis, Bi-state

Intermodal Center .................... 1,250,000

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000—Continued

State and project Conference
Missouri—Southwest Missouri

State University park and ride
facility ...................................... 1,000,000

Mississippi—Harrison County
multimodal center .................... 3,000,000

Mississippi—Jackson mainte-
nance and administration facil-
ity project ................................. 1,000,000

Mississippi—North Delta plan-
ning and development district,
buses and bus facilities ............. 1,200,000

Montana—Missoula urban trans-
portation district buses ............ 600,000

North Carolina—Greensboro
multimodal center .................... 3,339,000

North Carolina—Greensboro,
Transit Authority buses ........... 1,500,000

North Carolina—North Carolina
statewide buses and bus facili-
ties ............................................ 2,492,000

North Dakota—North Dakota
statewide buses and bus-related
facilities ................................... 1,000,000

New Hampshire—New Hampshire
statewide transit systems ......... 3,000,000

New Jersey—New Jersey Transit
alternative fuel buses ............... 5,000,000

New Jersey—New Jersey Transit
jitney shuttle buses .................. 1,750,000

New Jersey—Newark intermodal
and arena access improvements 1,650,000

New Jersey—Newark, Morris &
Essex Station access and buses 1,250,000

New Jersey—South Amboy, Re-
gional Intermodal Transpor-
tation Initiative ....................... 1,250,000

New Mexico—Albuquerque West
Side transit facility .................. 2,000,000

New Mexico—Albuquerque buses 1,250,000
New Mexico—Las Cruces buses

and bus facilities ...................... 750,000
New Mexico—Northern New Mex-

ico Transit Express/Park and
Ride buses ................................. 2,750,000

New Mexico—Santa Fe buses and
bus facilities ............................. 2,000,000

Nevada—Clark County Regional
Transportation Commission
buses and bus facilities ............. 2,500,000

Nevada—Lake Tahoe CNG buses 700,000
Nevada—Washoe County transit

improvements ........................... 2,250,000
New York—Babylon Intermodal

Center ....................................... 1,250,000
New York—Buffalo, Auditorium

Intermodal Center .................... 2,000,000
New York—Dutchess County,

Loop System bases ................... 521,000
New York—Ithaca intermodal

transportation center ............... 1,125,000
New York—Ithaca, TCAT bus

technology improvements ........ 1,250,000
New York—Long Island, CNG

transit vehicles and facilities
and bus replacement ................. 1,250,000

New York—Mineola/Hicksville,
LIRR intermodal centers .......... 1,250,000

New York—New York City, Mid-
town West 38th Street Ferry
Terminal ................................... 1,000,000

New York—New York, West 72nd
St. Intermodal Station ............. 1,750,000

New York—Putnam County vans 470,000
New York—Rensselaer inter-

modal bus facility ..................... 6,000,000
New York—Rochester buses and

bus facility ............................... 1,000,000
New York—Syracuse buses .......... 3,000,000
New York—Utica Union Station .. 2,100,000
New York—Westchester County

DOT articulated buses .............. 1,250,000
New York—Westchester County,

Bee-Line transit system
fareboxes ................................... 979,000

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000—Continued

State and project Conference
New York—Westchester County,

Bee-Line transit system shuttle
buses ......................................... 1,000,000

Ohio—Cleveland, Triskett Garage
bus maintenance facility .......... 625,000

Ohio—Dayton, Multimodal
Transportation Center .............. 4,125,000

Ohio—Ohio statewide buses and
bus facilities ............................. 9,010,250

Oklahoma—Oklahoma statewide
bus facilities and buses ............. 5,000,000

Oregon—Corvallis buses and
automated passenger informa-
tion system ............................... 300,000

Oregon—Lane County, Bus Rapid
Transit, buses and facilities ..... 4,400,000

Oregon—Lincoln County Transit
District buses ........................... 250,000

Oregon—Portland, Tri-Met bus
maintenance facility ................ 650,000

Oregon—Portland, Tri-Met buses 1,750,000
Oregon—Salem Area Mass Tran-

sit District natural gas buses ... 500,000
Oregon—Sandy buses ................... 100,000
Oregon—South Metro Area Rapid

Transit (SMART) maintenance
facility ...................................... 200,000

Oregon—Sunset Empire Transit
District intemodal transit facil-
ity ............................................. 300,000

Pennsylvania—Allegheny County
buses ......................................... 1,500,000

Pennsylvania—Altoona bus test-
ing ............................................. 3,000,000

Pennsylvania—Altoona, Metro
Transit Authority buses and
transit system improvements ... 842,000

Pennsylvania—Armstrong Coun-
ty-Mid-County bus facilities
and buses .................................. 150,000

Pennsylvania—Bethlehem inter-
modal facility ........................... 1,000,000

Pennsylvania—Cambria County,
bus facilities and buses ............. 575,000

Pennsylvania—Centre Area
Transportation Authority buses 1,250,000

Pennsylvania—Chester County,
Paoli Transportation Center .... 1,000,000

Pennsylvania—Erie, Metropoli-
tan Transit Authority buses ..... 1,000,000

Pennsylvania—Fayette County,
Intermodal facilities and buses 1,270,000

Pennsylvania—Lackawanna
County Transit System buses ... 600,000

Pennsylvania—Norristown park-
ing garage (SEPTA) .................. 1,000,000

Pennsylvania—Lackawanna
County intermodal bus facility 1,000,000

Pennsylvania—Mid-Mon Valley
buses and bus facilities ............. 250,000

Pennsylvania—Philadelphia,
Frankford Transportation Cen-
ter ............................................. 5,000,000

Pennsylvania—Philadelphia,
Intermodal 30th Street Station 1,250,000

Pennsylvania—Reading, BARTA
Intermodal Transportation Fa-
cility ......................................... 1,750,000

Pennsylvania—Robinson, Towne
Center Intermodal Facility ...... 1,500,000

Pennsylvania—Somerset County
bus facilities and buses ............. 175,000

Pennsylvania—Towamenicin
Township, Intermodal Bus
Transportation Center .............. 1,500,000

Pennsylvania—Washington Coun-
ty intermodal facilities ............ 630,000

Pennsylvania—Westmoreland
County, Intermodal Facility .... 200,000

Pennsylvania—Wilkes-Barre,
Intermodal Facility .................. 1,250,000

Pennsylvania—Williamsport bus
facility ...................................... 1,200,000

Puerto Rico—San Juan Inter-
modal access ............................. 600,000
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Rhode Island—Providence, buses

and bus maintenance facility ... 3,294,000
South Carolina—Central Mid-

lands COG/Columbia transit
system ...................................... 2,700,000

South Carolina—Charleston Area
regional transportation author-
ity ............................................. 1,900,000

South Carolina—Clemson Area
Transit buses and bus equip-
ment ......................................... 550,000

South Carolina—Greenville tran-
sit authority ............................. 500,000

South Carolina—Pee Dee buses
and facilities ............................. 900,000

South Carolina—Santee-Wateree
regional transportation author-
ity ............................................. 400,000

South Carolina—South Carolina
Statewide Virtual Transit En-
terprise ..................................... 1,220,000

South Carolina—Transit Manage-
ment of Spartanburg, Incor-
porated (SPARTA) .................... 600,000

South Dakota—South Dakota
statewide bus faciities and
buses ......................................... 1,500,000

Tennessee—Southern Coalition
for Advanced Transportation
(SCAT) (TN, GA, FL, AL) elec-
tric busines ............................... 3,500,000

Texas—Austin buses .................... 1,750,000
Texas—Beaumont Municipal

Transit System buses and bus
facilities ................................... 1,000,000

Texas—Brazos Transit Authority
buses and bus facilities ............. 1,000,000

Texas—El Paso Sun Metro buses 1,000,000
Texas—Fort Worth bus replace-

ment (including CNG vehicles)
and paratransit vehicles ........... 2,500,000

Texas—Fort Worth intermodal
transportation center ............... 3,100,000

Texas—Galveston buses and bus
facilities ................................... 1,000,000

Texas—Texas statewide small
urban and rural buses ............... 5,000,000

Utah—Ogden Intermodal Center .. 800,000
Utah—Salt Lake City Olympics

bus facilities ............................. 2,500,000
Utah—Salt Lake City Olympics

regional park and ride lots ....... 2,500,000
Utah—Salt Lake City Olympics

transit bus loan project ............ 500,000
Utah—Utah Transit Authority,

intermodal facilities ................. 1,500,000
Utah—Utah Transit Authority/

Park City Transit, buses .......... 6,500,000
Virginia—Alexandria, bus main-

tenance facility ........................ 1,000,000
Virginia—Richmond, GRTC bus

maintenance facility ................ 1,250,000
Virginia—Virginia statewide

buses and bus facilities ............. 8,435,000
Vermont—Burlington

multimodal center .................... 2,700,000
Vermont—Chittenden County

Transportation Authority buses 800,000
Vermont—Essex Junction multi-

modal station rehabilitation .... 500,000
Vermont—Killington-Sherburne

satellite bus facility ................. 250,000
Washington—Bremerton

multimodal center—Sinclair’s
Landing .................................... 750,000

Washington—Sequim, Clallam
Transit multimodal center ....... 1,000,000

Washington—Everett,
Multimodal Transportation
Center ....................................... 1,950,000

Washington—Grant County,
Grant Transit Authority buses
and bus facilities ...................... 500,000

Washington—Grays Harbor Coun-
ty buses and equipment ............ 1,250,000

Bus and bus facilities project designations for
fiscal year 2000—Continued

State and project Conference
Washington—King County Metro

King Street Station .................. 2,000,000
Washington—King County Metro

Atlantic and Central buses ....... 1,500,000
Washington—King County park

and ride expansion .................... 1,350,000
Washington—Mount Vernon,

buses and bus related facilities 1,750,000
Washington—Pierce County

Transit buses and bus facilities 500,000
Washington—Seattle, intermodal

transportation terminal ........... 1,250,000
Washington—Snohomish County,

Community Transit buses,
equipment and facilities ........... 1,250,000

Washington—Spokane HEV buses 1,500,000
Washington—Tacoma Dome Sta-

tion ........................................... 250,000
Washington—Vancouver Clark

County (C–TRAN) bus facilities 1,000,000
Washington—Washington State

DOT combined small transit
system buses and bus facilities 2,000,000

Wisconsin—Milwaukee County,
buses ......................................... 6,000,000

Wisconsin—Wisconsin statewide
bus facilities and buses ............. 14,250,000

West Virginia—Huntington inter-
modal facility ........................... 12,000,000

West Virginia—Parkersburg in-
termodal transportation facil-
ity ............................................. 4,500,000

West Virginia—West Virginia
Statewide intermodal facility
and buses .................................. 5,000,000

Commonwealth of Virginia.—The conference
agreement includes $8,435,000 for the Com-
monwealth of Virginia for buses and bus fa-
cilities which shall be distributed as follows:
Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation
Commission fleet replacement, $1,800,000;
Prince William County Agency on the Aging
bus replacement, $85,000; Loudoun Transit
multi-modal facility, $1,000,000; Dulles Cor-
ridor Park-and-Ride Express Bus Program,
$2,000,000; Alexandria Transit Center,
$1,000,000; Fair Lakes League, $200,000; Rich-
mond Main Street Station, $2,350,000.

New fixed guideway systems.—The con-
ference agreement provides for the following
distribution of the recommended funding for
new fixed guideway systems as follows:

Project Conference
Alaska or Hawaii ferry

projects .......................... $10,400,000
Atlanta, Georgia North

Line extension project .... 45,142,000
Austin, Texas capital

metro northwest/north
central corridor project .. 1,000,000

Baltimore central light
rail double track project 4,750,000

Birmingham, Alabama
Transit Corridor ............. 3,000,000

Boston Urban Ring project 1,000,000
Calais, Maine Branch Rail

Line regional transit pro-
gram ............................... 500,000

Canton-Akron-Cleveland
commuter rail project .... 2,500,000

Charleston, South Carolina
Monobeam corridor
project ............................ 2,500,000

Charlotte, North Carolina
North-South Corridor
transitway project .......... 4,000,000

Chicago METRA
commutere rail project .. 25,000,000

Chicago Transit Authority
Douglas branch line
project ............................ 3,500,000

Chicago Transit Authority
Ravenswood branch line
project ............................ 3,500,000

Project Conference
Cincinnati northeast/

northern Kentucky cor-
ridor project ................... 1,000,000

Clark County, Nevada fixed
guideway project ............ 3,500,000

Cleveland Euclid corridor
improvement project ...... 1,000,000

Colorado Roaring Fork
Valley project ................. 1,000,000

Dallas north central light
rail extension project ..... 50,000,000

Dayton, Ohio light rail
study .............................. 1,000,000

Denver Southeast corridor
project ............................ 3,000,000

Denver Southwest corridor
project ............................ 35,000,000

Dulles corridor project ...... 25,000,000
Fort Lauderdale, Florida

Tri-County commuter
rail project ..................... 10,000,000

Galveston, Texas rail trol-
ley extension project ...... 1,500,000

Girdwood, Alaska Com-
muter Rail Project ......... 10,000,000

Greater Albuquerque mass
transit project ................ 7,000,000

Harrisburg-Lancaster cap-
ital area transit corridor
1 commuter rail project 500,000

Houston advanced transit
program .......................... 3,000,000

Houston regional bus plan 52,770,000
Indianapolis, Indiana

Northeast Downtown
corridor project .............. 1,000,000

Johnson County, Kansas I–
35 commuter rail project 1,000,000

Kenosha-Racine-Mil-
waukee commuter rail
project ............................ 1,000,000

Knoxville-Memphis com-
muter rail feasibility
study .............................. 500,000

Long Island Railroad East
Side access project ......... 2,000,000

Los Angeles-San Diego
LOSSAN corridor project 1,000,000

Los Angeles Mid-City and
East Side corridors
projects .......................... 4,000,000

Los Angeles North Holly-
wood Extension .............. 50,000,000

Lowell, Massachusetts—
Nashua, New Hampshire
commuter rail project .... 1,000,000

MARC commuter rail
project ............................ 703,000

MARC expansion projects:
Silver Spring intermodal
and Penn-Camden rail
connection ...................... 1,500,000

Massachusetts North Shore
corridor project .............. 1,000,000

Memphis, Tennessee Med-
ical Center rail extension
project ............................ 2,500,000

Miami-Dade Transit east-
west multimodal cor-
ridor project ................... 1,500,000

Nashville, Tennessee com-
muter rail project ........... 1,000,000

New Jersey Hudson Bergen
project ............................ 99,000,000

New Jersey/New York
Trans-Hudson Midtown
corridor .......................... 5,000,000

New Orleans Canal Street
corridor project .............. 1,000,000

Newark rail link MOS–1
project ............................ 12,000,000

Norfolk-Virginia Beach
corridor project .............. 1,000,000

Northern Indiana south
shore commuter rail
project ............................ 4,000,000

Oceanside-Escondido, Cali-
fornia light rail system .. 2,000,000
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Olympic transportation in-
frastructure investments 10,000,000

Orange County, California
transitway project .......... 1,000,000

Orlando Lynx light rail
(phase 1) project ............. 5,000,000

Palm Beach, Broward and
Miami-Dade counties rail
corridor .......................... 500,000

Philadelphia-Reading
SEPTA Schuylkill Val-
ley metro project ............ 4,000,000

Philadelphia SEPTA cross
county metro .................. 1,000,000

Phoenix metropolitan area
transit project ................ 5,000,000

Pinellas County, Florida
mobility initiative
project ............................ 2,500,000

Pittsburgh North Shore-
central business district
corridor project .............. 10,000,000

Pittsburgh stage II light
rail project ..................... 8,000,000

Portland Westside light
rail transit project ......... 11,062,000

Puget Sound RTA Link
light rail project ............. 25,000,000

Puget Sound RTA Sounder
commuter rail project .... 5,000,000

Raleigh-Durham-Chapel
Hill triangle transit
project ............................ 8,000,000

Sacramento south corridor
LRT project .................... 25,000,000

Salt Lake City, Utah
north/south LRT project 37,928,000

San Bernardino, California
Metrolink project ........... 1,000,000

San Diego Mid Coast cor-
ridor project ................... 5,000,000

San Diego Mission Valley
East light rail project .... 20,000,000

San Francisco BART ex-
tension to the airport
project ............................ 65,000,000

San Jose Tasman West
Light Rail ....................... 20,000,000

San Juan Tren Urbano
project ............................ 32,000,000

Santa Fe/El Dorado, New
Mexico rail link .............. 3,000,000

South Boston piers
transitway ...................... 53,895,000

South Dekalb-Lindbergh,
Georgia corridor project 1,000,000

Spokane, Washington
south valley corridor
light rail project ............. 2,000,000

St. Louis-St. Clair County
MetroLink light rail
(phase 2) extension
project ............................ 50,000,000

St. Louis, Missouri
MetroLink cross county
corridor project .............. 2,500,000

Stamford, Connecticut
fixed guideway connector 1,000,000

Stockton, California
Altamont commuter rail 1,000,000

Tampa Bay regional rail
project ............................ 1,000,000

Twin Cities Transitways-
Hiawatha corridor
project ............................ 42,800,000

Twin Cities Transitways
projects .......................... 3,000,000

Virginia Railway Express
commuter rail project .... 2,200,000

Washington Metro—Blue
Line extension—Addison
Road [Largo] project ...... 4,750,000

West Trenton, New Jersey
rail project ..................... 1,000,000

Whitehall ferry terminal
reconstruction project .... 2,000,000

Wilmington, Delaware
downtown transit con-
nector ............................. 1,000,000

Project Conference
Wilsonville to Washington

County, Oregon connec-
tion to Westside ............. 500,000

Total ............................ 980,400,000
Atlanta-MARTA full funding grant agree-

ment.—The Committee directs the Federal
Transit Administration to amend the full
funding grant agreement between the FTA
and the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit
Authority (MARTA). This amendment
should reflect section 3030(d)(2) of TEA21,
and should increase the federal share of the
full funding grant agreement from
$305,010,000 to $370,540,000 for 28 additional
rail cars and other scope enhancements. The
FTA is directed to transfer the amount of
$10,670,000 from available funds previously
appropriated for the Dunwoody segment of
the MARTA North Line to the North Line
extension project authorized under TEA21.

Dulles corridor project.—The conference
agreement includes $25,000,000 for prelimi-
nary engineering and design on the Dulles
corridor project.

Girdwood, Alaska commuter rail project.—The
conferees recognize the transit improve-
ments required in the Anchorage area to sup-
port the Special Olympic Winter Games in
2001, including additional rail infrastructure
to support rail transit from North Anchorage
to Girdwood.

Olympic transportation infrastructure invest-
ment.—The conference agreement includes
$10,000,000 for temporary and permanent
Olympic transportation infrastructure in-
vestments. These funds shall be allocated by
the Secretary based on an approved trans-
portation management plan for the Salt
Lake City 2002 Winter Olympic Games. None
of these funds are to be available for rail ex-
tensions.

Salt Lake City, Utah north/south LRT
project.—The conference agreement includes
$37,928,000 for the Salt Lake City, Utah
north/south LRT project. The conferees
agree that funds in excess of needs already
appropriated for this project may be used for
system enhancements, capacity improve-
ments and other rail extensions.

San Francisco BART extension to the airport
project.—For fiscal year 2000, the conferees
have provided $65,000,000 for the San Fran-
cisco BART extension to the airport project.
The conferees direct that none of the funds
provided in this Act for the San Francisco
BART extension to the airport project shall
be available until (1) the project sponsor pro-
duces a finance plan that clearly delineates
the full costs-to-complete as identified by
the project management oversight con-
tractor and the manner in which the sponsor
expects to pay those costs; (2) the FTA con-
ducts a final review and accepts the plan and
certifies to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations that the fiscal man-
agement of the project meets or exceeds ac-
cepted U.S. government standards; (3) the
General Accounting Office and the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s Inspector General
conduct an independent analysis of the plans
and provide such analysis to the House and
Senate Committees on Appropriations with-
in 60 days of FTA accepting the plan; and (4)
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations have concluded their review of the
analysis within 60 days of the transmittal of
the analysis to the Committees. Lastly, the
conferees direct the FTA to conduct ongoing,
continual financial management reviews of
this project.

San Juan Tren Urbano project.—The con-
ference agreement provides $32,000,000 for the
San Juan Tren Urbano project. The conferees
direct that none of the funds provided in this
Act for the San Juan Tren Urbano project
shall be available until (1) the project spon-

sor produces a finance plan that clearly de-
lineates the full costs-to-complete and the
manner in which the sponsor expects to pay
those costs; (2) the FHWA and FTA conduct
a final review and accept the plan and certify
to the House and Senate Committees on Ap-
propriations that the fiscal management of
the project meets or exceeds accepted U.S.
government standards; (3) the General Ac-
counting Office and the Department of
Transportation’s Inspector General conduct
an independent analysis of the plans and pro-
vide such analysis to the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations within 60
days of FTA accepting the plan; and (4) the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions have concluded their review of the
analysis within 60 days of the transmittal of
the analysis to the Committees. Lastly, the
conferees direct the FTA to conduct ongoing,
continual financial management reviews of
this project.

South Boston Piers transitway project.—For
fiscal year 2000, $53,895,000 is appropriated for
the South Boston Piers transitway project.
The conferees direct that none of the funds
provided in this Act for the South Boston
Piers transitway project shall be available
until (1) the project sponsor produces a fi-
nance plan that clearly delineates the full
costs-to-complete and the manner in which
the sponsor expects to pay those costs; (2)
the FHWA and the FTA conduct a final re-
view and accept the plan and certify to the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions that the fiscal management of the
project meets or exceeds accepted U.S. gov-
ernment standards; (3) the General Account-
ing Office and the Department of Transpor-
tation’s Inspector General conduct an inde-
pendent analysis of the plans and provide
such analysis to the House and Senate Com-
mittees on Appropriations within 60 days of
FTA accepting the plan; and (4) the House
and Senate Committees on Appropriations
have concluded their review of the analysis
within 60 days of the transmittal of the anal-
ysis to the Committees. Lastly, the con-
ferees direct the FTA to conduct ongoing,
continual financial management reviews of
this project.

Virginia Railway Express commuter rail
project.—The conference agreement provides
$2,200,000 for the Virginia Railway Express
commuter rail project, which shall be dis-
tributed as follows: Woodbridge Station im-
provements, $2,000,000; Quantico Station im-
provements, $200,000.

DISCRETIONARY GRANTS

(LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION)

(HIGHWAY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement includes
$1,500,000,000 in liquidating cash for discre-
tionary grants as proposed by both the House
and the Senate.

JOB ACCESS AND REVERSE COMMUTE GRANTS

The conference agreement includes a total
program level of $75,000,000 for job access and
reverse commute grants. Within this total,
the conference agreement appropriates
$15,000,000 from the general fund. The con-
ference agreement provides that the general
fund appropriation shall be available until
expended.

The conference agreement provides for the
following distribution of the recommended
funding for job access and reverse commute
grants as follows:

Project Conference
Albuquerque access to jobs $1,000,000
Alliance for children and

families, Alabama .......... 1,000,000
Atlanta regional commis-

sion, Georgia .................. 1,000,000
Central Kenai peninsula

public transportation
task force ....................... 500,000
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Project Conference

Chicago-DuPage area, Illi-
nois ................................. 100,000

Dallas, Texas ..................... 1,500,000
District of Columbia .......... 1,250,000
DuPage County, Illinois .... 120,000
Gary, Indiana .................... 1,000,000
Hillsborough area regional

transit authority, Flor-
ida .................................. 500,000

Indianapolis, Indiana ......... 1,000,000
Iowa public transit asso-

ciation ............................ 2,700,000
JOBLINKS ......................... 1,250,000
Kansas City, Kansas

JOBLINKS ...................... 850,000
Kentucky human services

transportation delivery
system (including Hardin
County, Owensboro, Bar-
ren River, central Ken-
tucky community action
agency, Audubon area
community services or-
ganization, Kentucky
River Foothills express,
Blue Grass Ultra-transit
services, Lexington-Fay-
ette County area), Ken-
tucky .............................. 2,500,000

Lafayette, Indiana ............. 200,000
Los Angeles County Metro-

politan Transit Author-
ity, California ................. 1,000,000

Loudoun County, Virginia 300,000
Lynchburg, Virginia .......... 100,000
Mariba, Kentucky ............. 125,000
Matanuska-Susitna bor-

ough, Alaska .................. 300,000
Miami Dade Transit Au-

thority, Florida .............. 1,100,000
Mid-America regional

council, Missouri ............ 1,000,000
Minneapolis/St. Paul, Min-

nesota ............................. 1,500,000
National Welfare to Work

Center at the University
of Illinois, Illinois .......... 1,000,000

Northern Tier community
transportation, Massa-
chusetts .......................... 550,000

Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana re-
gional council of govern-
ments .............................. 515,000

Palm Beach County, Flor-
ida .................................. 500,000

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
reverse commute grants 1,000,000

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania
reverse commute grants 1,000,000

San Bernardino, California 600,000
San Diego metropolitan

transit development
board, California ............ 650,000

Southeast Missouri State
University ...................... 600,000

Springfield, Virginia ......... 350,000
State of Louisiana, small

urbanized and rural areas 1,000,000
State of Maryland, Balti-

more and Washington
metropolitan areas,
small urban and rural
areas ............................... 3,000,000

State of Nevada ................. 1,500,000
State of New Jersey .......... 2,000,000
State of South Carolina .... 2,000,000
State of Tennessee, small

urban areas ..................... 1,300,000
State of Vermont .............. 1,385,000
State of West Virginia ....... 1,000,000
State of Wisconsin ............. 4,000,000
Transportation opportuni-

ties training, Chicago, Il-
linois .............................. 1,000,000

Troy State University,
Alabama—Rosa Parks
Center ............................. 1,000,000

Project Conference
Westchester County, New

York job access support
centers ............................ 1,000,000

Wichita, Kansas ................. 725,000

District of Columbia.—The conference agree-
ment includes $1,250,000 of which $600,000
shall be made available for bus service con-
necting the Georgetown business district
with the WMATA rail system.

Joblinks.—The conference agreement pro-
vides $1,250,000 for Joblinks, to be used for
demonstration projects, technical assistance
for demonstration projects and technical as-
sistance to small and urban and rural com-
munity providers. This assistance may in-
clude a toll-free hotline, on site technical as-
sistance and training, preparation of tech-
nical manuals and related assistance.

SAINT LAWRENCE SEAWAY DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

(HARBOR MAINTENANCE TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement appropriates
$12,042,000 for operations and maintenance of
the Saint Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation as proposed by the House. The
Senate bill provided $11,496,000.

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS
ADMINISTRATION

RESEARCH AND SPECIAL PROGRAMS

The conference agreement appropriates
$32,061,000 for research and special programs
instead of $32,361,000 as proposed by the
House and $30,752,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. Within this total, $3,704,000 is available
until September 30, 2002, as proposed by the
House instead of $3,500,000 as proposed by the
Senate. In addition, $645,000 of the total
funding shall be derived from the Pipeline
Safety Fund as proposed by the House in-
stead of $575,000 as proposed by the Senate.
The following adjustments were made to the
budget estimate:

Deny funding for 6 new po-
sitions ............................. ¥$300,000

Delete funding for safe
foods program ................. ¥300,000

Continue to fund Garrett
Morgan program in-
house .............................. ¥200,000

Reduction IRM contract
support ........................... ¥228,000

Decrease funding for haz-
ardous materials Inter-
national standards ......... ¥39,000

Hold funding for hazardous
materials research at
1999 level ......................... ¥34,000

Decrease round table fund-
ing .................................. ¥150,000

Reduce budget and finan-
cial programs support .... ¥28,000

Net adjustment to budg-
et estimate .................. ¥$1,279,000

Staff positions.—The conferees have deleted
six new staff positions: the Chief Information
Officer, an information resource specialist,
two new safe foods contract positions, and
two new emergency transportation special-
ists. All of these reductions were contained
in either the House or Senate reports.

Bill language is retained that permits up
to $1,200,000 in fees be collected and deposited
in the general fund of the Treasury as offset-
ting receipts. Also, bill language is included
that permits funds received from states,
counties, municipalities, other public au-
thorities and private sources for expenses in-
curred for training, reports publication and
dissemination, and travel expenses incurred
in the performance of hazardous materials
exemptions and approval functions. Both of
these provisions were contained in the House
and Senate bills.

PIPELINE SAFETY

(PIPELINE SAFETY FUND)

(OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND)

The conference agreement provides total
funding of $36,879,000 for the pipeline safety
program, instead of $37,392,000 as proposed by
the House and $36,104,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Within this total, $17,394,000 is avail-
able until September 30, 2002 instead of
$17,074,000 as proposed by the House and
$16,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Of this total, the conference agreement
specifies that $5,479,000 shall be derived from
the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund, $30,000,000
from the Pipeline Safety Fund, and $1,400,000
from the reserve fund. The House bill allo-
cated $5,494,000 from the Oil Spill Liability
Trust Fund, $30,598,000 from the Pipeline
Safety Fund, and $1,300,000 from the reserve
fund. The Senate bill provided $4,704,000 from
the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund, $30,000,000
from the Pipeline Safety Fund, and $1,400,000
from the reserve fund.

Bill language specifies that the reserve
fund should be used for damage prevention
grants to states and public education. The
House bill permitted the reserve fund to be
used for one-call notification, public edu-
cation and damage control activities, while
the Senate bill allowed the reserve fund to be
used for one-call notification and public edu-
cation activities.

The following table reflects the total allo-
cation for pipeline safety in fiscal year 2000:
Personnel, compensation,

and benefits .................... $8,919,000
Administrative expenses ... 3,902,000
Information and analysis .. 1,200,000
Risk assessment and tech-

nical studies ................... 1,250,000
Compliance ........................ 300,000
Training and information

dissemination ................. 971,000
Emergency notification .... 100,000
Public education ............... 400,000
Implement Oil Pollution

Act .................................. 2,443,000
Research and development 1,894,000
State grants ...................... 13,000,000
Risk management grants .. 500,000
One-call grants .................. 1,000,000
Damage prevention grants 1,000,000

Total ............................ $36,879,000
Public education.—The conference agree-

ment has increased funding for public edu-
cation to $400,000. The additional funds shall
be used to leverage private sector funds to
advance the national one-call campaign. In
addition, the conferees direct the Office of
Pipeline Safety to use existing resources to
support the formation and initial operation
of a non-profit organization that will further
the work of ‘‘Common Ground’’ and imple-
ment other innovative approaches to ad-
vance underground damage prevention.

EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS GRANTS

The conference agreement provides $200,000
for emergency preparedness grants as pro-
posed by both the House and the Senate. The
conference agreement deletes bill language
proposed by the House that limits obliga-
tions for emergency preparedness to
$14,300,000. The Senate bill carried no similar
provision.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement includes
$44,840,000 as proposed by the House instead
of $48,000,000 as proposed by the Senate, and
deletes provisions recommended by the Sen-
ate which would have derived a portion of
the funding by transfer from appropriations
made to the modal administrations.

The conference agreement includes provi-
sions proposed by the Senate authorizing the
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use of funds to investigate unfair or decep-
tive practices and unfair methods of com-
petition by air carriers, to monitor compli-
ance with existing laws and regulations in
this area, and to conduct a study of con-
sumer access to price and service informa-
tion in air transportation. The House had no
similar provisions.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision specifying that the Inspector General
has the authority to investigate allegations
of fraud by any person or entity that is sub-
ject to regulation by the Department.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement appropriates
$17,000,000 for salaries and expenses of the
Surface Transportation Board as proposed by
the House instead of $15,400,000 as proposed
by the Senate. In addition, the conference
agreement includes language, proposed by
the House, which allows the Board to offset
$1,600,000 of its appropriation from fees col-
lected during the fiscal year. The Senate bill
allowed the Board to collect $1,600,000 in fees
to augment its appropriation.

The conference agreement deletes lan-
guage proposed by the Senate that allows
any fees collected in excess of $1,600,000 in
fiscal year 2000 to be available for obligation
on October 1, 2000. The House bill did not
contain a similar provision.

Union Pacific/Southern Pacific merger.—The
conferees are aware that the Board has con-
tinuing jurisdiction over the Union Pacific/
Southern Pacific merger in connection with
the STB Finance Docket No. 32760. If it be-
comes necessary for the Board to issue a rule
regarding the environmental mitigation
study for Wichita, Kansas, the Board shall
base its final environmental mitigation con-
ditions for Wichita on verifiable and appro-
priate assumptions. If there is any material
change in the bases of the assumptions on
which the final mitigation for Wichita is im-
posed, the conferees expect the Board to ex-
ercise that jurisdiction by reexamining the
final environmental mitigation measures.
Also, if the Union Pacific Corporation, its di-
visions, or subsidiaries materially change or
are unable to achieve the assumptions the
Board based its final mitigation measures
on, then the Board should reopen Finance
Docket 32760, if requested, and prescribe ad-
ditional mitigation properly reflecting these
changes, if shown to be appropriate.

TITLE II

RELATED AGENCIES

ARCHITECTURAL AND TRANSPORTATION
BARRIERS COMPLIANCE BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$4,633,000 for the Architectural and Transpor-
tation Barriers Compliance Board as pro-
posed by the House instead of $4,500,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement appropriates
$57,000,000 for salaries and expenses of the
National Transportation Safety Board as
proposed by the House instead of $51,500,000
as proposed by the Senate. Within the funds
provided, NTSB should participate in the
interagency initiative on aviation safety in
Alaska.

EMERGENCY FUND

The conference agreement deletes $1,000,000
provided by the Senate for the National
Transportation Safety Board’s emergency
fund. The Board has not used any of its cur-
rent emergency fund, so this appropriation is
not needed. The House bill contained no
similar appropriation.

TITLE III
GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 301 allows funds for aircraft; motor ve-
hicles; liability insurance; uniforms, or al-
lowances, as authorized by law as proposed
by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 302 requires pay raises to be funded
within appropriated levels in this Act or pre-
vious appropriations Acts as proposed by
both the House and Senate.

Sec. 303 allows funds for expenditures for
primary and secondary schools and transpor-
tation for dependents of Federal Aviation
Administration personnel stationed outside
the continental United States as proposed by
both the House and Senate.

Sec. 304 limits appropriations for services
authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109 to the rate for an
Executive Level IV as proposed by both the
House and Senate.

Sec. 305 prohibits funds in this Act for sal-
aries and expenses of more than 100 political
and Presidential appointees in the Depart-
ment of Transportation and includes a provi-
sion that prohibits political and Presidential
personnel to be assigned on temporary detail
outside the Department of Transportation as
proposed by both the Senate and House.

Sec. 306 prohibits pay and other expenses
for non-Federal parties in regulatory or ad-
judicatory proceedings funded in this Act as
proposed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 307 prohibits obligations beyond the
current fiscal year and prohibits transfers of
funds unless expressly so provided herein as
proposed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 308 allows the Secretary of the De-
partment of Transportation to enter into
grants, cooperative agreements, and other
transactions involving the Technology Rein-
vestment Project as proposed by both the
House and Senate.

Sec. 309 limits consulting service expendi-
tures of public record in procurement con-
tracts as proposed by both the House and
Senate.

Sec. 310 modifies the Senate language that
pertains to the distribution of the Federal-
aid highways program. The House proposed
no similar provision.

Sec. 31l exempts previously made transit
obligations from limitations on obligations
as proposed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 312 prohibits funds for the National
Highway Safety Advisory Commission as
proposed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 313 prohibits funds to establish a ves-
sel traffic safety fairway less than five miles
wide between Santa Barbara and San Fran-
cisco traffic separation schemes as proposed
by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 314 allows airports to transfer to the
Federal Aviation Administration instrument
landing systems as proposed by both the
House and Senate.

Sec. 315 prohibits funds to award multiyear
contracts for production end items that in-
clude certain specified provisions as pro-
posed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 316 allows funds for discretionary
grants of the Federal Transit Administration
for specific projects, except for fixed guide-
way modernization projects, not obligated by
September 30, 2002, and other recoveries to
be used for other projects under 49 U.S.C.
5309 as proposed by both the House and Sen-
ate.

Sec. 317 allows transit funds appropriated
before October 1, 1999, and that remain avail-
able for expenditure to be transferred as pro-
posed by both the House and Senate.

Sec. 318 prohibits funds to compensate in
excess of 320 technical staff years under the
federally funded research and development
center contract between the Federal Avia-
tion Administration and the Center for Ad-
vanced Aviation Systems Development as

proposed by the House. The Senate proposed
no similar provision.

Sec. 319 reduces funding by $15,000,000 for
activities of the Transportation administra-
tive service center of the Department of
Transportation and limits obligation author-
ity of the center to $133,673,000. The House
proposed reducing funding by $10,000,000 for
activities of the center and limiting obliga-
tion authority to $147,965,000. The Senate
proposed reducing funding by $60,000,000 for
activities of the center and limiting obliga-
tion authority to $169,953,000.

Sec. 320 allows funds received by the Fed-
eral Highway Administration, Federal Tran-
sit Administration, and the Federal Railroad
Administration from States, counties, mu-
nicipalities, other public authorities, and
private sources for expenses incurred for
training may be credited to each agency’s re-
spective accounts as proposed by the House
and Senate.

Sec. 321 prohibits funds to be used to pre-
pare, propose, or promulgate any regulation
pursuant to title V of the Motor Vehicle In-
formation and Cost Savings Act prescribing
corporate average fuel economy standards
for automobiles as defined in such title, in
any model year that differs from standards
promulgated for such automobiles prior to
enactment of this section as proposed by the
House. The Senate proposed no similar provi-
sion.

Sec. 322 makes available funds for appor-
tionment to the sponsors of primary airports
taking account of temporary air service
interruptions to those airports as proposed
by the Senate. The House proposed no simi-
lar provision.

Sec. 323 amends section 3021 of Public Law
105–178 that allows the States of Oklahoma
and Vermont flexible use of transportation
funds under sections 5307 and 5311 of title 49,
United States Code. The Senate proposed
amending section 3021 of Public Law 105–178
to allow the States of Oklahoma and
Vermont flexible use of transportation funds
under sections 5307 and 5311 of title 49,
United States Code, and sections 133 and 149
of title 23, United States Code. The House
proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 324 allows funds received by the Bu-
reau of Transportation Statistics to be sub-
ject to the obligation limitation for federal-
aid highways and highway safety construc-
tion as proposed by both the House and Sen-
ate.

Sec. 325 prohibits the use of funds for any
type of training which: (1) does not meet
needs for knowledge, skills, and abilities
bearing directly on the performance of offi-
cial duties; (2) could be highly stressful or
emotional to the students; (3) does not pro-
vide prior notification of content and meth-
ods to be used during the training; (4) con-
tains any religious concepts or ideas; (5) at-
tempts to modify a person’s values or life-
style; or (6) is for AIDS awareness training,
except for raising awareness of medical
ramifications of AIDS and workplace rights
as proposed by the House. The Senate pro-
posed no similar provision.

Sec. 326 prohibits the use of funds in this
Act for activities designed to influence Con-
gress or a state legislature on legislation or
appropriations except through proper, offi-
cial channels. The House proposed prohib-
iting funds for activities designed to influ-
ence Congress except through proper, official
channels. The Senate proposed prohibiting
funds in this Act for activities designed to
influence Congress, any State legislature, or
grant recipient. The conference agreement
does not change underlying law that gives
certain agencies, such as the National Trans-
portation Safety Board and the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administration, the
express authority to work with state legisla-
tures.
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Sec. 327 requires compliance with the Buy

American Act as proposed by the House. The
Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 328 limits necessary expenses of advi-
sory committees to $1,000,000 of the funds
provided in this Act to the Department of
Transportation and includes a provision that
excludes advisory committees established for
conducting negotiated rulemaking in accord-
ance with the Negotiated Rulemaking Act
from the limitation as proposed by the Sen-
ate. The House proposed no similar limita-
tion or provision.

Sec. 329 permanently allows receipts col-
lected from users of Department of Transpor-
tation fitness centers to be available to sup-
port operation and maintenance of those fa-
cilities. The House proposed a similar provi-
sion that was applicable only to fiscal year
2000.

Sec. 330 prohibits funds to implement or
enforce regulations that would result in slot
allocations of international operations to
any carrier at O’Hare International Airport
in excess of the number of slots allocated to
and scheduled by that carrier as of October
31, 1993, if that slot is withdrawn from an air
carrier under existing regulations as pro-
posed by the House. The Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 331 provides that funds made available
under this Act and prior year unobligated
funds for the Charleston, South Carolina,
monobeam corridor project shall be trans-
ferred and administered under the transit
planning and research account. The Senate
proposed allowing capital transit grant funds
provided in this Act and in Public Laws 105–
277 and 105–66 to be used for any aspect of the
Charleston, South Carolina, monobeam cor-
ridor project. The House proposed no similar
provision.

Sec. 332 permanently limits the number of
communities that receive essential air serv-
ice funding by excluding points in the 48 con-
tiguous United States that are located 70
highway miles from the nearest large or me-
dium hub airport, or that require a subsidy
in excess of $200 per passenger, unless such a
point is more than 210 miles from the nearest
large or medium hub airport as proposed by
the Senate. The House proposed a similar
provision that was applicable only to fiscal
year 2000.

Sec. 333 credits to appropriations of the
Department of Transportation rebates, re-
funds, incentive payments, minor fees and
other funds received by the Department from
travel management centers, charge card pro-
grams, the subleasing of building space, and
miscellaneous sources as proposed by both
the House and Senate. Such funds received
shall be available until December 31, 2000.

Sec. 334 authorizes the Secretary of Trans-
portation to allow issuers of any preferred
stock to redeem or repurchase preferred
stock sold to the Department of Transpor-
tation as proposed by the House and Senate.

Sec. 335 provides $750,000 for the Amtrak
Reform Council as proposed by the House in-
stead of $950,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Sec. 335 also includes provisions that amend
section 203 of Public Law 105–134 regarding
the Amtrak Reform Council’s recommenda-
tions on Amtrak routes identified for closure
or realignment as proposed by the Senate.
The House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 336 authorizes the Secretary of Trans-
portation to transfer appropriations by no
more than 12 percent among the offices of
the Office of the Secretary as proposed by
the House instead of by no more than 12 per
centum as proposed by the Senate.

Sec. 337 prohibits funds in this Act for ac-
tivities under the Aircraft Purchase Loan
Guarantee Program as proposed by the
House. The Senate proposed including this
funding prohibition under Title I, Federal
Aviation Administration.

Sec. 338 prohibits funds to carry out the
functions and operations of the office of
motor carriers within the Federal Highway
Administration and allows for the transfer of
motor carrier funds and certain operations
outside the Federal Highway Administra-
tion. The House proposed prohibiting funds
to carry out the functions and operations of
the office of motor carriers within the Fed-
eral Highway Administration. The Senate
proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 339 provides that grants for operating
assistance in fiscal years 1999 and 2000 under
sec. 5307 of title 49, United States Code, for
certain urbanized areas may not be more
than 80 percent of the net project cost as
proposed by the House. The Senate proposed
no similar provision.

Sec. 340 provides that funds provided for
the Griffin light rail project in Public Law
104–205 shall be available for alternative
analysis and environmental impact studies
for other transit alternatives in the Griffin
corridor from Hartford, Connecticut, to
Bradley International Airport as proposed by
the House. The Senate proposed no similar
provision.

Sec. 341 amends sec. 3030(c)(1)(A)(v) of Pub-
lic Law 105–178 by deleting ‘‘light rail’’ from
the authorization for the Hartford City light
rail connection as proposed by the House.
The Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 342 provides that the federal share of
projects funded under the over-the-road bus
accessibility program shall be 90 percent of
the project cost as proposed by the House.
The Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 343 provides that $10,000,000 of the
funding in this Act is only for the Coast
Guard Mackinaw replacement vessel and is
available until September 30, 2005, as pro-
posed by the House. The Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 344 prohibits the Coast Guard from ob-
ligating or expending funds provided in this
Act to allow an extension of a single hull
tank vessel’s double hull compliance date,
unless specifically authorized by 4 U.S.C.
3703a(e). The House proposed prohibiting
funds to review or issue a waiver for a vessel
deemed to be equipped with a double bottom
or double sides. The Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 345 prohibits funds in this Act for the
planning or development of the California
State Route 710 Freeway extension project
through South Pasadena, California, as pro-
posed by the House. The Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 346 permanently prohibits the Depart-
ment of Transportation from creating ‘‘pea-
nut-free’’ zones or restricting the distribu-
tion of peanuts aboard domestic aircraft
until 90 days after submission of a peer-re-
viewed scientific study that determines that
there are severe reactions by passengers to
peanuts as a result of contact with very
small airborne peanut particles. The Senate
proposed a similar provision that was appli-
cable only to fiscal year 2000. The House pro-
posed no similar provision.

Sec. 347 requires the Federal Transit Ad-
ministration to inform the House and Senate
Committees on Appropriations 60 days before
a new full funding grant agreement is exe-
cuted as proposed by the Senate. The House
proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 348 amends section 1212(g) of Public
Law 105–178 to provide the State of New Jer-
sey highway project funding flexibility with-
in the state as proposed by the Senate. The
House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 349 requires the Coast Guard to con-
vey to the University of New Hampshire real
property located in New Castle, New Hamp-
shire, as proposed by the Senate. The House
proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 350 modifies language proposed by the
Senate that protects personal and related in-

formation on motor vehicle records. The
Senate proposed prohibiting funds in this
Act to execute a project agreement for any
highway project in a state that sells drivers’
license personal information and drivers’ li-
cense photographs unless that state has es-
tablished and implemented an opt-in process
for such information and photographs. The
prohibition on the sale of written personal
information applies only if sold for purposes
of surveys, marketing or solicitations. The
House proposed no similar provision.

It is the conferees’ intent that personal in-
formation, such as name, address, and tele-
phone number, can still be distributed as
specified by the Driver Protection Privacy
Act and this Act.

Sec. 351 permits the reallocation of
$10,000,000 from funds provided in this Act to
the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration and the Federal Highway Adminis-
tration for completion of the National Ad-
vanced Driving Simulator (NADS). The Sen-
ate proposed $10,000,000 from funds provided
in this Act for completion of NADS. The
House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 352 amends Public Law 102–240 as it re-
lates to highway projects in Harford County,
Maryland, as proposed by the Senate. The
House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 353 expresses the sense of the Senate
that the United States Census Bureau should
include marital status on the short form cen-
sus questionnaire to be distributed to the
majority of American households for the 2000
decennial census as proposed by the Senate.
The House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 354 expresses the sense of the Senate
that the penalties for involuntarily bumping
airline passengers should be doubled and
that such passengers should obtain a prompt
cash refund for the full value of their airline
ticket as proposed by the Senate. The House
proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 355 repeals section 656(b) of Public
Law 104–208 as it relates to state-issued driv-
ers’ licenses and comparable identification
documents as proposed by the Senate. The
House proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 356 allows funds provided in Public
Law 105–277 for the Pittsburgh North Shore
central business district transit project to be
used for preliminary engineering costs, an
environmental impact statement, or a major
investment study for that project as pro-
posed by the Senate. The House proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 357 conforms the January 4, 1977, fed-
eral decision to existing Federal and state
laws. The House and Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 358 amends section 1602 of Public Law
105–178 to allow federal highway funds to be
used to retrofit noise barriers in several lo-
cations in the State of Georgia. The House
and Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 359 amends section 1602 of Public Law
105–178 as it pertains to a railroad corridor
project in Saratoga, New York. The House
and Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 360 pertains to the use of funds made
available for Alaska or Hawaii ferry boats or
ferry terminal facilities. The House and Sen-
ate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 361 amends section 1602 of Public Law
105–178 and section 1105 of Public Law 102–240
pertaining to high priority corridors in the
State of Arkansas.

Sec. 362 amends section 3030 of Public Law
105–178 to include the Bethlehem, Pennsyl-
vania, intermodal facility. The House and
Senate proposed no similar provision.

Sec. 363 amends section 3030(b) of Public
Law 105–178 to authorize the Dane County
Corridor-East-West Madison Metropolitan
Area project. The House and Senate proposed
no similar provision.

Sec. 364 prohibits funds for construction of
the Douglas Branch project and directs the
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Federal Transit Administration to use ‘‘no
build’’ and ‘‘TSM’’ alternatives when evalu-
ating the project. The House and Senate pro-
posed no similar provision.

Sec. 365 provides $500,000 in grants to the
Environmental Protection Agency to de-
velop a pilot program which allows employ-
ers in designated regions to receive tradable
air pollution credits for reduced vehicle-
miles-traveled as a result of an employee
telecommuting program. The House and Sen-
ate proposed no similar provision.

The conferees direct that a $500,000 grant
be awarded by the Environmental Protection
Agency to the National Environmental Pol-
icy Institute, a nonprofit organization in
Washington, D.C. The conferees direct the
Environmental Protection Agency to work
closely with the grantee, the Department of
Transportation, and the Department of En-
ergy. The conferees also direct that all par-
ties work closely with state and local gov-
ernments, and business organizations and
leaders in the designated regions in this pro-
vision. The House and Senate proposed no
similar provision.

Sec. 366 pertains to conveyed lands by the
United States to the City of Safford, Ari-
zona, for use by the city for airport purposes.
The House and Senate proposed no similar
provision.

Sec. 367 prohibits funds in this Act unless
the Secretary of Transportation notifies the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions not less than three full business days
before any discretionary grant award, letter
of intent, or full funding grant agreement to-
taling $1,000,000 or more is announced by the
department or its modal administrations.
The House and Senate proposed no similar
provision.

Sec. 368 allows funds provided in fiscal
years 1998 and 1999 for an intermodal facility
in Eureka, California, to be available for a
bus maintenance facility in Humboldt Coun-

ty, California. The House and Senate pro-
posed no similar provision.

Sec. 369 relates to a study of alternatives
to rail relocation in Moorhead, Minnesota.
The House and Senate proposed no similar
provision.

The conference agreement deletes the
House provision that prohibits funds to be
used to issue a final standard under docket
number NHTSA 98–3945 (relating to State-
Issued Drivers Licenses and Comparable
Identification Documents (Sec. 656(b) of the
Illegal Immigration Reform and Responsi-
bility Act of 1996)).

The conference agreement deletes the
House provision that amends the Arctic Re-
search and Policy Act of 1984 and the Arctic
Marine Living Resources Convention Act of
1984 as it pertains to Coast Guard
icebreaking operations.

The conference agreement deletes the
House provision that prohibits the expendi-
ture of funds to execute a letter of intent,
letter of no prejudice, or full funding grant
agreement for the West-East light rail sys-
tem, or any segment thereof, or a downtown
connector in Salt Lake City, Utah.

The conference agreement deletes the
House provision that reduces funds provided
in this Act for the Transportation Adminis-
trative Service Center (TASC) by $1,000,000.

The conference agreement deletes the
House provision that reduces funds provided
in this Act for the Amtrak Reform Council
by $300,000.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that prohibits funds to be used
for conducting the activities of the Surface
Transportation Board other than those ap-
propriated or from fees collected by the
Board.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that relates to the non-govern-
mental share of funds for the Salt Lake City/

Airport to University (West-East) light rail
project.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that allows the Department of
Transportation to enter into a fractional air-
craft ownership demonstration program.
This program is addressed in the conference
agreement under the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that expresses the sense of the
Senate that the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration should develop a national policy and
related procedures concerning the interface
of the terminal automated radar display and
information system and en route surveil-
lance systems for visual flight rule (VFR) air
traffic control towers.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that prohibits funds to imple-
ment the cost sharing provisions of Sec.
5001(b) of Public Law 105–178 as it relates to
fundamental properties of asphalts and
modified asphalts (Sec. 5117(b)(5)).

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that expresses the sense of the
Senate regarding the need for reimburse-
ment to the Village of Bourbonnais and Kan-
kakee County, Illinois, for crash rescue and
cleanup incurred in relation to the March 15,
1999, Amtrak train accident.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that provides that of the funds
made available in this Act not less that
$2,000,000 be available for Eastern West Vir-
ginia Regional Airport; not less than $400,000
for Concord, New Hampshire; and not less
than $2,000,000 for Huntsville International
Airport.

The conference agreement deletes the Sen-
ate provision that provides that $20,000,000 be
available in fiscal year 2001 for the James A.
Farley Post Office project in New York City.
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CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2000 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1999 amount, the
2000 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 2000 follow:

[In thousands of dollars]

New budget (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
1999 ................................. 14,547,023

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 2000 ................ 14,664,820

House bill, fiscal year 2000 8,356,275
Senate bill, fiscal year 2000 13,945,522
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2000 .................... 14,372,057
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1999 ...... ¥174,966

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 2000 ...... ¥292,763

House bill, fiscal year
2000 .............................. +6,015,782

Senate bill, fiscal year
2000 .............................. +426,535

FRANK R. WOLF,
TOM DELAY,
RALPH REGULA,
HAROLD ROGERS,
RON PACKARD,
SONNY CALLAHAN,
TODD TIAHRT,
ROBERT B. ADERHOLT,
KAY GRANGER,
BILL YOUNG,
MARTIN OLAV SABO,
JOHN W. OLVER,
ED PASTOR,
CAROLYN C. KILPATRICK,
JOSE E. SERRANO,
MIKE FORBES,
DAVID OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RICHARD C. SHELBY,
PETE V. DOMENICI,
ARLEN SPECTER,
C.S. BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
ROBERT F. BENNETT,
BEN NIGHTHORSE

CAMPBELL,
TED STEVENS,
FRANK R. LAUTENBERG,
ROBERT BYRD,
B.A. MIKULSKI,
HARRY REID,
HERB KOHL,
PATTY MURRAY,
D.K. INOUYE,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 1906,
AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

Mr. SKEEN submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 1906) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–354)
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the

amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1906) ‘‘making appropriations for Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000, and for other purposes’’, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate, and
agree to the same with an amendment, as
follows:

In lieu of the matter stricken and inserted
by said amendment, insert:
That the following sums are appropriated, out
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related
Agencies programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
namely:

TITLE I
AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Secretary of Agriculture, and not to exceed
$75,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$15,436,000, of which, $12,600,000, to remain
available until expended, shall be available only
for the development and implementation of a
common computing environment: Provided, That
not to exceed $11,000 of this amount, along with
any unobligated balances of representation
funds in the Foreign Agricultural Service, shall
be available for official reception and represen-
tation expenses, not otherwise provided for, as
determined by the Secretary: Provided further,
That the funds made available for the develop-
ment and implementation of a common com-
puting environment shall only be available upon
approval of the Committees on Appropriations
and Agriculture of the House of Representatives
and the Senate of a plan for the development
and implementation of a common computing en-
vironment: Provided further, That none of the
funds appropriated or otherwise made available
by this Act may be used to pay the salaries and
expenses of personnel of the Department of Ag-
riculture to carry out section 793(c)(1)(C) of
Public Law 104–127: Provided further, That
none of the funds made available by this Act
may be used to enforce section 793(d) of Public
Law 104–127.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS

CHIEF ECONOMIST

For necessary expenses of the Chief Econo-
mist, including economic analysis, risk assess-
ment, cost-benefit analysis, energy and new
uses, and the functions of the World Agricul-
tural Outlook Board, as authorized by the Agri-
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622g),
and including employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not to ex-
ceed $5,000 is for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109, $6,411,000.

NATIONAL APPEALS DIVISION

For necessary expenses of the National Ap-
peals Division, including employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), of which not
to exceed $25,000 is for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109, $11,718,000.

OFFICE OF BUDGET AND PROGRAM ANALYSIS

For necessary expenses of the Office of Budget
and Program Analysis, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
of which not to exceed $5,000 is for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $6,583,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Information Officer, including employ-

ment pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
of which not to exceed $10,000 is for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $6,051,000.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
of which not to exceed $10,000 is for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $4,783,000.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
ADMINISTRATION

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary for Administra-
tion to carry out the programs funded by this
Act, $613,000.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND
RENTAL PAYMENTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For payment of space rental and related costs
pursuant to Public Law 92–313, including au-
thorities pursuant to the 1984 delegation of au-
thority from the Administrator of General Serv-
ices to the Department of Agriculture under 40
U.S.C. 486, for programs and activities of the
Department which are included in this Act, and
for the operation, maintenance, and repair of
Agriculture buildings, $140,364,000: Provided,
That in the event an agency within the Depart-
ment should require modification of space needs,
the Secretary of Agriculture may transfer a
share of that agency’s appropriation made
available by this Act to this appropriation, or
may transfer a share of this appropriation to
that agency’s appropriation, but such transfers
shall not exceed 5 percent of the funds made
available for space rental and related costs to or
from this account.

HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Department of
Agriculture, to comply with the requirement of
section 107(g) of the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001 of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42
U.S.C. 6961, $15,700,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That appropriations
and funds available herein to the Department
for Hazardous Waste Management may be
transferred to any agency of the Department for
its use in meeting all requirements pursuant to
the above Acts on Federal and non-Federal
lands.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For Departmental Administration, $34,738,000,
to provide for necessary expenses for manage-
ment support services to offices of the Depart-
ment and for general administration and dis-
aster management of the Department, repairs
and alterations, and other miscellaneous sup-
plies and expenses not otherwise provided for
and necessary for the practical and efficient
work of the Department, including employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
of which not to exceed $10,000 is for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided, That this appro-
priation shall be reimbursed from applicable ap-
propriations in this Act for travel expenses inci-
dent to the holding of hearings as required by 5
U.S.C. 551–558.

OUTREACH FOR SOCIALLY DISADVANTAGED
FARMERS

For grants and contracts pursuant to section
2501 of the Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and
Trade Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 2279), $3,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Assistant Secretary for Congressional
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Relations to carry out the programs funded by
this Act, including programs involving intergov-
ernmental affairs and liaison within the execu-
tive branch, $3,568,000: Provided, That no other
funds appropriated to the Department by this
Act shall be available to the Department for
support of activities of congressional relations:
Provided further, That not less than $2,241,000
shall be transferred to agencies funded by this
Act to maintain personnel at the agency level.

OFFICE OF COMMUNICATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry on services re-
lating to the coordination of programs involving
public affairs, for the dissemination of agricul-
tural information, and the coordination of in-
formation, work, and programs authorized by
Congress in the Department, $8,138,000, includ-
ing employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), of which not to exceed $10,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
and not to exceed $2,000,000 may be used for
farmers’ bulletins.

OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of the In-
spector General, including employment pursu-
ant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and the
Inspector General Act of 1978, $65,128,000, in-
cluding such sums as may be necessary for con-
tracting and other arrangements with public
agencies and private persons pursuant to sec-
tion 6(a)(9) of the Inspector General Act of 1978,
including not to exceed $50,000 for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109; and including not to exceed
$125,000 for certain confidential operational ex-
penses, including the payment of informants, to
be expended under the direction of the Inspector
General pursuant to Public Law 95–452 and sec-
tion 1337 of Public Law 97–98.

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

For necessary expenses of the Office of the
General Counsel, $29,194,000.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Research, Edu-
cation and Economics to administer the laws en-
acted by the Congress for the Economic Re-
search Service, the National Agricultural Statis-
tics Service, the Agricultural Research Service,
and the Cooperative State Research, Education,
and Extension Service, $540,000.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the Economic Re-
search Service in conducting economic research
and analysis, as authorized by the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621–1627) and
other laws, $65,419,000: Provided, That
$1,000,000 shall be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation for ‘‘Food and Nutrition
Service, Food Program Administration’’ for
studies and evaluations: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for employ-
ment pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225).

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

For necessary expenses of the National Agri-
cultural Statistics Service in conducting statis-
tical reporting and service work, including crop
and livestock estimates, statistical coordination
and improvements, marketing surveys, and the
Census of Agriculture, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1621–1627, Public Law 105–113, and other laws,
$99,405,000, of which up to $16,490,000 shall be
available until expended for the Census of Agri-
culture: Provided, That this appropriation shall
be available for employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$40,000 shall be available for employment under
5 U.S.C. 3109.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

For necessary expenses to enable the Agricul-
tural Research Service to perform agricultural

research and demonstration relating to produc-
tion, utilization, marketing, and distribution
(not otherwise provided for); home economics or
nutrition and consumer use including the acqui-
sition, preservation, and dissemination of agri-
cultural information; and for acquisition of
lands by donation, exchange, or purchase at a
nominal cost not to exceed $100, and for land ex-
changes where the lands exchanged shall be of
equal value or shall be equalized by a payment
of money to the grantor which shall not exceed
25 percent of the total value of the land or inter-
ests transferred out of Federal ownership,
$834,322,000: Provided, That appropriations
hereunder shall be available for temporary em-
ployment pursuant to the second sentence of
section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $115,000 shall be
available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109:
Provided further, That appropriations here-
under shall be available for the operation and
maintenance of aircraft and the purchase of not
to exceed one for replacement only: Provided
further, That appropriations hereunder shall be
available pursuant to 7 U.S.C. 2250 for the con-
struction, alteration, and repair of buildings
and improvements, but unless otherwise pro-
vided, the cost of constructing any one building
shall not exceed $250,000, except for headhouses
or greenhouses which shall each be limited to
$1,000,000, and except for ten buildings to be
constructed or improved at a cost not to exceed
$500,000 each, and the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not exceed
10 percent of the current replacement value of
the building or $250,000, whichever is greater:
Provided further, That the limitations on alter-
ations contained in this Act shall not apply to
modernization or replacement of existing facili-
ties at Beltsville, Maryland: Provided further,
That appropriations hereunder shall be avail-
able for granting easements at the Beltsville Ag-
ricultural Research Center, including an ease-
ment to the University of Maryland to construct
the Transgenic Animal Facility which upon
completion shall be accepted by the Secretary as
a gift: Provided further, That the foregoing limi-
tations shall not apply to replacement of build-
ings needed to carry out the Act of April 24, 1948
(21 U.S.C. 113a): Provided further, That funds
may be received from any State, other political
subdivision, organization, or individual for the
purpose of establishing or operating any re-
search facility or research project of the Agri-
cultural Research Service, as authorized by law.

None of the funds in the foregoing paragraph
shall be available to carry out research related
to the production, processing or marketing of to-
bacco or tobacco products.

In fiscal year 2000, the agency is authorized to
charge fees, commensurate with the fair market
value, for any permit, easement, lease, or other
special use authorization for the occupancy or
use of land and facilities (including land and
facilities at the Beltsville Agricultural Research
Center) issued by the agency, as authorized by
law, and such fees shall be credited to this ac-
count and shall remain available until expended
for authorized purposes.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For acquisition of land, construction, repair,
improvement, extension, alteration, and pur-
chase of fixed equipment or facilities as nec-
essary to carry out the agricultural research
programs of the Department of Agriculture,
where not otherwise provided, $52,500,000, to re-
main available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b):
Provided, That funds may be received from any
State, other political subdivision, organization,
or individual for the purpose of establishing any
research facility of the Agricultural Research
Service, as authorized by law.
COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION, AND

EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

For payments to agricultural experiment sta-
tions, for cooperative forestry and other re-

search, for facilities, and for other expenses, in-
cluding $180,545,000 to carry into effect the pro-
visions of the Hatch Act (7 U.S.C. 361a–i);
$21,932,000 for grants for cooperative forestry re-
search (16 U.S.C. 582a–a7); $30,676,000 for pay-
ments to the 1890 land-grant colleges, including
Tuskegee University (7 U.S.C. 3222), of which
$1,000,000 shall be made available to West Vir-
ginia State College in Institute, West Virginia,
which for fiscal year 2000 and thereafter shall
be designated as an eligible institution under
section 1445 of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3222); $63,238,000 for special
grants for agricultural research (7 U.S.C.
450i(c)); $13,721,000 for special grants for agri-
cultural research on improved pest control (7
U.S.C. 450i(c)); $119,300,000 for competitive re-
search grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)); $5,109,000 for
the support of animal health and disease pro-
grams (7 U.S.C. 3195); $750,000 for supplemental
and alternative crops and products (7 U.S.C.
3319d); $650,000 for grants for research pursuant
to the Critical Agricultural Materials Act of 1984
(7 U.S.C. 178) and section 1472 of the Food and
Agriculture Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3318), to re-
main available until expended; $500,000 for the
1994 research program (7 U.S.C. 301 note);
$3,000,000 for higher education graduate fellow-
ship grants (7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(6)), to remain
available until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b);
$4,350,000 for higher education challenge grants
(7 U.S.C. 3152(b)(1)); $1,000,000 for a higher edu-
cation multicultural scholars program (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(5)), to remain available until expended
(7 U.S.C. 2209b); $2,850,000 for an education
grants program for Hispanic-serving Institutions
(7 U.S.C. 3241); $500,000 for a secondary agri-
culture education program and two-year post-
secondary education (7 U.S.C. 3152(h));
$4,000,000 for aquaculture grants (7 U.S.C. 3322);
$8,000,000 for sustainable agriculture research
and education (7 U.S.C. 5811); $9,200,000 for a
program of capacity building grants (7 U.S.C.
3152(b)(4)) to colleges eligible to receive funds
under the Act of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321–
326 and 328), including Tuskegee University, to
remain available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b); $1,552,000 for payments to the 1994 Insti-
tutions pursuant to section 534(a)(1) of Public
Law 103–382; and $14,825,000 for necessary ex-
penses of Research and Education Activities, of
which not to exceed $100,000 shall be for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109; in all, $485,698,000.

None of the funds in the foregoing paragraph
shall be available to carry out research related
to the production, processing or marketing of to-
bacco or tobacco products.

NATIVE AMERICAN INSTITUTIONS ENDOWMENT
FUND

For establishment of a Native American insti-
tutions endowment fund, as authorized by Pub-
lic Law 103–382 (7 U.S.C. 301 note), $4,600,000.

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

Payments to States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Micro-
nesia, Northern Marianas, and American
Samoa: For payments for cooperative extension
work under the Smith-Lever Act, to be distrib-
uted under sections 3(b) and 3(c) of said Act,
and under section 208(c) of Public Law 93–471,
for retirement and employees’ compensation
costs for extension agents and for costs of pen-
alty mail for cooperative extension agents and
State extension directors, $276,548,000; payments
for extension work at the 1994 Institutions
under the Smith-Lever Act (7 U.S.C. 343(b)(3)),
$3,060,000; payments for the nutrition and fam-
ily education program for low-income areas
under section 3(d) of the Act, $58,695,000; pay-
ments for the pest management program under
section 3(d) of the Act, $10,783,000; payments for
the farm safety program under section 3(d) of
the Act, $4,000,000; payments to upgrade re-
search, extension, and teaching facilities at the
1890 land-grant colleges, including Tuskegee
University, as authorized by section 1447 of
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Public Law 95–113 (7 U.S.C. 3222b), $12,000,000,
to remain available until expended; payments
for the rural development centers under section
3(d) of the Act, $908,000; payments for youth-at-
risk programs under section 3(d) of the Act,
$9,000,000; payments for carrying out the provi-
sions of the Renewable Resources Extension Act
of 1978, $3,192,000; payments for Indian reserva-
tion agents under section 3(d) of the Act,
$1,714,000; payments for sustainable agriculture
programs under section 3(d) of the Act,
$3,309,000; payments for rural health and safety
education as authorized by section 2390 of Pub-
lic Law 101–624 (7 U.S.C. 2661 note, 2662),
$2,628,000; payments for cooperative extension
work by the colleges receiving the benefits of the
second Morrill Act (7 U.S.C. 321–326 and 328)
and Tuskegee University, $26,843,000, of which
$1,000,000 shall be made available to West Vir-
ginia State College in Institute, West Virginia,
which for fiscal year 2000 and thereafter shall
be designated as an eligible institution under
section 1444 of the National Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Teaching Policy Act of
1977 (7 U.S.C. 3221); and for Federal administra-
tion and coordination including administration
of the Smith-Lever Act, and the Act of Sep-
tember 29, 1977 (7 U.S.C. 341–349), and section
1361(c) of the Act of October 3, 1980 (7 U.S.C. 301
note), and to coordinate and provide program
leadership for the extension work of the Depart-
ment and the several States and insular posses-
sions, $12,242,000; in all, $424,922,000: Provided,
That funds hereby appropriated pursuant to
section 3(c) of the Act of June 26, 1953, and sec-
tion 506 of the Act of June 23, 1972, shall not be
paid to any State, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands, Mi-
cronesia, Northern Marianas, and American
Samoa prior to availability of an equal sum from
non-Federal sources for expenditure during the
current fiscal year.

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES

For the integrated research, education, and
extension competitive grants programs, includ-
ing necessary administrative expenses,
$39,541,000, as follows: payments for the water
quality program, $13,000,000; payments for the
food safety program, $15,000,000; payments for
the national agriculture pesticide impact assess-
ment program, $4,541,000; payments for the Food
Quality Protection Act risk mitigation program
for major food crop systems, $4,000,000; pay-
ments for the crops affected by Food Quality
Protection Act implementation, $1,000,000; and
payments for the methyl bromide transition pro-
gram, $2,000,000, as authorized under section 406
of the Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Education Reform Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 7626).

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
MARKETING AND REGULATORY PROGRAMS

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Marketing and
Regulatory Programs to administer programs
under the laws enacted by the Congress for the
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, the
Agricultural Marketing Service, and the Grain
Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Administra-
tion, $618,000.
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses, not otherwise provided for, in-
cluding those pursuant to the Act of February
28, 1947 (21 U.S.C. 114b–c), necessary to prevent,
control, and eradicate pests and plant and ani-
mal diseases; to carry out inspection, quar-
antine, and regulatory activities; to discharge
the authorities of the Secretary of Agriculture
under the Act of March 2, 1931 (46 Stat. 1468; 7
U.S.C. 426–426b); and to protect the environ-
ment, as authorized by law, $441,263,000, of
which $4,105,000 shall be available for the con-
trol of outbreaks of insects, plant diseases, ani-
mal diseases and for control of pest animals and
birds to the extent necessary to meet emergency

conditions: Provided, That no funds shall be
used to formulate or administer a brucellosis
eradication program for the current fiscal year
that does not require minimum matching by the
States of at least 40 percent: Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
field employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $40,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109:
Provided further, That this appropriation shall
be available for the operation and maintenance
of aircraft and the purchase of not to exceed
four, of which two shall be for replacement
only: Provided further, That, in addition, in
emergencies which threaten any segment of the
agricultural production industry of this coun-
try, the Secretary may transfer from other ap-
propriations or funds available to the agencies
or corporations of the Department such sums as
may be deemed necessary, to be available only
in such emergencies for the arrest and eradi-
cation of contagious or infectious disease or
pests of animals, poultry, or plants, and for ex-
penses in accordance with the Act of February
28, 1947, and section 102 of the Act of September
21, 1944, and any unexpended balances of funds
transferred for such emergency purposes in the
next preceding fiscal year shall be merged with
such transferred amounts: Provided further,
That appropriations hereunder shall be avail-
able pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the re-
pair and alteration of leased buildings and im-
provements, but unless otherwise provided the
cost of altering any one building during the fis-
cal year shall not exceed 10 percent of the cur-
rent replacement value of the building.

In fiscal year 2000, the agency is authorized to
collect fees to cover the total costs of providing
technical assistance, goods, or services requested
by States, other political subdivisions, domestic
and international organizations, foreign govern-
ments, or individuals, provided that such fees
are structured such that any entity’s liability
for such fees is reasonably based on the tech-
nical assistance, goods, or services provided to
the entity by the agency, and such fees shall be
credited to this account, to remain available
until expended, without further appropriation,
for providing such assistance, goods, or services.

Of the total amount available under this
heading in fiscal year 2000, $87,000,000 shall be
derived from user fees deposited in the Agricul-
tural Quarantine Inspection User Fee Account.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, preventive
maintenance, environmental support, improve-
ment, extension, alteration, and purchase of
fixed equipment or facilities, as authorized by 7
U.S.C. 2250, and acquisition of land as author-
ized by 7 U.S.C. 428a, $5,200,000, to remain
available until expended.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

MARKETING SERVICES

For necessary expenses to carry on services re-
lated to consumer protection, agricultural mar-
keting and distribution, transportation, and
regulatory programs, as authorized by law, and
for administration and coordination of pay-
ments to States, including field employment pur-
suant to the second sentence of section 706(a) of
the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225) and not
to exceed $90,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C.
3109, $51,625,000, including funds for the whole-
sale market development program for the design
and development of wholesale and farmer mar-
ket facilities for the major metropolitan areas of
the country: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C.
2250) for the alteration and repair of buildings
and improvements, but the cost of altering any
one building during the fiscal year shall not ex-
ceed 10 percent of the current replacement value
of the building.

Fees may be collected for the cost of standard-
ization activities, as established by regulation
pursuant to law (31 U.S.C. 9701).

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $60,730,000 (from fees collected)
shall be obligated during the current fiscal year
for administrative expenses: Provided, That if
crop size is understated and/or other uncontrol-
lable events occur, the agency may exceed this
limitation by up to 10 percent with notification
to the Appropriations Committees.

FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME,
AND SUPPLY (SECTION 32)

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Funds available under section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c) shall be used
only for commodity program expenses as author-
ized therein, and other related operating ex-
penses, except for: (1) transfers to the Depart-
ment of Commerce as authorized by the Fish
and Wildlife Act of August 8, 1956; (2) transfers
otherwise provided in this Act; and (3) not more
than $12,443,000 for formulation and administra-
tion of marketing agreements and orders pursu-
ant to the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937 and the Agricultural Act of 1961.

PAYMENTS TO STATES AND POSSESSIONS

For payments to departments of agriculture,
bureaus and departments of markets, and simi-
lar agencies for marketing activities under sec-
tion 204(b) of the Agricultural Marketing Act of
1946 (7 U.S.C. 1623(b)), $1,200,000.

GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS
ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of the United States Grain Standards Act,
for the administration of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act, for certifying procedures used to pro-
tect purchasers of farm products, and the stand-
ardization activities related to grain under the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, including
field employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $25,000 for em-
ployment under 5 U.S.C. 3109, $26,448,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be available
pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for the alter-
ation and repair of buildings and improvements,
but the cost of altering any one building during
the fiscal year shall not exceed 10 percent of the
current replacement value of the building.

LIMITATION ON INSPECTION AND WEIGHING
SERVICES EXPENSES

Not to exceed $42,557,000 (from fees collected)
shall be obligated during the current fiscal year
for inspection and weighing services: Provided,
That if grain export activities require additional
supervision and oversight, or other uncontrol-
lable factors occur, this limitation may be ex-
ceeded by up to 10 percent with notification to
the Appropriations Committees.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD
SAFETY

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Food Safety to
administer the laws enacted by the Congress for
the Food Safety and Inspection Service,
$446,000.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

For necessary expenses to carry out services
authorized by the Federal Meat Inspection Act,
the Poultry Products Inspection Act, and the
Egg Products Inspection Act, $649,411,000, of
which no less than $544,902,000 shall be avail-
able for federal food inspection, and in addition,
$1,000,000 may be credited to this account from
fees collected for the cost of laboratory accredi-
tation as authorized by section 1017 of Public
Law 102–237: Provided, That this appropriation
shall not be available for shell egg surveillance
under section 5(d) of the Egg Products Inspec-
tion Act (21 U.S.C. 1034(d)): Provided further,
That this appropriation shall be available for
field employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $75,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109:
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Provided further, That this appropriation shall
be available pursuant to law (7 U.S.C. 2250) for
the alteration and repair of buildings and im-
provements, but the cost of altering any one
building during the fiscal year shall not exceed
10 percent of the current replacement value of
the building.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FARM
AND FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Farm and For-
eign Agricultural Services to administer the laws
enacted by Congress for the Farm Service Agen-
cy, the Foreign Agricultural Service, the Risk
Management Agency, and the Commodity Credit
Corporation, $572,000.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for carrying out the
administration and implementation of programs
administered by the Farm Service Agency,
$794,839,000: Provided, That the Secretary is au-
thorized to use the services, facilities, and au-
thorities (but not the funds) of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to make program payments
for all programs administered by the Agency:
Provided further, That other funds made avail-
able to the Agency for authorized activities may
be advanced to and merged with this account:
Provided further, That these funds shall be
available for employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$1,000,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

For grants pursuant to section 502(b) of the
Agricultural Credit Act of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 5101–
5106), $3,000,000.

DAIRY INDEMNITY PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses involved in making in-
demnity payments to dairy farmers for milk or
cows producing such milk and manufacturers of
dairy products who have been directed to re-
move their milk or dairy products from commer-
cial markets because it contained residues of
chemicals registered and approved for use by the
Federal Government, and in making indemnity
payments for milk, or cows producing such milk,
at a fair market value to any dairy farmer who
is directed to remove his milk from commercial
markets because of: (1) the presence of products
of nuclear radiation or fallout if such contami-
nation is not due to the fault of the farmer; or
(2) residues of chemicals or toxic substances not
included under the first sentence of the Act of
August 13, 1968 (7 U.S.C. 450j), if such chemicals
or toxic substances were not used in a manner
contrary to applicable regulations or labeling
instructions provided at the time of use and the
contamination is not due to the fault of the
farmer, $450,000, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That none of
the funds contained in this Act shall be used to
make indemnity payments to any farmer whose
milk was removed from commercial markets as a
result of the farmer’s willful failure to follow
procedures prescribed by the Federal Govern-
ment: Provided further, That this amount shall
be transferred to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion: Provided further, That the Secretary is au-
thorized to utilize the services, facilities, and
authorities of the Commodity Credit Corporation
for the purpose of making dairy indemnity dis-
bursements.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal amount
of direct and guaranteed loans as authorized by
7 U.S.C. 1928–1929, to be available from funds in
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund, as fol-
lows: farm ownership loans, $559,422,000, of

which $431,373,000 shall be for guaranteed
loans; operating loans, $2,397,842,000, of which
$1,697,842,000 shall be for unsubsidized guaran-
teed loans and $200,000,000 shall be for sub-
sidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land ac-
quisition loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488,
$1,028,000; for emergency insured loans,
$25,000,000 to meet the needs resulting from nat-
ural disasters; and for boll weevil eradication
program loans as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1989,
$100,000,000.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans,
including the cost of modifying loans as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as follows: farm ownership loans,
$7,243,000, of which $2,416,000, shall be for guar-
anteed loans; operating loans, $70,860,000, of
which $23,940,000 shall be for unsubsidized
guaranteed loans and $17,620,000 shall be for
subsidized guaranteed loans; Indian tribe land
acquisition loans as authorized by 25 U.S.C. 488,
$21,000; and for emergency insured loans,
$3,882,000 to meet the needs resulting from nat-
ural disasters.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct and guaranteed
loan programs, $214,161,000, of which
$209,861,000 shall be transferred to and merged
with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm Service Agen-
cy, Salaries and Expenses’’.

Funds appropriated by this Act to the Agri-
cultural Credit Insurance Program Account for
farm ownership and operating direct loans and
guaranteed loans may be transferred among
these programs with the prior approval of the
House and Senate Committees on Appropria-
tions.

RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY

For administrative and operating expenses, as
authorized by the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 6933),
$64,000,000: Provided, That not to exceed $700
shall be available for official reception and rep-
resentation expenses, as authorized by 7 U.S.C.
1506(i).

CORPORATIONS

The following corporations and agencies are
hereby authorized to make expenditures, within
the limits of funds and borrowing authority
available to each such corporation or agency
and in accord with law, and to make contracts
and commitments without regard to fiscal year
limitations as provided by section 104 of the
Government Corporation Control Act as may be
necessary in carrying out the programs set forth
in the budget for the current fiscal year for such
corporation or agency, except as hereinafter
provided.

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE CORPORATION FUND

For payments as authorized by section 516 of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act, such sums as
may be necessary, to remain available until ex-
pended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

For fiscal year 2000, such sums as may be nec-
essary to reimburse the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration for net realized losses sustained, but
not previously reimbursed, pursuant to section 2
of the Act of August 17, 1961 (15 U.S.C. 713a–11).
OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE FOR HAZARDOUS

WASTE MANAGEMENT

For fiscal year 2000, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$5,000,000 for expenses to comply with the re-
quirement of section 107(g) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. 9607(g), and section 6001
of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
42 U.S.C. 6961: Provided, That expenses shall be
for operations and maintenance costs only and
that other hazardous waste management costs
shall be paid for by the USDA Hazardous Waste
Management appropriation in this Act.

TITLE II
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR NATURAL
RESOURCES AND ENVIRONMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Natural Re-
sources and Environment to administer the laws
enacted by the Congress for the Forest Service
and the Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice, $693,000.

NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses for carrying out the
provisions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C.
590a–f), including preparation of conservation
plans and establishment of measures to conserve
soil and water (including farm irrigation and
land drainage and such special measures for soil
and water management as may be necessary to
prevent floods and the siltation of reservoirs and
to control agricultural related pollutants); oper-
ation of conservation plant materials centers;
classification and mapping of soil; dissemination
of information; acquisition of lands, water, and
interests therein for use in the plant materials
program by donation, exchange, or purchase at
a nominal cost not to exceed $100 pursuant to
the Act of August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 428a); pur-
chase and erection or alteration or improvement
of permanent and temporary buildings; and op-
eration and maintenance of aircraft,
$661,243,000, to remain available until expended
(7 U.S.C. 2209b), of which not less than
$5,990,000 is for snow survey and water fore-
casting and not less than $9,125,000 is for oper-
ation and establishment of the plant materials
centers: Provided, That appropriations here-
under shall be available pursuant to 7 U.S.C.
2250 for construction and improvement of build-
ings and public improvements at plant materials
centers, except that the cost of alterations and
improvements to other buildings and other pub-
lic improvements shall not exceed $250,000: Pro-
vided further, That when buildings or other
structures are erected on non-Federal land, that
the right to use such land is obtained as pro-
vided in 7 U.S.C. 2250a: Provided further, That
this appropriation shall be available for tech-
nical assistance and related expenses to carry
out programs authorized by section 202(c) of
title II of the Colorado River Basin Salinity
Control Act of 1974 (43 U.S.C. 1592(c)): Provided
further, That this appropriation shall be avail-
able for employment pursuant to the second sen-
tence of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $25,000 shall
be available for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109:
Provided further, That qualified local engineers
may be temporarily employed at per diem rates
to perform the technical planning work of the
Service (16 U.S.C. 590e–2).

WATERSHED SURVEYS AND PLANNING

For necessary expenses to conduct research,
investigation, and surveys of watersheds of riv-
ers and other waterways, and for small water-
shed investigations and planning, in accordance
with the Watershed Protection and Flood Pre-
vention Act approved August 4, 1954 (16 U.S.C.
1001–1009), $10,368,000: Provided, That this ap-
propriation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
and not to exceed $110,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.
WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses to carry out preventive
measures, including but not limited to research,
engineering operations, methods of cultivation,
the growing of vegetation, rehabilitation of ex-
isting works and changes in use of land, in ac-
cordance with the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act approved August 4, 1954
(16 U.S.C. 1001–1005 and 1007–1009), the provi-
sions of the Act of April 27, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 590a–
f), and in accordance with the provisions of
laws relating to the activities of the Department,
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$99,443,000, to remain available until expended
(7 U.S.C. 2209b) (of which up to $15,000,000 may
be available for the watersheds authorized
under the Flood Control Act approved June 22,
1936 (33 U.S.C. 701 and 16 U.S.C. 1006a)): Pro-
vided, That not to exceed $47,000,000 of this ap-
propriation shall be available for technical as-
sistance: Provided further, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $200,000 shall be available for employ-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 3109: Provided further,
That not to exceed $1,000,000 of this appropria-
tion is available to carry out the purposes of the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Public Law 93–
205), including cooperative efforts as con-
templated by that Act to relocate endangered or
threatened species to other suitable habitats as
may be necessary to expedite project construc-
tion: Provided further, That of the funds avail-
able for Emergency Watershed Protection activi-
ties, $8,000,000 shall be available for Mississippi,
New Mexico, Ohio and Wisconsin for financial
and technical assistance for pilot rehabilitation
projects of small, upstream dams built under the
Watershed and Flood Prevention Act (16 U.S.C.
1001 et seq., section 13 of the Act of December 22,
1994; Public Law 78–534; 58 Stat. 905), and the
pilot watershed program authorized under the
heading ‘‘FLOOD PREVENTION’’ of the De-
partment of Agriculture Appropriation Act, 1954
(Public Law 83–156; 67 Stat. 214).

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses in planning and car-
rying out projects for resource conservation and
development and for sound land use pursuant to
the provisions of section 32(e) of title III of the
Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act (7 U.S.C.
1010–1011; 76 Stat. 607), the Act of April 27, 1935
(16 U.S.C. 590a–f), and the Agriculture and
Food Act of 1981 (16 U.S.C. 3451–3461),
$35,265,000, to remain available until expended
(7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That this appropria-
tion shall be available for employment pursuant
to the second sentence of section 706(a) of the
Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to
exceed $50,000 shall be available for employment
under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, to carry out the program of forestry
incentives, as authorized by the Cooperative
Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2101),
including technical assistance and related ex-
penses, $6,325,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, as authorized by that Act.

TITLE III

RURAL ECONOMIC AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL
DEVELOPMENT

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Rural Develop-
ment to administer programs under the laws en-
acted by the Congress for the Rural Housing
Service, the Rural Business-Cooperative Service,
and the Rural Utilities Service of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, $588,000.

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, loan guarantees,
and grants, as authorized by 7 U.S.C. 1926,
1926a, 1926c, 1926d, and 1932, except for sections
381E–H, 381N, and 381O of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
2009f), $718,837,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $23,150,000 shall be for rural
community programs described in section
381E(d)(1) of such Act; of which $631,088,000
shall be for the rural utilities programs de-
scribed in section 381E(d)(2), 306C(a)(2), and
306D of such Act; and of which $64,599,000 shall
be for the rural business and cooperative devel-
opment programs described in section 381E(d)(3)

of such Act: Provided, That of the amount ap-
propriated for rural community programs,
$6,000,000 shall be available for a Rural Commu-
nity Development Initiative: Provided further,
That such funds shall be used solely to develop
the capacity and ability of private, nonprofit
community-based housing and community devel-
opment organizations, and low income rural
communities to undertake projects to improve
housing, community facilities, community and
economic development projects in rural areas:
Provided further, That such funds shall be
made available to qualified private and public
(including tribal) intermediary organizations
proposing to carry out a program of technical
assistance: Provided further, That such inter-
mediary organizations shall provide matching
funds from other sources in an amount not less
than funds provided: Provided further, That of
the amount appropriated for the rural business
and cooperative development programs, not to
exceed $500,000 shall be made available for a
grant to a qualified national organization to
provide technical assistance for rural transpor-
tation in order to promote economic develop-
ment: Provided further, That of the amount ap-
propriated for rural utilities programs, not to
exceed $20,000,000 shall be for water and waste
disposal systems to benefit the Colonias along
the United States/Mexico borders, including
grants pursuant to section 306C of such Act; not
to exceed $12,000,000 shall be for water and
waste disposal systems to benefit Federally Rec-
ognized Native American Tribes, including
grants pursuant to section 306C of such Act:
Provided further, That the Federally Recog-
nized Native American Tribe is not eligible for
any other rural utilities programs set aside
under the Rural Community Advancement Pro-
gram; not to exceed $20,000,000 shall be for water
and waste disposal systems for rural and native
villages in Alaska pursuant to section 306D of
such Act with up to one percent available to ad-
minister the program and up to one percent
available to improve interagency coordination;
not to exceed $16,215,000 shall be for technical
assistance grants for rural waste systems pursu-
ant to section 306(a)(14) of such Act; and not to
exceed $7,300,000 shall be for contracting with
qualified national organizations for a circuit
rider program to provide technical assistance for
rural water systems: Provided further, That of
the total amount appropriated, not to exceed
$45,245,000 shall be available through June 30,
2000, for authorized empowerment zones and en-
terprise communities and communities des-
ignated by the Secretary of Agriculture as Rural
Economic Area Partnership Zones; of which
$34,704,000 shall be for the rural utilities pro-
grams described in section 381E(d)(2) of such
Act; of which $8,435,000 shall be for the rural
business and cooperative development programs
described in section 381E(d)(3) of such Act: Pro-
vided further, That any obligated and unobli-
gated balances available from prior years for the
‘‘Rural Utilities Assistance Program’’ account
shall be transferred to and merged with this ac-
count.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For gross obligations for the principal amount
of direct and guaranteed loans as authorized by
title V of the Housing Act of 1949, to be avail-
able from funds in the rural housing insurance
fund, as follows: $4,300,000,000 for loans to sec-
tion 502 borrowers, as determined by the Sec-
retary, of which $3,200,000,000 shall be for un-
subsidized guaranteed loans; $32,396,000 for sec-
tion 504 housing repair loans; $100,000,000 for
section 538 guaranteed multi-family housing
loans; $25,001,000 for section 514 farm labor
housing; $114,321,000 for section 515 rental hous-
ing; $5,152,000 for section 524 site loans;
$7,503,000 for credit sales of acquired property,
of which up to $1,250,000 may be for multi-fam-

ily credit sales; and $5,000,000 for section 523
self-help housing land development loans.

For the cost of direct and guaranteed loans,
including the cost of modifying loans, as defined
in section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974, as follows: section 502 loans,
$113,350,000, of which $19,520,000 shall be for
unsubsidized guaranteed loans; section 504
housing repair loans, $9,900,000; section 538
multi-family housing guaranteed loans,
$480,000; section 514 farm labor housing,
$11,308,000; section 515 rental housing,
$45,363,000; section 524 site loans, $4,000; credit
sales of acquired property, $874,000, of which up
to $494,250 may be for multi-family credit sales;
and section 523 self-help housing land develop-
ment loans, $281,000: Provided, That of the total
amount appropriated in this paragraph,
$11,180,000 shall be available through June 30,
2000, for authorized empowerment zones and en-
terprise communities and communities des-
ignated by the Secretary of Agriculture as Rural
Economic Area Partnership Zones.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct and guaranteed
loan programs, $375,879,000, which shall be
transferred to and merged with the appropria-
tion for ‘‘Rural Housing Service, Salaries and
Expenses’’: Provided, That of this amount the
Secretary of Agriculture may transfer up to
$7,000,000 to the appropriation for ‘‘Outreach
for Socially Disadvantaged Farmers’’.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For rental assistance agreements entered into
or renewed pursuant to the authority under sec-
tion 521(a)(2) or agreements entered into in lieu
of debt forgiveness or payments for eligible
households as authorized by section 502(c)(5)(D)
of the Housing Act of 1949, $640,000,000; and, in
addition, such sums as may be necessary, as au-
thorized by section 521(c) of the Act, to liquidate
debt incurred prior to fiscal year 1992 to carry
out the rental assistance program under section
521(a)(2) of the Act: Provided, That of this
amount, not more than $5,900,000 shall be avail-
able for debt forgiveness or payments for eligible
households as authorized by section 502(c)(5)(D)
of the Act, and not to exceed $10,000 per project
for advances to nonprofit organizations or pub-
lic agencies to cover direct costs (other than
purchase price) incurred in purchasing projects
pursuant to section 502(c)(5)(C) of the Act: Pro-
vided further, That agreements entered into or
renewed during fiscal year 2000 shall be funded
for a five-year period, although the life of any
such agreement may be extended to fully utilize
amounts obligated.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS

For grants and contracts pursuant to section
523(b)(1)(A) of the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1490c), $28,000,000, to remain available
until expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b): Provided, That
of the total amount appropriated, $1,000,000
shall be available through June 30, 2000, for au-
thorized empowerment zones and enterprise
communities and communities designated by the
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic
Area Partnership Zones.

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS

For grants and contracts for housing for do-
mestic farm labor, very low-income housing re-
pair, supervisory and technical assistance, com-
pensation for construction defects, and rural
housing preservation made by the Rural Hous-
ing Service, as authorized by 42 U.S.C. 1474,
1479(c), 1486, 1490e, and 1490m, $45,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, That
of the total amount appropriated, $1,200,000
shall be available through June 30, 2000, for au-
thorized empowerment zones and enterprise
communities and communities designated by the
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic
Area Partnership Zones.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Housing
Service, including administering the programs
authorized by the Consolidated Farm and Rural
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Development Act, title V of the Housing Act of
1949, and cooperative agreements, $61,979,000:
Provided, That this appropriation shall be
available for employment pursuant to the sec-
ond sentence of section 706(a) of the Organic
Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed
$520,000 may be used for employment under 5
U.S.C. 3109: Provided further, That the Admin-
istrator may expend not more than $10,000 to
provide modest nonmonetary awards to non-
USDA employees.

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of direct loans, $16,615,000, as au-
thorized by the Rural Development Loan Fund
(42 U.S.C. 9812(a)): Provided, That such costs,
including the cost of modifying such loans, shall
be as defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That these
funds are available to subsidize gross obligations
for the principal amount of direct loans of
$38,256,000: Provided further, That of the total
amount appropriated, $3,216,000 shall be avail-
able through June 30, 2000, for the cost of direct
loans for authorized empowerment zones and
enterprise communities and communities des-
ignated by the Secretary of Agriculture as Rural
Economic Area Partnership Zones.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the direct loan programs, $3,337,000
shall be transferred to and merged with the ap-
propriation for ‘‘Rural Business-Cooperative
Service, Salaries and Expenses’’.

RURAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT LOANS PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING RESCISSION OF FUNDS)

For the principal amount of direct loans, as
authorized under section 313 of the Rural Elec-
trification Act, for the purpose of promoting
rural economic development and job creation
projects, $15,000,000.

For the cost of direct loans, including the cost
of modifying loans as defined in section 502 of
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, $3,453,000.

Of the funds derived from interest on the
cushion of credit payments in fiscal year 2000,
as authorized by section 313 of the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936, $3,453,000 shall not be ob-
ligated and $3,453,000 are rescinded.

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

For rural cooperative development grants au-
thorized under section 310B(e) of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1932), $6,000,000, of which $1,500,000 shall
be available for cooperative agreements for the
appropriate technology transfer for rural areas
program: Provided, That at least twenty-five
percent of the total amount appropriated shall
be made available to cooperatives or associa-
tions of cooperatives that assist small, minority
producers.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Business-
Cooperative Service, including administering the
programs authorized by the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act; section 1323 of the
Food Security Act of 1985; the Cooperative Mar-
keting Act of 1926; for activities relating to the
marketing aspects of cooperatives, including
economic research findings, as authorized by
the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946; for ac-
tivities with institutions concerning the develop-
ment and operation of agricultural cooperatives;
and for cooperative agreements, $24,612,000: Pro-
vided, That this appropriation shall be available
for employment pursuant to the second sentence
of section 706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7
U.S.C. 2225), and not to exceed $260,000 may be
used for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND
TELECOMMUNICATIONS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

Insured loans pursuant to the authority of
section 305 of the Rural Electrification Act of
1936 (7 U.S.C. 935) shall be made as follows: 5
percent rural electrification loans, $121,500,000;
5 percent rural telecommunications loans,
$75,000,000; cost of money rural telecommuni-
cations loans, $300,000,000; municipal rate rural
electric loans, $295,000,000; and loans made pur-
suant to section 306 of that Act, rural electric,
$1,700,000,000 and rural telecommunications,
$120,000,000, to remain available until expended.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, including the
cost of modifying loans, of direct and guaran-
teed loans authorized by the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 935 and 936), as fol-
lows: cost of direct loans, $1,935,000; cost of mu-
nicipal rate loans, $10,827,000; cost of money
rural telecommunications loans, $2,370,000: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding section 305(d)(2) of
the Rural Electrification Act of 1936, borrower
interest rates may exceed 7 percent per year.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the direct and guaranteed
loan programs, $31,046,000, which shall be trans-
ferred to and merged with the appropriation for
‘‘Rural Utilities Service, Salaries and Ex-
penses’’.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

The Rural Telephone Bank is hereby author-
ized to make such expenditures, within the lim-
its of funds available to such corporation in ac-
cord with law, and to make such contracts and
commitments without regard to fiscal year limi-
tations as provided by section 104 of the Govern-
ment Corporation Control Act, as may be nec-
essary in carrying out its authorized programs.
During fiscal year 2000 and within the resources
and authority available, gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans shall be
$175,000,000.

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, including the
cost of modifying loans, of direct loans author-
ized by the Rural Electrification Act of 1936 (7
U.S.C. 935), $3,290,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses nec-
essary to carry out the loan programs,
$3,000,000, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Rural Utili-
ties Service, Salaries and Expenses’’.
DISTANCE LEARNING AND TELEMEDICINE PROGRAM

For the cost of direct loans and grants, as au-
thorized by 7 U.S.C. 950aaa et seq., $20,700,000,
to remain available until expended, to be avail-
able for loans and grants for telemedicine and
distance learning services in rural areas: Pro-
vided, That the costs of direct loans shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Rural Utilities
Service, including administering the programs
authorized by the Rural Electrification Act of
1936, and the Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act, and for cooperative agreements,
$34,107,000: Provided, That this appropriation
shall be available for employment pursuant to
the second sentence of section 706(a) of the Or-
ganic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225), and not to ex-
ceed $105,000 may be used for employment under
5 U.S.C. 3109.

TITLE IV
DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,
NUTRITION AND CONSUMER SERVICES

For necessary salaries and expenses of the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Food, Nutrition
and Consumer Services to administer the laws
enacted by the Congress for the Food and Nutri-
tion Service, $554,000.

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.),
except section 21, and the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.), except sections 17
and 21; $9,554,028,000, to remain available
through September 30, 2001, of which
$4,618,829,000 is hereby appropriated and
$4,935,199,000 shall be derived by transfer from
funds available under section 32 of the Act of
August 24, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 612c): Provided, That,
except as specifically provided under this head-
ing, none of the funds made available under this
heading shall be used for studies and evalua-
tions: Provided further, That of the funds made
available under this heading, up to $7,000,000
shall be for school breakfast pilot projects, in-
cluding the evaluation required under section
18(e) of the National School Lunch Act: Pro-
vided further, That up to $4,363,000 shall be
available for independent verification of school
food service claims: Provided further, That none
of the funds under this heading shall be avail-
able unless the value of bonus commodities pro-
vided under section 32 of the Act of August 24,
1935 (49 Stat. 774, chapter 641; 7 U.S.C. 612c),
and section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 (7
U.S.C. 1431) is included in meeting the minimum
commodity assistance requirement of section 6(g)
of the National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1755(g)).

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM FOR
WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

For necessary expenses to carry out the spe-
cial supplemental nutrition program as author-
ized by section 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of
1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786), $4,032,000,000, to remain
available through September 30, 2001: Provided,
That none of the funds made available under
this heading shall be used for studies and eval-
uations: Provided further, That of the total
amount available, the Secretary shall obligate
$10,000,000 for the farmers’ market nutrition
program within 45 days of the enactment of this
Act, and an additional $5,000,000 for the farm-
ers’ market nutrition program from any funds
not needed to maintain current caseload levels:
Provided further, That none of the funds in this
Act shall be available to pay administrative ex-
penses of WIC clinics except those that have an
announced policy of prohibiting smoking within
the space used to carry out the program: Pro-
vided further, That none of the funds provided
in this account shall be available for the pur-
chase of infant formula except in accordance
with the cost containment and competitive bid-
ding requirements specified in section 17 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966: Provided further,
That none of the funds provided shall be avail-
able for activities that are not fully reimbursed
by other federal government departments or
agencies unless authorized by section 17 of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the Food
Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2011 et seq.), $21,071,751,000,
of which $100,000,000 shall be placed in reserve
for use only in such amounts and at such times
as may become necessary to carry out program
operations: Provided, That none of the funds
made available under this head shall be used for
studies and evaluations: Provided further, That
funds provided herein shall be expended in ac-
cordance with section 16 of the Food Stamp Act:
Provided further, That this appropriation shall
be subject to any work registration or workfare
requirements as may be required by law: Pro-
vided further, That funds made available for
Employment and Training under this head shall
remain available until expended, as authorized
by section 16(h)(1) of the Food Stamp Act.
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COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

For necessary expenses to carry out the com-
modity supplemental food program as author-
ized by section 4(a) of the Agriculture and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 1973 (7 U.S.C. 612c
note); the Emergency Food Assistance Act of
1983, $133,300,000, to remain available through
September 30, 2001: Provided, That none of these
funds shall be available to reimburse the Com-
modity Credit Corporation for commodities do-
nated to the program.

FOOD DONATIONS PROGRAMS

For necessary expenses to carry out section
4(a) of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection
Act of 1973; special assistance for the nuclear
affected islands as authorized by section
103(h)(2) of the Compacts of Free Association
Act of 1985, as amended; and section 311 of the
Older Americans Act of 1965, $141,081,000, to re-
main available through September 30, 2001.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

For necessary administrative expenses of the
domestic food programs funded under this Act,
$111,561,000, of which $5,000,000 shall be avail-
able only for simplifying procedures, reducing
overhead costs, tightening regulations, improv-
ing food stamp coupon handling, and assisting
in the prevention, identification, and prosecu-
tion of fraud and other violations of law and of
which not less than $3,000,000 shall be available
to improve integrity in the Food Stamp and
Child Nutrition programs: Provided, That this
appropriation shall be available for employment
pursuant to the second sentence of section
706(a) of the Organic Act of 1944 (7 U.S.C. 2225),
and not to exceed $150,000 shall be available for
employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109.

TITLE V

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND RELATED
PROGRAMS

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE AND GENERAL
SALES MANAGER

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, including carrying out title VI
of the Agricultural Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1761–
1768), market development activities abroad, and
for enabling the Secretary to coordinate and in-
tegrate activities of the Department in connec-
tion with foreign agricultural work, including
not to exceed $128,000 for representation allow-
ances and for expenses pursuant to section 8 of
the Act approved August 3, 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1766),
$109,203,000: Provided, That the Service may uti-
lize advances of funds, or reimburse this appro-
priation for expenditures made on behalf of Fed-
eral agencies, public and private organizations
and institutions under agreements executed pur-
suant to the agricultural food production assist-
ance programs (7 U.S.C. 1737) and the foreign
assistance programs of the United States Agency
for International Development.

None of the funds in the foregoing paragraph
shall be available to promote the sale or export
of tobacco or tobacco products.
PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT ACCOUNTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For expenses during the current fiscal year,
not otherwise recoverable, and unrecovered
prior years’ costs, including interest thereon,
under the Agricultural Trade Development and
Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691, 1701–1704,
1721–1726a, 1727–1727e, 1731–1736g–3, and 1737),
as follows: (1) $155,000,000 for Public Law 480
title I credit, including Food for Progress pro-
grams; (2) $21,000,000 is hereby appropriated for
ocean freight differential costs for the shipment
of agricultural commodities pursuant to title I of
said Act and the Food for Progress Act of 1985;
and (3) $800,000,000 is hereby appropriated for
commodities supplied in connection with dis-
positions abroad pursuant to title II of said Act:
Provided, That not to exceed 15 percent of the
funds made available to carry out any title of
said Act may be used to carry out any other title

of said Act: Provided further, That such sums
shall remain available until expended (7 U.S.C.
2209b).

For the cost, as defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, of direct cred-
it agreements as authorized by the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954,
and the Food for Progress Act of 1985, including
the cost of modifying credit agreements under
said Act, $127,813,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the Public Law 480 title I credit pro-
gram, and the Food for Progress Act of 1985, to
the extent funds appropriated for Public Law
480 are utilized, $1,850,000, of which $1,035,000
may be transferred to and merged with the ap-
propriation for ‘‘Foreign Agricultural Service
and General Sales Manager’’ and $815,000 may
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Farm Service Agency, Salaries and
Expenses’’.
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT LOANS

PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For administrative expenses to carry out the
Commodity Credit Corporation’s export guar-
antee program, GSM 102 and GSM 103,
$3,820,000; to cover common overhead expenses
as permitted by section 11 of the Commodity
Credit Corporation Charter Act and in con-
formity with the Federal Credit Reform Act of
1990, of which $3,231,000 may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Foreign
Agricultural Service and General Sales Man-
ager’’ and $589,000 may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Farm Serv-
ice Agency, Salaries and Expenses’’.

TITLE VI
RELATED AGENCIES AND FOOD AND DRUG

ADMINISTRATION
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Food and Drug
Administration, including hire and purchase of
passenger motor vehicles; for payment of space
rental and related costs pursuant to Public Law
92–313 for programs and activities of the Food
and Drug Administration which are included in
this Act; for rental of special purpose space in
the District of Columbia or elsewhere; and for
miscellaneous and emergency expenses of en-
forcement activities, authorized and approved
by the Secretary and to be accounted for solely
on the Secretary’s certificate, not to exceed
$25,000; $1,186,072,000, of which not to exceed
$145,434,000 in prescription drug user fees au-
thorized by 21 U.S.C. 379(h) may be credited to
this appropriation and remain available until
expended: Provided, That fees derived from ap-
plications received during fiscal year 2000 shall
be subject to the fiscal year 2000 limitation: Pro-
vided further, That none of these funds shall be
used to develop, establish, or operate any pro-
gram of user fees authorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701:
Provided further, That of the total amount ap-
propriated: (1) $269,245,000 shall be for the Cen-
ter for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition and
related field activities in the Office of Regu-
latory Affairs; (2) $309,026,000 shall be for the
Center for Drug Evaluation and Research and
related field activities in the Office of Regu-
latory Affairs, of which no less than $11,542,000
shall be available for grants and contracts
awarded under section 5 of the Orphan Drug
Act (21 U.S.C. 360ee); (3) $132,092,000 shall be for
the Center for Biologics Evaluation and Re-
search and for related field activities in the Of-
fice of Regulatory Affairs; (4) $48,821,000 shall
be for the Center for Veterinary Medicine and
for related field activities in the Office of Regu-
latory Affairs; (5) $154,271,000 shall be for the
Center for Devices and Radiological Health and
for related field activities in the Office of Regu-
latory Affairs, of which $1,000,000 shall be for

premarket review, enforcement and oversight ac-
tivities related to users and manufacturers of all
reprocessed medical devices as authorized by the
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21
U.S.C. 321 et seq.), and of which no less than
$55,500,000 and 522 full-time equivalent positions
shall be for premarket application review activi-
ties to meet statutory review times; (6)
$34,536,000 shall be for the National Center for
Toxicological Research; (7) $34,000,000 shall be
for the Office of Tobacco; (8) $25,855,000 shall be
for Rent and Related activities, other than the
amounts paid to the General Services Adminis-
tration; (9) $100,180,000 shall be for payments to
the General Services Administration for rent
and related costs; and (10) $78,046,000 shall be
for other activities, including the Office of the
Commissioner; the Office of Policy; the Office of
the Senior Associate Commissioner; the Office of
International and Constituent Relations; the
Office of Policy, Legislation, and Planning; and
central services for these offices: Provided fur-
ther, That funds may be transferred from one
specified activity to another with the prior ap-
proval of the Committee on Appropriations of
both Houses of Congress.

In addition, mammography user fees author-
ized by 42 U.S.C. 263(b) may be credited to this
account, to remain available until expended.

In addition, export certification user fees au-
thorized by 21 U.S.C. 381 may be credited to this
account, to remain available until expended.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

For plans, construction, repair, improvement,
extension, alteration, and purchase of fixed
equipment or facilities of or used by the Food
and Drug Administration, where not otherwise
provided, $11,350,000, to remain available until
expended (7 U.S.C. 2209b).

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

For necessary expenses to carry out the provi-
sions of the Commodity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C.
1 et seq.), including the purchase and hire of
passenger motor vehicles; the rental of space (to
include multiple year leases) in the District of
Columbia and elsewhere; and not to exceed
$25,000 for employment under 5 U.S.C. 3109,
$63,000,000, including not to exceed $1,000 for of-
ficial reception and representation expenses:
Provided, That for fiscal year 2000 and there-
after, the Commission is authorized to charge
reasonable fees to attendees of Commission
sponsored educational events and symposia to
cover the Commission’s costs of providing those
events and symposia, and notwithstanding 31
U.S.C. 3302, said fees shall be credited to this ac-
count, to be available without further appro-
priation.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

Not to exceed $35,800,000 (from assessments
collected from farm credit institutions and from
the Federal Agricultural Mortgage Corporation)
shall be obligated during the current fiscal year
for administrative expenses as authorized under
12 U.S.C. 2249: Provided, That this limitation
shall not apply to expenses associated with re-
ceiverships.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 701. Within the unit limit of cost fixed by

law, appropriations and authorizations made
for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal
year 2000 under this Act shall be available for
the purchase, in addition to those specifically
provided for, of not to exceed 365 passenger
motor vehicles, of which 361 shall be for replace-
ment only, and for the hire of such vehicles.

SEC. 702. Funds in this Act available to the
Department of Agriculture shall be available for
uniforms or allowances therefor as authorized
by law (5 U.S.C. 5901–5902).

SEC. 703. Not less than $1,500,000 of the appro-
priations of the Department of Agriculture in
this Act for research and service work author-
ized by the Acts of August 14, 1946, and July 28,
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1954 (7 U.S.C. 427 and 1621–1629), and by chap-
ter 63 of title 31, United States Code, shall be
available for contracting in accordance with
said Acts and chapter.

SEC. 704. The cumulative total of transfers to
the Working Capital Fund for the purpose of ac-
cumulating growth capital for data services and
National Finance Center operations shall not
exceed $2,000,000: Provided, That no funds in
this Act appropriated to an agency of the De-
partment shall be transferred to the Working
Capital Fund without the approval of the agen-
cy administrator.

SEC. 705. New obligational authority provided
for the following appropriation items in this Act
shall remain available until expended: Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service, the contin-
gency fund to meet emergency conditions, fruit
fly program, integrated systems acquisition
project, boll weevil program, up to 10 percent of
the screwworm program, and up to $2,000,000 for
costs associated with colocating regional offices;
Food Safety and Inspection Service, field auto-
mation and information management project;
funds appropriated for rental payments; Coop-
erative State Research, Education, and Exten-
sion Service, funds for competitive research
grants (7 U.S.C. 450i(b)) and funds for the Na-
tive American Institutions Endowment Fund;
Farm Service Agency, salaries and expenses
funds made available to county committees; and
Foreign Agricultural Service, middle-income
country training program.

SEC. 706. No part of any appropriation con-
tained in this Act shall remain available for ob-
ligation beyond the current fiscal year unless
expressly so provided herein.

SEC. 707. Not to exceed $50,000 of the appro-
priations available to the Department of Agri-
culture in this Act shall be available to provide
appropriate orientation and language training
pursuant to Public Law 94–449.

SEC. 708. No funds appropriated by this Act
may be used to pay negotiated indirect cost
rates on cooperative agreements or similar ar-
rangements between the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture and nonprofit institutions
in excess of 10 percent of the total direct cost of
the agreement when the purpose of such cooper-
ative arrangements is to carry out programs of
mutual interest between the two parties. This
does not preclude appropriate payment of indi-
rect costs on grants and contracts with such in-
stitutions when such indirect costs are computed
on a similar basis for all agencies for which ap-
propriations are provided in this Act.

SEC. 709. Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, commodities acquired by the Depart-
ment in connection with Commodity Credit Cor-
poration and section 32 price support operations
may be used, as authorized by law (15 U.S.C.
714c and 7 U.S.C. 612c), to provide commodities
to individuals in cases of hardship as deter-
mined by the Secretary of Agriculture.

SEC. 710. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to restrict the authority of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to lease space for its
own use or to lease space on behalf of other
agencies of the Department of Agriculture when
such space will be jointly occupied.

SEC. 711. None of the funds in this Act shall
be available to pay indirect costs charged
against competitive agricultural research, edu-
cation, or extension grant awards issued by the
Cooperative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service that exceed 19 percent of total
Federal funds provided under each award: Pro-
vided, That notwithstanding section 1462 of the
National Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 3310),
funds provided by this Act for grants awarded
competitively by the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service shall be avail-
able to pay full allowable indirect costs for each
grant awarded under the Small Business Inno-
vation Development Act of 1982, Public Law 97–
219 (15 U.S.C. 638).

SEC. 712. Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, all loan levels provided in this Act
shall be considered estimates, not limitations.

SEC. 713. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, effective on September 29, 1999, appro-
priations made available to the Rural Housing
Insurance Fund Program Account for the costs
of direct and guaranteed loans and to the Rural
Housing Assistance Grants Account in fiscal
years 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, and 1999 shall
remain available until expended to cover obliga-
tions made in each of those fiscal years respec-
tively with regard to each account.

SEC. 714. Appropriations to the Department of
Agriculture for the cost of direct and guaran-
teed loans made available in fiscal year 2000
shall remain available until expended to cover
obligations made in fiscal year 2000 for the fol-
lowing accounts: the rural development loan
fund program account; the Rural Telephone
Bank program account; the rural electrification
and telecommunications loans program account;
the Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Ac-
count; and the rural economic development
loans program account.

SEC. 715. Such sums as may be necessary for
fiscal year 2000 pay raises for programs funded
by this Act shall be absorbed within the levels
appropriated by this Act.

SEC. 716. Notwithstanding the Federal Grant
and Cooperative Agreement Act, marketing serv-
ices of the Agricultural Marketing Service;
Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards Ad-
ministration; the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service; and the food safety activities
of the Food Safety and Inspection Service may
use cooperative agreements to reflect a relation-
ship between the Agricultural Marketing Serv-
ice; the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stock-
yards Administration; the Animal and Plant
Health Inspection Service; or the Food Safety
and Inspection Service and a State or Coop-
erator to carry out agricultural marketing pro-
grams, to carry out programs to protect the Na-
tion’s animal and plant resources, or to carry
out educational programs or special studies to
improve the safety of the Nation’s food supply.

SEC. 717. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law (including provisions of law requiring
competition), the Secretary may enter into coop-
erative agreements (which may provide for the
acquisition of goods or services, including per-
sonal services) with a State, political subdivi-
sion, or agency thereof, a public or private
agency, organization, or any other person, if
the Secretary determines that the objectives of
the agreement will (1) serve a mutual interest of
the parties to the agreement in carrying out the
Wetlands Reserve Program; (2) all parties will
contribute resources to the accomplishment of
these objectives: Provided, That Commodity
Credit Corporation funds obligated for such
purposes shall not exceed the level obligated by
the Commodity Credit Corporation for such pur-
poses in fiscal year 1998.

SEC. 718. None of the funds in this Act may be
used to retire more than 5 percent of the Class
A stock of the Rural Telephone Bank or to
maintain any account or subaccount within the
accounting records of the Rural Telephone
Bank the creation of which has not specifically
been authorized by statute: Provided, That not-
withstanding any other provision of law, none
of the funds appropriated or otherwise made
available in this Act may be used to transfer to
the Treasury or to the Federal Financing Bank
any unobligated balance of the Rural Telephone
Bank telephone liquidating account which is in
excess of current requirements and such balance
shall receive interest as set forth for financial
accounts in section 505(c) of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990.

SEC. 719. Of the funds made available by this
Act, not more than $1,800,000 shall be used to
cover necessary expenses of activities related to
all advisory committees, panels, commissions,
and task forces of the Department of Agri-
culture, except for panels used to comply with

negotiated rule makings and panels used to
evaluate competitively awarded grants: Pro-
vided, That interagency funding is authorized
to carry out the purposes of the National
Drought Policy Commission.

SEC. 720. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act may be used to carry out the provisions
of section 918 of Public Law 104–127, the Federal
Agriculture Improvement and Reform Act.

SEC. 721. No employee of the Department of
Agriculture may be detailed or assigned from an
agency or office funded by this Act to any other
agency or office of the Department for more
than 30 days unless the individual’s employing
agency or office is fully reimbursed by the re-
ceiving agency or office for the salary and ex-
penses of the employee for the period of assign-
ment.

SEC. 722. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available to the Department of
Agriculture shall be used to transmit or other-
wise make available to any non-Department of
Agriculture employee questions or responses to
questions that are a result of information re-
quested for the appropriations hearing process.

SEC. 723. None of the funds made available to
the Department of Agriculture by this Act may
be used to acquire new information technology
systems or significant upgrades, as determined
by the Office of the Chief Information Officer,
without the approval of the Chief Information
Officer and the concurrence of the Executive In-
formation Technology Investment Review
Board: Provided, That notwithstanding any
other provision of law, none of the funds appro-
priated or otherwise made available by this Act
may be transferred to the Office of the Chief In-
formation Officer without the prior approval of
the Committee on Appropriations of both Houses
of Congress.

SEC. 724. (a) None of the funds provided by
this Act, or provided by previous Appropriations
Acts to the agencies funded by this Act that re-
main available for obligation or expenditure in
fiscal year 2000, or provided from any accounts
in the Treasury of the United States derived by
the collection of fees available to the agencies
funded by this Act, shall be available for obliga-
tion or expenditure through a reprogramming of
funds which: (1) creates new programs; (2)
eliminates a program, project, or activity; (3) in-
creases funds or personnel by any means for
any project or activity for which funds have
been denied or restricted; (4) relocates an office
or employees; (5) reorganizes offices, programs,
or activities; or (6) contracts out or privatizes
any functions or activities presently performed
by Federal employees; unless the Committee on
Appropriations of both Houses of Congress are
notified fifteen days in advance of such re-
programming of funds.

(b) None of the funds provided by this Act, or
provided by previous Appropriations Acts to the
agencies funded by this Act that remain avail-
able for obligation or expenditure in fiscal year
2000, or provided from any accounts in the
Treasury of the United States derived by the
collection of fees available to the agencies fund-
ed by this Act, shall be available for obligation
or expenditure for activities, programs, or
projects through a reprogramming of funds in
excess of $500,000 or 10 percent, whichever is
less, that: (1) augments existing programs,
projects, or activities; (2) reduces by 10 percent
funding for any existing program, project, or ac-
tivity, or numbers of personnel by 10 percent as
approved by Congress; or (3) results from any
general savings from a reduction in personnel
which would result in a change in existing pro-
grams, activities, or projects as approved by
Congress; unless the Committee on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress are notified fif-
teen days in advance of such reprogramming of
funds.

SEC. 725. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act or any
other Act may be used to pay the salaries and
expenses of personnel to carry out the transfer
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or obligation of fiscal year 2000 funds under the
provisions of section 793 of Public Law 104–127.

SEC. 726. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel who carry out an environmental quality
incentives program authorized by sections 334–
341 of Public Law 104–127 in excess of
$174,000,000.

SEC. 727. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise available to the Department of Agri-
culture in fiscal year 2000 or thereafter may be
used to administer the provision of contract
payments to a producer under the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.) for
contract acreage on which wild rice is planted
unless the contract payment is reduced by an
acre for each contract acre planted to wild rice.

SEC. 728. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel to enroll in excess of 150,000 acres in the
fiscal year 2000 wetlands reserve program as au-
thorized by 16 U.S.C. 3837.

SEC. 729. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this or any other
Act shall be used to pay the salaries and ex-
penses of personnel to carry out the transfer or
obligation of fiscal year 2000 funds under the
provisions of section 401 of Public Law 105–185,
the Initiative for Future Agriculture and Food
Systems.

SEC. 730. Notwithstanding section 381A of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act
(7 U.S.C. 2009), in fiscal year 2000 and there-
after, the definitions of rural areas for certain
business programs administered by the Rural
Business-Cooperative Service and the commu-
nity facilities programs administered by the
Rural Housing Service shall be those provided
for in statute and regulations prior to the enact-
ment of Public Law 104–127.

SEC. 731. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to carry out any commodity purchase pro-
gram that would prohibit eligibility or participa-
tion by farmer-owned cooperatives.

SEC. 732. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel to carry out a conservation farm option
program, as authorized by section 335 of Public
Law 104–127.

SEC. 733. None of the funds made available to
the Food and Drug Administration by this Act
shall be used to close or relocate, or to plan to
close or relocate, the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration Division of Drug Analysis in St. Louis,
Missouri, or the Food and Drug Administration
Detroit, Michigan, District Office Laboratory; or
to reduce the Detroit, Michigan, Food and Drug
Administration District Office below the oper-
ating and full-time equivalent staffing level of
July 31, 1999; or to change the Detroit District
Office to a station, residence post or similarly
modified office; or to reassign residence posts as-
signed to the Detroit District Office.

SEC. 734. None of the funds made available by
this Act or any other Act for any fiscal year
may be used to carry out section 302(h) of the
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C.
1622(h)) unless the Secretary of Agriculture in-
spects and certifies agricultural processing
equipment, and imposes a fee for the inspection
and certification, in a manner that is similar to
the inspection and certification of agricultural
products under that section, as determined by
the Secretary: Provided, That this provision
shall not affect the authority of the Secretary to
carry out the Federal Meat Inspection Act (21
U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the Poultry Products Inspec-
tion Act (21 U.S.C. 451 et seq.), or the Egg Prod-
ucts Inspection Act (21 U.S.C. 1031 et seq.).

SEC. 735. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act or any other Act shall be used to pay
the salaries and expenses of personnel who pre-
pare or submit appropriations language as part
of the President’s Budget submission to the Con-

gress of the United States for programs under
the jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub-
committees on Agriculture, Rural Development,
and Related Agencies that assumes revenues or
reflects a reduction from the previous year due
to user fees proposals that have not been en-
acted into law prior to the submission of the
Budget unless such Budget submission identifies
which additional spending reductions should
occur in the event the users fees proposals are
not enacted prior to the date of the convening of
a committee of conference for the fiscal year
2001 appropriations Act.

SEC. 736. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to establish an Office of Community Food
Security or any similar office within the United
States Department of Agriculture without the
prior approval of the Committee on Appropria-
tions of both Houses of Congress.

SEC. 737. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this or any other
Act may be used to carry out provision of sec-
tion 612 of Public Law 105–185.

SEC. 738. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act shall be
used to pay the salaries and expenses of per-
sonnel to carry out the emergency food assist-
ance program authorized by section 27(a) of the
Food Stamp Act (7 U.S.C. 2036(a)) if such pro-
gram exceeds $98,000,000.

SEC. 739. None of the funds appropriated by
this Act shall be used to propose or issue rules,
regulations, decrees, or orders for the purpose of
implementation, or in preparation for implemen-
tation of the Kyoto Protocol which was adopted
on December 11, 1997, in Kyoto, Japan.

SEC. 740. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, in fiscal year 2000 and thereafter, perma-
nent employees of county committees employed
on or after October 1, 1998, pursuant to 8(b) of
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allotment
Act (16 U.S.C. 590h(b)) shall be considered as
having Federal Civil Service status only for the
purpose of applying for United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture Civil Service vacancies.

SEC. 741. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to declare excess or surplus all or part of
the lands and facilities owned by the Federal
Government and administered by the Secretary
of Agriculture at Fort Reno, Oklahoma, or to
transfer or convey such lands or facilities, with-
out the specific authorization of Congress.

SEC. 742. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Chief of the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service shall provide funds, within
discretionary amounts available, for the settle-
ment of claims associated with the
Chuquatonchee Watershed Project in Mis-
sissippi to close out this project.

SEC. 743. (a) Not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary of
Agriculture shall offer to enter into an agree-
ment with the Governor of the State of Hawaii
to conduct a pilot program to inspect mail enter-
ing the State of Hawaii for any plant, plant
product, plant pest, or other organism that is
subject to Federal quarantine laws.

(b) The agreement described in subsection (a)
shall contain the same terms and conditions as
are contained in the memorandum of under-
standing entered into between the Secretary and
the State of California, dated February 1, 1999,
unless the Secretary and the Governor agree to
different terms or conditions.

(c) Unless the Secretary and the Governor
agree otherwise, the agreement described in sub-
section (b) shall terminate on the later of—

(1) the date that is 1 year after the date the
agreement becomes effective; or

(2) the date that the February 1, 1999 memo-
randum of understanding terminates.

SEC. 744. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Secretary is authorized under section
306 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural Devel-
opment Act, as amended (7 U.S.C. 1926), to pro-
vide guaranteed lines of credit, including work-

ing capital loans, for health care facilities, to
address Year 2000 computer conversion issues.

SEC. 745. After taking any action involving
the seizure, quarantine, treatment, destruction,
or disposal of wheat infested with karnal bunt,
the Secretary of Agriculture shall compensate
the producers and handlers for economic losses
incurred as the result of the action not later
than 45 days after receipt of a claim that in-
cludes all appropriate paperwork.

SEC. 746. In addition to amounts otherwise ap-
propriated or made available by this Act,
$2,000,000 is appropriated for the purpose of pro-
viding Bill Emerson and Mickey Leland Hunger
Fellowships through the Congressional Hunger
Center, which is an organization described in
subsection (c)(3) of section 501 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 and is exempt from tax-
ation under subsection (a) of such section.

SEC. 747. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, there are hereby appropriated $250,000
for the program authorized under section 388 of
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996, solely for use in the State of
New Hampshire.

SEC. 748. The Immigration and Nationality
Act (8 U.S.C. 1188 et seq.) is amended: (a) in sec-
tion 218(c)(1) by striking ‘‘60 days’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘45 days’’, and (b) in section 218(c)(3)(A) by
striking ‘‘20 days’’ and inserting ‘‘30 days’’.

SEC. 749. SUCCESSORSHIP PROVISIONS RELAT-
ING TO BARGAINING UNITS AND EXCLUSIVE REP-
RESENTATIVES. (a) VOLUNTARY AGREEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—If the exercise of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture’s authority under this sec-
tion results in changes to an existing bargaining
unit that has been certified under chapter 71 of
title 5, United States Code, the affected parties
shall attempt to reach a voluntary agreement on
a new bargaining unit and an exclusive rep-
resentative for such unit.

(2) CRITERIA.—In carrying out the require-
ments of this subsection, the affected parties
shall use criteria set forth in—

(A) sections 7103(a)(4), 7111(e), 7111(f)(1), and
7120 of title 5, United States Code, relating to
determining an exclusive representative; and

(B) section 7112 of title 5, United States Code
(disregarding subsections (b)(5) and (d) thereof),
relating to determining appropriate units.

(b) EFFECT OF AN AGREEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If the affected parties reach

agreement on the appropriate unit and the ex-
clusive representative for such unit under sub-
section (a), the Federal Labor Relations Author-
ity shall certify the terms of such agreement,
subject to paragraph (2)(A). Nothing in this sub-
section shall be considered to require the hold-
ing of any hearing or election as a condition for
certification.

(2) RESTRICTIONS.—
(A) CONDITIONS REQUIRING NONCERTIFI-

CATION.—The Federal Labor Relations Author-
ity may not certify the terms of an agreement
under paragraph (1) if—

(i) it determines that any of the criteria re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(2) (disregarding sec-
tion 7112(a) of title 5, United States Code) have
not been met; or

(ii) after the Secretary’s exercise of authority
and before certification under this section, a
valid election under section 7111(b) of title 5,
United States Code, is held covering any em-
ployees who would be included in the unit pro-
posed for certification.

(B) TEMPORARY WAIVER OF PROVISION THAT
WOULD BAR AN ELECTION AFTER A COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING AGREEMENT IS REACHED.—Nothing
in section 7111(f)(3) of title 5, United States
Code, shall prevent the holding of an election
under section 7111(b) of such title that covers
employees within a unit certified under para-
graph (1), or giving effect to the results of such
an election (including a decision not to be rep-
resented by any labor organization), if the elec-
tion is held before the end of the 12-month pe-
riod beginning on the date such unit is so cer-
tified.
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(C) CLARIFICATION.—The certification of a

unit under paragraph (1) shall not, for purposes
of the last sentence of section 7111(b) of title 5,
United States Code, or section 7111(f)(4) of such
title, be treated as if it had occurred pursuant to
an election.

(3) DELEGATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Labor Rela-

tions Authority may delegate to any regional di-
rector (as referred to in section 7105(e) of title 5,
United States Code) its authority under the pre-
ceding provisions of this subsection.

(B) REVIEW.—Any action taken by a regional
director under subparagraph (A) shall be subject
to review under the provisions of section 7105(f)
of title 5, United States Code, in the same man-
ner as if such action had been taken under sec-
tion 7105(e) of such title, except that in the case
of a decision not to certify, such review shall be
required if application therefore is filed by an
affected party within the time specified in such
provisions.

(c) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this section,
the term ‘‘affected party’’ means—

(1) with respect to an exercise of authority by
the Secretary of Agriculture under this section,
any labor organization affected thereby; and

(2) the Department of Agriculture.
SEC. 750. None of the funds appropriated or

otherwise made available by this Act or any
other Act shall be used for the implementation
of a Support Services Bureau or similar organi-
zation.

SEC. 751. CONTRACTS FOR PROCUREMENT OR
PROCESSING OF CERTAIN COMMODITIES. (a) DEFI-
NITIONS.—In this section:

(1) HUBZONE SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT.—The
term ‘‘HUBZone sole source contract’’ means a
sole source contract authorized by section 31 of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657a).

(2) HUBZONE PRICE EVALUATION PREF-
ERENCE.—The term ‘‘HUBZone price evaluation
preference’’ means a price evaluation preference
authorized by section 31 of the Small Business
Act (15 U.S.C. 657a).

(3) QUALIFIED HUBZONE SMALL BUSINESS CON-
CERN.—The term ‘‘qualified HUBZone small
business concern’’ has the meaning given the
term in section 3(p) of the Small Business Act
(15 U.S.C. 632(p)).

(4) COVERED PROCUREMENT.—The term ‘‘cov-
ered procurement’’ means a contract for the pro-
curement or processing of a commodity fur-
nished under title II or III of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954
(7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.), section 416(b) of the Agri-
cultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431(b)), the Food
for Progress Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1736o), or any
other commodity procurement or acquisition by
the Commodity Credit Corporation under any
other law.

(b) PROHIBITION OF USE OF FUNDS.—None of
the funds made available by this Act may be
used:

(1) to award a HUBZone sole source contract
or a contract awarded through full and open
competition in combination with a HUBZone
price evaluation preference to any qualified
HUBZone small business concern in any covered
procurement if performance of the contract by
the business concern would exceed the produc-
tion capacity of the business concern or would
require the business concern to subcontract to
any other company or enterprise for the pur-
chase of the commodity being procured through
the covered procurement.

(2) in any contract awarded through full and
open competition in any covered procurement,

(A) to fund a price evaluation preference
greater than 5 percent if the dollar value of the
contract awarded is not greater than 50 percent
of the total dollar value being procured in a sin-
gle tender for a commodity, or

(B) to fund any price evaluation preference at
all if the dollar value of the contract awarded is
greater than 50 percent of the total dollar value
being procured in a single tender for a com-
modity.

SEC. 752. REDESIGNATION OF NATIONAL
SCHOOL LUNCH ACT AS RICHARD B. RUSSELL NA-
TIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT. (a) IN GENERAL.—
The first section of the National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 note) is amended by striking
‘‘National School Lunch Act’’ and inserting
‘‘Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The fol-
lowing provisions of law are amended by strik-
ing ‘‘National School Lunch Act’’ each place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act’’:

(1) Sections 3 and 13(3)(A) of the Commodity
Distribution Reform Act and WIC Amendments
of 1987 (7 U.S.C. 612c note; Public Law 100–237).

(2) Section 404 of the Agricultural Act of 1949
(7 U.S.C. 1424).

(3) Section 201(a) of the Act entitled ‘‘An Act
to extend the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved September 21, 1959 (7 U.S.C.
1431c(a); 73 Stat. 610).

(4) Section 211(a) of the Agricultural Trade
Suspension Adjustment Act of 1980 (7 U.S.C.
4004(a)).

(5) Section 245A(h)(4)(A) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 1255a(h)(4)(A)).

(6) Sections 403(c)(2)(C), 422(b)(3), 423(d)(3),
741(a)(1), and 742 of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1613(c)(2)(C), 1632(b)(3), 1183a
note, 42 U.S.C. 1751 note, 8 U.S.C. 1615; Public
Law 104–193).

(7) Section 2243(b) of title 10, United States
Code.

(8) Sections 404B(g)(1)(A), 404D(c)(2), and
404F(a)(2) of the Higher Education Act of 1965
(20 U.S.C. 1070a–22(g)(1)(A), 1070a–24(c)(2),
1070a–26(a)(2); Public Law 105–244).

(9) Section 231(d)(3)(A)(i) of the Carl D. Per-
kins Vocational Education Act (20 U.S.C.
2341(d)(3)(A)(i)).

(10) Section 1113(a)(5) of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
6313(a)(5)).

(11) Section 1397E(d)(4)(A)(iv)(II) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986.

(12) Sections 254(b)(2)(B) and 263(a)(2)(C) of
the Job Training Partnership Act (29 U.S.C.
1633(b)(2)(B), 1643(a)(2)(C)).

(13) Section 3803(c)(2)(C)(xiii) of title 31,
United States Code.

(14) Section 602(d)(9)(A) of the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 (40
U.S.C. 474(d)(9)(A)).

(15) Sections 2(4), 3(1), and 301 of the Healthy
Meals for Healthy Americans Act of 1994 (42
U.S.C. 1751 note; Public Law 103–448).

(16) Sections 3, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16(b), 17, and 19(d)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1772, 1773, 1776, 1779, 1782, 1785(b), 1786,
1788(d)).

(17) Section 658O(b)(3) of the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C.
9858m(b)(3)).

(18) Subsection (b) of the first section of Pub-
lic Law 87–688 (48 U.S.C. 1666(b)).

(19) Section 10405(a)(2)(H) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989 (Public Law
101–239; 103 Stat. 2489).

SEC. 753. Public Law 105–199 (112 Stat. 641) is
amended in section 3(b)(1)(G) by striking ‘‘per-
sons’’, and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘governors,
who may be represented on the Commission by
their respective designees,’’.

SEC. 754. Section 889 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 is
amended—

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘HARRY K.
DUPREE’’ before ‘‘STUTTGART’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1)—
(A) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘HARRY K.

DUPREE’’ before ‘‘STUTTGART’’; and
(B) in subparagraphs (A) and (B), by insert-

ing ‘‘Harry K. Dupree’’ before ‘‘Stuttgart Na-
tional Aquaculture Research Center’’ each place
it appears.

SEC. 755. TOBACCO LEASING AND INFORMATION.
(a) CROSS-COUNTY LEASING.—Section 319(l) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1314e(l)) is amended in the second sen-
tence by inserting ‘‘, Ohio, Indiana, Kentucky,’’
after ‘‘Tennessee’’.

(b) TOBACCO PRODUCTION AND MARKETING IN-
FORMATION.—Part I of subtitle B of title III of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) is amended by adding at the
end the following:
‘‘SEC. 320D. TOBACCO PRODUCTION AND MAR-

KETING INFORMATION.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, the Secretary may, subject to
subsection (b), release marketing information
submitted by persons relating to the production
and marketing of tobacco to State trusts or simi-
lar organizations engaged in the distribution of
national trust funds to tobacco producers and
other persons with interests associated with the
production of tobacco, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Information may be re-

leased under subsection (a) only to the extent
that—

‘‘(A) the release is in the interest of tobacco
producers, as determined by the Secretary; and

‘‘(B) the information is released to a State
trust or other organization that is created to, or
charged with, distributing funds to tobacco pro-
ducers or other parties with an interest in to-
bacco production or tobacco farms under a na-
tional or State trust or settlement.

‘‘(2) EXEMPTION FROM RELEASE.—The Sec-
retary shall, to the maximum extent practicable,
in advance of making a release of information
under subsection (a), allow, by announcement,
a period of at least 15 days for persons whose
consent would otherwise be required by law to
effectuate the release, to elect to be exempt from
the release.

‘‘(c) ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In making a release under

subsection (a), the Secretary may provide such
other assistance with respect to information re-
leased under subsection (a) as will facilitate the
interest of producers in receiving the funds that
are the subject of a trust described in subsection
(a).

‘‘(2) FUNDS.—The Secretary shall use amounts
made available for salaries and expenses of the
Department to carry out paragraph (1).

‘‘(d) RECORDS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person who obtains in-

formation described in subsection (a) shall
maintain records that are consistent with the
purposes of the release and shall not use the
records for any purpose not authorized under
this section.

‘‘(2) PENALTY.—A person who knowingly vio-
lates this subsection shall be fined not more
than $10,000, imprisoned not more than 1 year,
or both.

‘‘(e) APPLICATION.—This section shall not
apply to—

‘‘(1) records submitted by cigarette manufac-
turers with respect to the production of ciga-
rettes;

‘‘(2) records that were submitted as expected
purchase intentions in connection with the es-
tablishment of national tobacco quotas; or

‘‘(3) records that aggregate the purchases of
particular buyers.’’.

SEC. 756. Notwithstanding section 306(a)(7) of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act (7 U.S.C. 1926(a)(7)), the city of Berlin, New
Hampshire, shall be eligible during fiscal year
2000 for a rural utilities grant or loan under the
Rural Community Advancement Program.

SEC. 757. CRANBERRY MARKETING ORDERS. (a)
PAID ADVERTISING FOR CRANBERRIES AND CRAN-
BERRY PRODUCTS.—Section 8c(6)(I) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 608c(6)(I)), re-
enacted with amendments by the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, is amended in
the first proviso—
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(1) by striking ‘‘or Florida grown straw-

berries’’ and inserting ‘‘, Florida grown straw-
berries, or cranberries’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘and Florida Indian River
grapefruit’’ and inserting ‘‘Florida Indian River
grapefruit, and cranberries’’.

(b) COLLECTION OF CRANBERRY INVENTORY
DATA.—Section 8d of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 608d), reenacted with amend-
ments by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) COLLECTION OF CRANBERRY INVENTORY
DATA.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If an order is in effect with
respect to cranberries, the Secretary of Agri-
culture may require persons engaged in the han-
dling or importation of cranberries or cranberry
products (including producer-handlers, second
handlers, processors, brokers, and importers) to
provide such information as the Secretary con-
siders necessary to effectuate the declared policy
of this title, including information on acquisi-
tions, inventories, and dispositions of cran-
berries and cranberry products.

‘‘(B) DELEGATION TO COMMITTEE.—The Sec-
retary may delegate the authority to carry out
subparagraph (A) to any committee that is re-
sponsible for administering an order covering
cranberries.

‘‘(C) CONFIDENTIALITY.—Paragraph (2) shall
apply to information provided under this para-
graph.

‘‘(D) VIOLATIONS.—Any person who violates
this paragraph shall be subject to the penalties
provided under section 8c(14).’’.

SEC. 758. Beginning in fiscal year 2001 and
thereafter, the Food Stamp Act (Public Law 95–
113, section 16(a)) is amended by inserting after
the phrase ‘‘Indian reservation under section
11(d) of this Act’’ the following new phrase: ‘‘or
in a Native village within the State of Alaska
identified in section 11(b) of Public Law 92–203,
as amended.’’.

SEC. 759. EDUCATION GRANTS TO ALASKA NA-
TIVE SERVING INSTITUTIONS AND NATIVE HAWAI-
IAN SERVING INSTITUTIONS. (a) EDUCATION
GRANTS PROGRAM FOR ALASKA NATIVE SERVING
INSTITUTIONS.—

(1) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may make competitive grants (or grants
without regard to any requirement for competi-
tion) to Alaska Native serving institutions for
the purpose of promoting and strengthening the
ability of Alaska Native serving institutions to
carry out education, applied research, and re-
lated community development programs.

(2) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Grants made under
this section shall be used—

(A) to support the activities of consortia of
Alaska Native serving institutions to enhance
educational equity for under represented stu-
dents;

(B) to strengthen institutional educational ca-
pacities, including libraries, curriculum, faculty,
scientific instrumentation, instruction delivery
systems, and student recruitment and retention,
in order to respond to identified State, regional,
national, or international educational needs in
the food and agriculture sciences;

(C) to attract and support undergraduate and
graduate students from under represented
groups in order to prepare them for careers re-
lated to the food, agricultural, and natural re-
source systems of the United States, beginning
with the mentoring of students at the high
school level including by village elders and con-
tinuing with the provision of financial support
for students through their attainment of a doc-
toral degree; and

(D) to facilitate cooperative initiatives be-
tween two or more Alaska Native serving insti-
tutions, or between Alaska Native serving insti-
tutions and units of State government or the
private sector, to maximize the development and
use of resources, such as faculty, facilities, and
equipment, to improve food and agricultural
sciences teaching programs.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to make
grants under this subsection $10,000,000 in fiscal
years 2001 through 2006.

(b) EDUCATION GRANTS PROGRAM FOR NATIVE
HAWAIIAN SERVING INSTITUTIONS.—

(1) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture may make competitive grants (or grants
without regard to any requirement for competi-
tion) to Native Hawaiian serving institutions for
the purpose of promoting and strengthening the
ability of Native Hawaiian serving institutions
to carry out education, applied research, and
related community development programs.

(2) USE OF GRANT FUNDS.—Grants made under
this section shall be used—

(A) to support the activities of consortia of
Native Hawaiian serving institutions to enhance
educational equity for under represented stu-
dents;

(B) to strengthen institutional educational ca-
pacities, including libraries, curriculum, faculty,
scientific instrumentation, instruction delivery
systems, and student recruitment and retention,
in order to respond to identified State, regional,
national, or international educational needs in
the food and agriculture sciences;

(C) to attract and support undergraduate and
graduate students from under represented
groups in order to prepare them for careers re-
lated to the food, agricultural, and natural re-
source systems of the United States, beginning
with the mentoring of students at the high
school level and continuing with the provision
of financial support for students through their
attainment of a doctoral degree; and

(D) to facilitate cooperative initiatives be-
tween two or more Native Hawaiian serving in-
stitutions, or between Native Hawaiian serving
institutions and units of State government or
the private sector, to maximize the development
and use of resources, such as faculty, facilities,
and equipment, to improve food and agricul-
tural sciences teaching programs.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to make
grants under this subsection $10,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2001 through 2006.

SEC. 760. Effective October 1, 1999, section
8c(11) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7
U.S.C. 608c(11)), reenacted with amendments by
the Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘The price of milk paid by a handler at
a plant operating in Clark County, Nevada
shall not be subject to any order issued under
this section.’’.

SEC. 761. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the City of Olean, New York, shall be el-
igible for grants and loans administered by the
Rural Utilities Service.

SEC. 762. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the Municipality of Carolina, Puerto
Rico shall be eligible for grants and loans ad-
ministered by the Rural Utilities Service.

SEC. 763. Section 1232(a) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3832(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (9), by adding ‘‘and’’ after
the semicolon at the end;

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and
inserting a period; and

(3) by striking paragraph (11).
SEC. 764. None of the funds made available by

this or any other Act shall be used to implement
Notice CRP–338, issued by the Farm Service
Agency on March 10, 1999, nor shall funds be
used to implement any related administrative
action including implementation of such proce-
dures published in Farm Service Agency pro-
gram manuals: Provided, That rental payments
for any lands enrolled in the Conservation Re-
serve Program under this section shall be re-
duced by an amount equal to the federal cost of
any remaining value of a federally cost-shared
conservation practice as determined by the Sec-
retary.

SEC. 765. None of the funds made available by
this or any other Act shall be used to implement

Notice CRP–327, issued by the Farm Service
Agency on October 26, 1998, nor shall funds be
used to implement any related administrative
action including implementation of such proce-
dures published in Farm Service Agency pro-
gram manuals: Provided, That this section shall
not apply to any lands for which there is not
full compliance with the conservation practices
required under terms of the CRP contract.

SEC. 766. The federal facility located in River-
side, California, and known as the ‘‘U.S. Salin-
ity Laboratory’’, shall be known and designated
as the ‘‘George E. Brown, Jr., Salinity Labora-
tory’’: Provided, That any reference in law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to such federal facil-
ity shall be deemed to be a reference to the
‘‘George E. Brown, Jr., Salinity Laboratory’’.

SEC. 767. Sections 657, 658, 1006, 1014 of title
18, United States Code, are amended by—

(1) inserting ‘‘or successor agency’’ after
‘‘Farmers Home Administration’’ each place it
appears; and

(2) inserting ‘‘or successor agency’’ after
‘‘Rural Development Administration’’ each
place it appears.

SEC. 768. Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, the maximum income limits established
for single family housing for families and indi-
viduals in the high cost areas of Alaska shall be
150 percent of the state metropolitan income
level for Alaska.

SEC. 769. Section 1232(a)(7) of the Food Secu-
rity Act of 1985 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘except that the Secretary may
permit harvesting’’ and inserting ‘‘except that
the Secretary—

‘‘(A) may permit—
‘‘(i) harvesting’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘emergency, and the Secretary

may permit limited’’ and inserting ‘‘emergency;
and

‘‘(ii) limited’’;
(3) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon at

the end; and
(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) shall approve not more than 6 projects,

no more than 1 of which may be in any state,
under which land subject to the contract may be
harvested for recovery of biomass used in energy
production if—

‘‘(i) no acreage subject to the contract is har-
vested more than once every other year;

‘‘(ii) not more than 25 percent of the total
acreage enrolled in the program under this sub-
chapter in any crop reporting district (as des-
ignated by the Secretary), is harvested in any 1
year;

‘‘(iii) no portion of the crop is used for any
commercial purpose other than energy produc-
tion from biomass;

‘‘(iv) no wetland, or acreage of any type en-
rolled in a partial field conservation practice
(including riparian forest buffers, filter strips,
and buffer strips), is harvested;

‘‘(v) the owner or operator agrees to a pay-
ment reduction under this section in an amount
determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(C) the total acres for all of the projects shall
not exceed 250,000 acres.’’.

TITLE VIII—EMERGENCY AND DISASTER
ASSISTANCE FOR PRODUCERS

Subtitle A—Crop and Market Loss Assistance
SEC. 801. CROP LOSS ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture
(referred to in this title as the ‘‘Secretary’’)
shall use $1,200,000,000 of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to make emergency
financial assistance available to producers on a
farm that have incurred losses in a 1999 crop
due to a disaster, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

(b) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary shall
make assistance available under this section in
the same manner as provided under section 1102
of the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
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Appropriations Act, 1999 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note;
Public Law 105–277), including using the same
loss thresholds as were used in administering
that section.

(c) QUALIFYING LOSSES.—Assistance under
this section may be made for losses associated
with crops that are, as determined by the
Secretary—

(1) quantity losses;
(2) quality losses; or
(3) severe economic losses due to damaging

weather or related condition.
(d) CROPS COVERED.—Assistance under this

section shall be applicable to losses for all crops
(including losses of trees from which a crop is
harvested, livestock, and fisheries), as deter-
mined by the Secretary, due to disasters.

(e) CROP INSURANCE.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall not discriminate
against or penalize producers on a farm that
have purchased crop insurance under the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).

(f) RICE LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.—In the
case of producers of the 1999 crop of rice that
harvested such rice on or before August 4, 1999,
the Secretary may use funds made available
under this section to—

(1) make loan deficiency payments to pro-
ducers that received, or that were eligible to re-
ceive, such payments under section 135 of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7235) in a manner that results in the same total
payment that would have been made if the pay-
ment had been requested by the producers on
August 5, 1999; and

(2) recalculate any repayment made for a mar-
keting assistance loan for the 1999 crop of rice
on or before August 4, 1999, as if the repayment
had been made on August 5, 1999.

(g) HONEY RECOURSE LOANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other

provision of law, in order to assist producers of
honey to market their honey in an orderly man-
ner during a period of disastrously low prices,
the Secretary may use funds made available
under this section to make available recourse
loans to producers of the 1999 crop of honey on
fair and reasonable terms and conditions, as de-
termined by the Secretary.

(2) LOAN RATE.—The loan rate of the loans
shall be 85 percent of the average price of honey
during the 5-crop year period preceding the 1999
crop year, excluding the crop year in which the
average price of honey was the highest and the
crop year in which the average price of honey
was the lowest in the period.

(h) RECOURSE LOANS FOR MOHAIR.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2) and

notwithstanding any other provision of law,
during fiscal year 2000, the Secretary may use
funds made available under this section to make
recourse loans available in accordance with sec-
tion 137(c) of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7237(c)) to producers of mo-
hair produced during or before that fiscal year.

(2) INTEREST.—Section 137(c)(4) of that Act
shall not apply to a loan made under paragraph
(1).
SEC. 802. MARKET LOSS ASSISTANCE.

(a) ASSISTANCE AUTHORIZED.—The Secretary
shall use not more than $5,544,453,000 of funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to provide
assistance to owners and producers on a farm
that are eligible for final payments for fiscal
year 1999 under a production flexibility contract
for the farm under the Agricultural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.).

(b) AMOUNT.—The amount of assistance made
available to owners and producers on a farm
under this section shall be proportionate to the
amount of the contract payment received by the
owners and producers for fiscal year 1999 under
a production flexibility contract for the farm
under the Agricultural Market Transition Act.

(c) PROTECTION OF TENANTS AND SHARE-
CROPPERS; SHARING OF PAYMENTS.—Sections
111(c) and 114(g) of the Agricultural Market

Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7211(c), 7214(g)) shall
apply to the payments made under subsection
(a).
SEC. 803. SPECIALTY CROPS.

(a) PEANUTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use such

amounts as are necessary of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to provide payments
to producers of quota peanuts or additional pea-
nuts to partially compensate the producers for
continuing low commodity prices, and increas-
ing costs of production, for the 1999 crop year.

(2) AMOUNT.—The amount of a payment made
to producers on a farm of quota peanuts or ad-
ditional peanuts under paragraph (1) shall be
equal to the product obtained by multiplying—

(A) the quantity of quota peanuts or addi-
tional peanuts produced or considered produced
by the producers; and

(B) an amount equal to 5 percent of the loan
rate established for quota peanuts or additional
peanuts, respectively, under section 155 of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7271).

(b) CONDITION ON PAYMENT OF SALARIES AND
EXPENSES.—None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act or any
other Act may be used to pay the salaries and
expenses of personnel of the Department of Ag-
riculture to carry out or enforce section 156(f) of
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7272(f)) through fiscal year 2001.

(c) TOBACCO.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use

$328,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make payments to States on be-
half of persons described in paragraph (2) for
the reduction in the quantity of quota allotted
to certain farms under part I of subtitle B of
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) from the 1998 crop
year to the 1999 crop year.

(2) ELIGIBLE PERSONS.—To be eligible to re-
ceive a payment under paragraphs (1) through
(5), a person must own or operate, or produce
tobacco on, a farm—

(A) for which the quantity of quota allotted to
the farm under part I of subtitle B of title III of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) was reduced from the 1998
crop year to the 1999 crop year; and

(B) that was used for the production of to-
bacco during the 1998 or 1999 crop year.

(3) ALLOCATION TO STATES.—The Secretary
shall allocate funds made available under para-
graph (1) to States with eligible persons de-
scribed in paragraph (2) in proportion to the rel-
ative quantity of quota allotted to farms in the
States that was reduced from the 1998 crop year
to the 1999 crop year.

(4) DISTRIBUTION BY STATES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a State de-

scribed in paragraph (3) that is a party to the
National Tobacco Grower Settlement Trust, the
State shall distribute funds made available
under paragraph (3) to eligible persons in the
State in accordance with the formulas estab-
lished pursuant to the Trust.

(B) OTHER STATES.—Subject to the approval of
the Secretary, in the case of a State described in
paragraph (3) that is not a party to the Na-
tional Tobacco Grower Settlement Trust, the
State shall distribute funds made available
under paragraph (3) to eligible persons in the
State in a manner determined by the State.

(5) ALTERNATIVE DISTRIBUTION.—In lieu of
making payments under this subsection to
States, the Secretary may distribute funds di-
rectly to eligible persons using the facilities of
private disbursing agents, facilities of the Farm
Service Agency, or other available facilities.

(6) FLUE-CURED TOBACCO.—
(A) LIMITATION ON QUANTITY OF ALLOTMENT

LEASED OR SOLD.—Section 316(e) of the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1316(e)) is
amended—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘farm or, in’’
and all that follows through ‘‘: Provided, That
in’’ and inserting ‘‘farm. In’’;

(ii) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and

(iii) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) shall not apply to flue-
cured tobacco.’’.

(B) TRANSFERS OF QUOTA OR ALLOTMENT
ACROSS COUNTY LINES IN A STATE.—Section
316(g) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of
1938 (7 U.S.C. 1314b(g)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(3) TRANSFERS ALLOWED BY REFERENDUM.—
‘‘(A) REFERENDUM.—On the request of at least

25 percent of the active flue-cured tobacco pro-
ducers within a State, the Secretary shall con-
duct a referendum of the active flue-cured to-
bacco producers within the State to determine
whether the producers favor or oppose permit-
ting the sale of a flue-cured tobacco allotment or
quota from a farm in a State to any other farm
in the State.

‘‘(B) APPROVAL.—If the Secretary determines
that a majority of the active flue-cured tobacco
producers voting in the referendum approves
permitting the sale of a flue-cured tobacco allot-
ment or quota from a farm in the State to any
other farm in the State, the Secretary shall per-
mit the sale of a flue-cured tobacco allotment or
quota from a farm in the State to any other
farm in the State.’’.

(C) SAME GROWER IN CONTIGUOUS COUNTIES.—
Section 379(b) of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1379(b)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘or flue-cured’’ after ‘‘Burley’’.
SEC. 804. OILSEEDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use
$475,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make payments to producers of
the 1999 crop of oilseeds that are eligible to ob-
tain a marketing assistance loan under section
131 of the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7231).

(b) COMPUTATION.—A payment to producers
on a farm under this section for an oilseed shall
be equal to the product obtained by
multiplying—

(1) a payment rate determined by the Sec-
retary;

(2) the acreage of the producers on the farm
for the oilseed, as determined under subsection
(c); and

(3) the yield of the producers on the farm for
the oilseed, as determined under subsection (d).

(c) ACREAGE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the acreage of the producers on the
farm for an oilseed under subsection (b)(2) shall
be equal to the greater of—

(A) the number of acres planted to the oilseed
by the producers on the farm during the 1997
crop year, as reported by the producers on the
farm to the Secretary (including any acreage re-
ports that are filed late); or

(B) the number of acres planted to the oilseed
by the producers on the farm during the 1998
crop year, as reported by the producers on the
farm to the Secretary (including any acreage re-
ports that are filed late).

(2) NEW PRODUCERS.—In the case of producers
on a farm that planted acreage to an oilseed
during the 1999 crop year but not the 1997 or
1998 crop year, the acreage of the producers for
the oilseed under subsection (b)(2) shall be equal
to the number of acres planted to the oilseed by
the producers on the farm during the 1999 crop
year, as reported by the producers on the farm
to the Secretary (including any acreage reports
that are filed late).

(d) YIELD.—
(1) SOYBEANS.—Except as provided in para-

graph (3), in the case of soybeans, the yield of
the producers on a farm under subsection (b)(3)
shall be equal to the greatest of—

(A) the average county yield per harvested
acre for each of the 1994 through 1998 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre;
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(B) the actual yield of the producers on the

farm for the 1997 crop year; or
(C) the actual yield of the producers on the

farm for the 1998 crop year.
(2) OTHER OILSEEDS.—Except as provided in

paragraph (3), in the case of oilseeds other than
soybeans, the yield of the producers on a farm
under subsection (b)(3) shall be equal to the
greatest of—

(A) the average national yield per harvested
acre for each of the 1994 through 1998 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre;

(B) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 1997 crop year; or

(C) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 1998 crop year.

(3) NEW PRODUCERS.—In the case of producers
on a farm that planted acreage to an oilseed
during the 1999 crop year but not the 1997 or
1998 crop year, the yield of the producers on a
farm under subsection (b)(3) shall be equal to
the greater of—

(A) the average county yield per harvested
acre for each of the 1994 through 1998 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre; or

(B) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 1999 crop.

(4) DATA SOURCE.—To the maximum extent
available, the Secretary shall use data provided
by the National Agricultural Statistics Service to
carry out this subsection.
SEC. 805. LIVESTOCK AND DAIRY.

The Secretary shall use $325,000,000 of funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to provide
assistance directly to livestock and dairy pro-
ducers, in a manner determined appropriate by
the Secretary, to compensate the producers for
economic losses incurred during 1999.
SEC. 806. UPLAND COTTON.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 136(a) of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7236(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or cash pay-
ments’’ and inserting ‘‘or cash payments, at the
option of the recipient,’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘3 cents per pound’’ each place
it appears and inserting ‘‘1.25 cents per pound’’;

(3) in paragraph (3)—
(A) in the first sentence of subparagraph (A),

by striking ‘‘owned by the Commodity Credit
Corporation in such manner, and at such price
levels, as the Secretary determines will best ef-
fectuate the purposes of cotton user marketing
certificates’’ and inserting ‘‘owned by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation or pledged to the
Commodity Credit Corporation as collateral for
a loan in such manner, and at such price levels,
as the Secretary determines will best effectuate
the purposes of cotton user marketing certifi-
cates, including enhancing the competitiveness
and marketability of United States cotton’’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the sec-
ond sentence; and

(4) by striking paragraph (4).
(b) ENSURING THE AVAILABILITY OF UPLAND

COTTON.—Section 136(b) of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7236(b)) is
amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall carry

out an import quota program during the period
ending July 31, 2003, as provided in this sub-
section.

‘‘(B) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Except as
provided in subparagraph (C), whenever the
Secretary determines and announces that for
any consecutive 4-week period, the Friday
through Thursday average price quotation for
the lowest-priced United States growth, as
quoted for Middling (M) 13⁄32-inch cotton, deliv-
ered C.I.F. Northern Europe, adjusted for the

value of any certificate issued under subsection
(a), exceeds the Northern Europe price by more
than 1.25 cents per pound, there shall imme-
diately be in effect a special import quota.

‘‘(C) TIGHT DOMESTIC SUPPLY.—During any
month for which the Secretary estimates the
season-ending United States upland cotton
stocks-to-use ratio, as determined under sub-
paragraph (D), to be below 16 percent, the Sec-
retary, in making the determination under sub-
paragraph (B), shall not adjust the Friday
through Thursday average price quotation for
the lowest-priced United States growth, as
quoted for Middling (M) 13⁄32-inch cotton, deliv-
ered C.I.F. Northern Europe, for the value of
any certificates issued under subsection (a).

‘‘(D) SEASON-ENDING UNITED STATES STOCKS-
TO-USE RATIO.—For the purposes of making esti-
mates under subparagraph (C), the Secretary
shall, on a monthly basis, estimate and report
the season-ending United States upland cotton
stocks-to-use ratio, excluding projected raw cot-
ton imports but including the quantity of raw
cotton that has been imported into the United
States during the marketing year.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(7) LIMITATION.—The quantity of cotton en-

tered into the United States during any mar-
keting year under the special import quota es-
tablished under this subsection may not exceed
the equivalent of 5 week’s consumption of up-
land cotton by domestic mills at the seasonally
adjusted average rate of the 3 months imme-
diately preceding the first special import quota
established in any marketing year.’’.
SEC. 807. MILK.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 141 of the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7251) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(4), by striking ‘‘calendar
year 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘each of calendar
years 1999 and 2000’’; and

(2) in subsection (h), by striking ‘‘1999’’ each
place it appears and inserting ‘‘2000’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 142(e)
of the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7252(e)) is amended by striking ‘‘2000’’
and inserting ‘‘2001’’.

Subtitle B—Other Assistance
SEC. 811. AUTHORITY FOR ADVANCE PAYMENT IN

FULL OF REMAINING PAYMENTS
UNDER PRODUCTION FLEXIBILITY
CONTRACTS.

Section 112(d)(3) of the Agricultural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7212(d)(3)) is
amended—

(1) in the paragraph heading, by striking
‘‘FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘for fiscal year 1999’’ and in-
serting ‘‘for any of fiscal years 1999 through
2002’’.
SEC. 812. COMMODITY CERTIFICATES.

Subtitle E of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7281 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 166. COMMODITY CERTIFICATES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In making in-kind pay-
ments under subtitle C, the Commodity Credit
Corporation may—

‘‘(1) acquire and use commodities that have
been pledged to the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion as collateral for loans made by the Corpora-
tion;

‘‘(2) use other commodities owned by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation; and

‘‘(3) redeem negotiable marketing certificates
for cash under terms and conditions established
by the Secretary.

‘‘(b) METHODS OF PAYMENT.—The Commodity
Credit Corporation may make in-kind
payments—

‘‘(1) by delivery of the commodity at a ware-
house or other similar facility;

‘‘(2) by the transfer of negotiable warehouse
receipts;

‘‘(3) by the issuance of negotiable certificates,
which the Commodity Credit Corporation shall

exchange for a commodity owned or controlled
by the Corporation in accordance with regula-
tions promulgated by the Corporation; or

‘‘(4) by such other methods as the Commodity
Credit Corporation determines appropriate to
promote the efficient, equitable, and expeditious
receipt of the in-kind payments so that a person
receiving the payments receives the same total
return as if the payments had been made in
cash.

‘‘(c) ADMINISTRATION.—
‘‘(1) FORM.—At the option of a producer, the

Commodity Credit Corporation shall make nego-
tiable certificates authorized under subsection
(b)(3) available to the producer, in the form of
program payments or by sale, in a manner that
the Corporation determines will encourage the
orderly marketing of commodities pledged as col-
lateral for loans made to producers under sub-
title C.

‘‘(2) TRANSFER.—A negotiable certificate
issued in accordance with this subsection may
be transferred to another person in accordance
with regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary.’’.
SEC. 813. LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN

GAINS AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAY-
MENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section
1001(2) of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7
U.S.C. 1308(1)), the total amount of the pay-
ments specified in section 1001(3) of that Act
that a person shall be entitled to receive under
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7201 et seq.) for 1 or more contract com-
modities and oilseeds produced during the 1999
crop year may not exceed $150,000.

(b) 1999 MARKETINGS.—In carrying out sub-
section (a), the Secretary shall allow a producer
that has marketed a quantity of an eligible 1999
crop for which the producer has not received a
loan deficiency payment or marketing loan gain
under section 134 or 135 of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7234, 7235) to
receive such payment or gain as of the date on
which the quantity was marketed or redeemed,
as determined by the Secretary.
SEC. 814. ASSISTANCE FOR PURCHASE OF ADDI-

TIONAL CROP INSURANCE COV-
ERAGE.

The Secretary shall transfer $400,000,000 of
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
the Federal Crop Insurance Corporation to be
used to assist agricultural producers in pur-
chasing additional coverage for the 2000 crop
year under the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).
SEC. 815. FORGIVENESS OF CERTAIN WATER AND

WASTE DISPOSAL LOANS.
The Secretary shall forgive the principal in-

debtedness and accrued interest owed by the
City of Stroud, Oklahoma, to the Rural Utilities
Service on water and waste disposal loans num-
bered 9105 and 9107.
SEC. 816. NATIONAL SHEEP INDUSTRY IMPROVE-

MENT CENTER.
(a) DEFINITIONS.—Section 375(a) of the Con-

solidated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 2008j(a)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(5) INTERMEDIARY.—The term ‘intermediary’
means a financial institution receiving Center
funds for establishing a revolving fund and re-
lending to an eligible entity.’’.

(b) REVOLVING FUND.—Section 375(e) of the
Consolidated Farm and Rural Development Act
(7 U.S.C. 2008j(e)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (3)—
(A) by striking subparagraph (A) and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Center may use

amounts in the Fund to make direct loans, loan
guarantees, cooperative agreements, equity in-
terests, investments, repayable grants, and
grants to eligible entities, either directly or
through an intermediary, in accordance with a
strategic plan submitted under subsection (d).’’;
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(B) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the end

the following: ‘‘The Fund is intended to furnish
the initial capital for a revolving fund that will
eventually be privatized for the purposes of as-
sisting the United States sheep and goat indus-
tries.’’;

(C) by striking subparagraph (D);
(D) by striking subparagraph (E) and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(E) ADMINISTRATION.—The Center may not

use more than 3 percent of the amounts in the
portfolio of the Center for each fiscal year for
the administration of the Center. The portfolio
shall be calculated at the beginning of each fis-
cal year and shall include a total of—

‘‘(i) all outstanding loan balances;
‘‘(ii) the Fund balance;
‘‘(iii) the outstanding balance to inter-

mediaries; and
‘‘(iv) the amount the Center paid for all eq-

uity interests.’’;
(E) in subparagraph (H)—
(i) in clause (v), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end;
(ii) in clause (vi), by striking the period at the

end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and
(iii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(vii) purchase equity interests.’’; and
(F) by redesignating subparagraphs (E)

through (H) as subparagraphs (D) through (G),
respectively; and

(2) in paragraph (6), by striking subparagraph
(D).

(c) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—Section 375(f) of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act (7 U.S.C. 2008j(f)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking subparagraph
(B) and inserting the following:

‘‘(B) review any contract, direct loan, loan
guarantee, cooperative agreement, equity inter-
est, investment, repayable grant, and grant to
be made or entered into by the Center and any
financial assistance provided to the Center;’’;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking subparagraph
(C) and inserting the following:

‘‘(C) REAPPOINTMENT.—A voting member may
be reappointed for not more than 1 additional
term.’’; and

(3) in paragraph (6), by striking subparagraph
(B) and inserting the following:

‘‘(B) REAPPOINTMENT.—A voting member ap-
pointed to fill a vacancy for an unexpired term
may be reappointed for 1 full term.’’.

(d) PRIVATIZATION.—Section 375 of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 2008j) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(j) PRIVATIZATION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Privatization of a revolving

fund for the purposes of assisting the United
States sheep and goat industries shall occur on
the earlier of—

‘‘(A) September 30, 2006; or
‘‘(B) the date as of which a total of $30,000,000

has been appropriated for the Center under sub-
section (e)(6)(C).

‘‘(2) PRIVATIZATION PROPOSAL.—On privatiza-
tion of a revolving fund in accordance with
paragraph (1), the Board shall submit to the
Secretary, for approval, a privatization proposal
that—

‘‘(A) delineates a private successor entity to
the Center; and

‘‘(B) establishes a transition plan.
‘‘(3) PRIVATE SUCCESSOR ENTITY.—The private

successor entity shall—
‘‘(A) have the purposes described in sub-

section (c);
‘‘(B) be organized under the laws of 1 of the

States; and
‘‘(C) be able to continue the activities of the

Center.
‘‘(4) TRANSITION PLAN.—The transition plan

shall—
‘‘(A) identify any continuing role of the Fed-

eral Government with respect to the Center;
‘‘(B) provide for the transfer of all Center as-

sets and liabilities to the private successor enti-
ty; and

‘‘(C) delineate the status of the Board and em-
ployees of the Center.

‘‘(5) IMPLEMENTATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On approval by the Sec-

retary of the private successor entity and the
transition plan, the Center shall create the pri-
vate successor entity and implement the transi-
tion plan.

‘‘(B) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall have
all necessary authority to implement the transi-
tion plan.

‘‘(6) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—On creation of the
private successor entity, all funds held by the
Department of the Treasury pursuant to this
section shall be transferred to the private suc-
cessor entity.

‘‘(7) REPEAL.—On the date the Secretary pub-
lishes notice in the Federal Register that the
transition plan is complete, this section is re-
pealed.’’.
SEC. 817. FISHERIES.

(a) NORTON SOUND FISHERIES FAILURE.—
(1) INCOME ELIGIBILITY.—Section 763(a) of the

Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1999 (112 Stat. 2681–36), is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘federal poverty level’’ and in-
serting ‘‘income eligibility level established for
Alaska under the temporary assistance to needy
families (TANF) program funded under part A
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
601 et seq.)’’.

(2) EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE.—Section 1124 of
the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (112 Stat. 2681–45), is
amended by inserting before the period at the
end the following: ‘‘or a fisheries failure in the
Norton Sound region of Alaska that has resulted
in the closure of commercial and subsistence
fisheries to persons that depend on fish as their
primary source of food and income’’.

(3) APPROPRIATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts ap-

propriated or otherwise made available by this
Act, there is appropriated to the Department of
Agriculture for fiscal year 2001, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, $15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to provide emergency disaster assistance
to persons or entities affected by the 1999 fish-
eries failure in the Norton Sound region of Alas-
ka.

(B) TRANSFER.—To carry out this paragraph,
the Secretary shall transfer to the Secretary of
Commerce for obligation and expenditure—

(i) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 for grants
under section 209 of the Public Works and Eco-
nomic Development Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3149);
and

(ii) $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 for carrying
out section 312 of the Magnuson-Stevens Fish-
ery Conservation and Management Act (16
U.S.C. 1861a).

(b) COMMERCIAL FISHERIES FAILURE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—In addition to amounts ap-

propriated or otherwise made available by this
Act, there is appropriated to the Department of
Agriculture for fiscal year 2001, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, $15,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, which shall be transferred to the De-
partment of Commerce to provide emergency dis-
aster assistance for the commercial fishery fail-
ure under section 308(b)(1) of the Interjurisdic-
tional Fisheries Act of 1986 (16 U.S.C. 4107(b)(1))
with respect to Northeast multispecies fisheries.

(2) USE.—Amounts made available under this
subsection shall be used to support cooperative
research and management activities adminis-
tered by the National Marine Fisheries Services
and based on recommendations by the New Eng-
land Fishery Management Council.
SEC. 818. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING FAST-

TRACK AUTHORITY AND FUTURE
WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION NE-
GOTIATIONS.

It is the sense of Congress that—

(1) the President should make a formal request
for appropriate fast-track authority for future
United States trade negotiations;

(2) regarding future World Trade Organiza-
tion negotiations—

(A) rules for trade in agricultural commodities
should be strengthened and trade-distorting im-
port and export practices should be eliminated
or substantially reduced;

(B) the rules of the World Trade Organization
should be strengthened regarding the practices
or policies of a foreign government that
unreasonably—

(i) restrict market access for products of new
technologies, including products of bio-
technology; or

(ii) delay or preclude implementation of a re-
port of a dispute panel of the World Trade Or-
ganization; and

(C) negotiations within the World Trade Or-
ganization should be structured so as to provide
the maximum leverage possible to ensure the
successful conclusion of negotiations on agricul-
tural products;

(3) the President should—
(A) conduct a comprehensive evaluation of all

existing export and food aid programs,
including—

(i) the export credit guarantee program estab-
lished under section 202 of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622);

(ii) the market access program established
under section 203 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 5623);

(iii) the export enhancement program estab-
lished under section 301 of that Act (7 U.S.C.
5651);

(iv) the foreign market development coop-
erator program established under section 702 of
that Act (7 U.S.C. 5722); and

(v) programs established under the Agricul-
tural Trade Development and Assistance Act of
1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.); and

(B) transmit to Congress—
(i) the results of the evaluation under sub-

paragraph (A); and
(ii) recommendations on maximizing the effec-

tiveness of the programs described in subpara-
graph (A); and

(4) the Secretary should carry out a purchase
and donation or concessional sales initiative in
each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to promote the
export of additional quantities of soybeans,
beef, pork, poultry, and products of such com-
modities (including soybean meal, soybean oil,
textured vegetable protein, and soy protein con-
centrates and isolates) using programs estab-
lished under—

(A) the Commodity Credit Corporation Char-
ter Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seq.);

(B) section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949
(7 U.S.C. 1431);

(C) titles I and II of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and

(D) the Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
1736o).

Subtitle C—Administration
SEC. 821. COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.

The Secretary shall use the funds, facilities,
and authorities of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to carry out this title.
SEC. 822. ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.

(a) RESERVATION OF FUNDS.—Subject to sub-
sections (b) and (c), the Secretary may reserve
up to $56,000,000 of the amounts made available
under subtitle A to cover administrative costs in-
curred by the Farm Service Agency directly re-
lated to carrying out that subtitle.

(b) PROPORTIONAL RESERVATION.—The
amount reserved by the Secretary from the
amounts made available under each section of
subtitle A (other than section 802) shall bear the
same proportion to the total amount reserved
under subsection (a) as the administrative costs
incurred by the Farm Service Agency to carry
out that section (other than section 802) bear to
the total administrative costs incurred by the
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Farm Service Agency to carry out that subtitle
(other than section 802).

(c) EXCEPTION FOR MARKET LOSS ASSIST-
ANCE.—The Secretary may not reserve any por-
tion of the amount made available under section
802 to pay administrative costs.
SEC. 823. EMERGENCY REQUIREMENT.

The entire amount necessary to carry out this
title and the amendments made by this title
shall be available only to the extent that an of-
ficial budget request for the entire amount, that
includes designation of the entire amount of the
request as an emergency requirement as defined
in the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted
by the President to the Congress: Provided, That
the entire amount is designated by the Congress
as an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act.
SEC. 824. REGULATIONS.

(a) PROMULGATION.—As soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary and the Commodity Credit Corporation,
as appropriate, shall promulgate such regula-
tions as are necessary to implement subtitle A
and the amendments made by subtitle A. The
promulgation of the regulations and administra-
tion of subtitle A shall be made without regard
to—

(1) the notice and comment provisions of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(2) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(3) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY RULE-
MAKING.—In carrying out this section, the Sec-
retary shall use the authority provided under
section 808 of title 5, United States Code.
SEC. 825. LIVESTOCK AND DAIRY ASSISTANCE.

(a) LIVESTOCK ASSISTANCE.—Of the funds pro-
vided in sections 801 and 805, no less than
$200,000,000 shall be in the form of assistnace to
livestock producers for losses due to drought or
other natural disasters.

(b) DAIRY ASSISTANCE.—Of the funds provided
in section 805, no less than $125,000,000 shall be
in the form of assistance to dairy producers.

(c) FORM OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance for live-
stock losses shall be in the form of grants and or
other in-kind assistance, but shall not include
loans.

TITLE IX—LIVESTOCK MANDATORY
REPORTING

SEC. 901. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Livestock Man-

datory Reporting Act of 1999’’.
Subtitle A—Livestock Mandatory Reporting

SEC. 911. LIVESTOCK MANDATORY REPORTING.
The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7

U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) is amended—
(1) by inserting before section 202 (7 U.S.C.

1621) the following:
‘‘Subtitle A—General Provisions’’;

and
(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘Subtitle B—Livestock Mandatory Reporting
‘‘CHAPTER 1—PURPOSE; DEFINITIONS

‘‘SEC. 211. PURPOSE.
‘‘The purpose of this subtitle is to establish a

program of information regarding the marketing
of cattle, swine, lambs, and products of such
livestock that—

‘‘(1) provides information that can be readily
understood by producers, packers, and other
market participants, including information with
respect to the pricing, contracting for purchase,
and supply and demand conditions for livestock,
livestock production, and livestock products;

‘‘(2) improves the price and supply reporting
services of the Department of Agriculture; and

‘‘(3) encourages competition in the market-
place for livestock and livestock products.
‘‘SEC. 212. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this subtitle:
‘‘(1) BASE PRICE.—The term ‘base price’ means

the price paid for livestock, delivered at the
packing plant, before application of any pre-
miums or discounts, expressed in dollars per
hundred pounds of carcass weight.

‘‘(2) BASIS LEVEL.—The term ‘basis level’
means the agreed-on adjustment to a future
price to establish the final price paid for live-
stock.

‘‘(3) CURRENT SLAUGHTER WEEK.—The term
‘current slaughter week’ means the period be-
ginning Monday, and ending Sunday, of the
week in which a reporting day occurs.

‘‘(4) F.O.B.—The term ‘F.O.B.’ means free on
board, regardless of the mode of transportation,
at the point of direct shipment by the seller to
the buyer.

‘‘(5) LIVESTOCK.—The term ‘livestock’ means
cattle, swine, and lambs.

‘‘(6) LOT.—The term ‘lot’ means a group of 1
or more livestock that is identified for the pur-
pose of a single transaction between a buyer
and a seller.

‘‘(7) MARKETING.—The term ‘marketing’
means the sale or other disposition of livestock,
livestock products, or meat or meat food prod-
ucts in commerce.

‘‘(8) NEGOTIATED PURCHASE.—The term ‘nego-
tiated purchase’ means a cash or spot market
purchase by a packer of livestock from a pro-
ducer under which—

‘‘(A) the base price for the livestock is deter-
mined by seller-buyer interaction and agreement
on a day; and

‘‘(B) the livestock are scheduled for delivery
to the packer not later than 14 days after the
date on which the livestock are committed to the
packer.

‘‘(9) NEGOTIATED SALE.—The term ‘negotiated
sale’ means a cash or spot market sale by a pro-
ducer of livestock to a packer under which—

‘‘(A) the base price for the livestock is deter-
mined by seller-buyer interaction and agreement
on a day; and

‘‘(B) the livestock are scheduled for delivery
to the packer not later than 14 days after the
date on which the livestock are committed to the
packer.

‘‘(10) PRIOR SLAUGHTER WEEK.—The term
‘prior slaughter week’ means the Monday
through Sunday prior to a reporting day.

‘‘(11) PRODUCER.—The term ‘producer’ means
any person engaged in the business of selling
livestock to a packer for slaughter (including
the sale of livestock from a packer to another
packer).

‘‘(12) REPORTING DAY.—The term ‘reporting
day’ means a day on which—

‘‘(A) a packer conducts business regarding
livestock committed to the packer, or livestock
purchased, sold, or slaughtered by the packer;

‘‘(B) the Secretary is required to make infor-
mation concerning the business described in
subparagraph (A) available to the public; and

‘‘(C) the Department of Agriculture is open to
conduct business.

‘‘(13) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ means
the Secretary of Agriculture.

‘‘(14) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each of
the 50 States.

‘‘CHAPTER 2—CATTLE REPORTING
‘‘SEC. 221. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this chapter:
‘‘(1) CATTLE COMMITTED.—The term ‘cattle

committed’ means cattle that are scheduled to be
delivered to a packer within the 7-day period be-
ginning on the date of an agreement to sell the
cattle.

‘‘(2) CATTLE TYPE.—The term ‘cattle type’
means the following types of cattle purchased
for slaughter:

‘‘(A) Fed steers.
‘‘(B) Fed heifers.

‘‘(C) Fed Holsteins and other fed dairy steers
and heifers.

‘‘(D) Cows.
‘‘(E) Bulls.
‘‘(3) FORMULA MARKETING ARRANGEMENT.—

The term ‘formula marketing arrangement’
means the advance commitment of cattle for
slaughter by any means other than through a
negotiated purchase or a forward contract,
using a method for calculating price in which
the price is determined at a future date.

‘‘(4) FORWARD CONTRACT.—The term ‘forward
contract’ means—

‘‘(A) an agreement for the purchase of cattle,
executed in advance of slaughter, under which
the base price is established by reference to—

‘‘(i) prices quoted on the Chicago Mercantile
Exchange; or

‘‘(ii) other comparable publicly available
prices; or

‘‘(B) such other forward contract as the Sec-
retary determines to be applicable.

‘‘(5) PACKER.—The term ‘packer’ means any
person engaged in the business of buying cattle
in commerce for purposes of slaughter, of manu-
facturing or preparing meats or meat food prod-
ucts from cattle for sale or shipment in com-
merce, or of marketing meats or meat food prod-
ucts from cattle in an unmanufactured form act-
ing as a wholesale broker, dealer, or distributor
in commerce, except that—

‘‘(A) the term includes only a cattle processing
plant that is federally inspected;

‘‘(B) for any calendar year, the term includes
only a cattle processing plant that slaughtered
an average of at least 125,000 head of cattle per
year during the immediately preceding 5 cal-
endar years; and

‘‘(C) in the case of a cattle processing plant
that did not slaughter cattle during the imme-
diately preceding 5 calendar years, the Sec-
retary shall consider the plant capacity of the
processing plant in determining whether the
processing plant should be considered a packer
under this chapter.

‘‘(6) PACKER-OWNED CATTLE.—The term ‘pack-
er-owned cattle’ means cattle that a packer
owns for at least 14 days immediately before
slaughter.

‘‘(7) TERMS OF TRADE.—The term ‘terms of
trade’ includes, with respect to the purchase of
cattle for slaughter—

‘‘(A) whether a packer provided any financ-
ing agreement or arrangement with regard to
the cattle;

‘‘(B) whether the delivery terms specified the
location of the producer or the location of the
packer’s plant;

‘‘(C) whether the producer is able to unilater-
ally specify the date and time during the busi-
ness day of the packer that the cattle are to be
delivered for slaughter; and

‘‘(D) the percentage of cattle purchased by a
packer as a negotiated purchase that are deliv-
ered to the plant for slaughter more than 7
days, but fewer than 14 days, after the earlier
of—

‘‘(i) the date on which the cattle were com-
mitted to the packer; or

‘‘(ii) the date on which the cattle were pur-
chased by the packer.

‘‘(8) TYPE OF PURCHASE.—The term ‘type of
purchase’, with respect to cattle, means—

‘‘(A) a negotiated purchase;
‘‘(B) a formula market arrangement; and
‘‘(C) a forward contract.

‘‘SEC. 222. MANDATORY REPORTING FOR LIVE
CATTLE.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish a program of live cattle price information
reporting that will—

‘‘(1) provide timely, accurate, and reliable
market information;

‘‘(2) facilitate more informed marketing deci-
sions; and

‘‘(3) promote competition in the cattle slaugh-
tering industry.

‘‘(b) GENERAL REPORTING PROVISIONS APPLI-
CABLE TO PACKERS AND THE SECRETARY.—
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‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the prices or

quantities of cattle are required to be reported or
published under this section, the prices or quan-
tities shall be categorized so as to clearly
delineate—

‘‘(A) the prices or quantities, as applicable, of
the cattle purchased in the domestic market;
and

‘‘(B) the prices or quantities, as applicable, of
imported cattle.

‘‘(2) PACKER-OWNED CATTLE.—Information re-
quired under this section for packer-owned cat-
tle shall include quantity and carcass charac-
teristics, but not price.

‘‘(c) DAILY REPORTING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The corporate officers or

officially designated representatives of each
packer processing plant shall report to the Sec-
retary at least twice each reporting day (includ-
ing once not later than 10:00 a.m. Central Time
and once not later than 2:00 p.m. Central Time)
the following information for each cattle type:

‘‘(A) The prices for cattle (per hundredweight)
established on that day, categorized by—

‘‘(i) type of purchase;
‘‘(ii) the quantity of cattle purchased on a live

weight basis;
‘‘(iii) the quantity of cattle purchased on a

dressed weight basis;
‘‘(iv) a range of the estimated live weights of

the cattle purchased;
‘‘(v) an estimate of the percentage of the cat-

tle purchased that were of a quality grade of
choice or better; and

‘‘(vi) any premiums or discounts associated
with—

‘‘(I) weight, grade, or yield; or
‘‘(II) any type of purchase.
‘‘(B) The quantity of cattle delivered to the

packer (quoted in numbers of head) on that day,
categorized by—

‘‘(i) type of purchase;
‘‘(ii) the quantity of cattle delivered on a live

weight basis; and
‘‘(iii) the quantity of cattle delivered on a

dressed weight basis.
‘‘(C) The quantity of cattle committed to the

packer (quoted in numbers of head) as of that
day, categorized by—

‘‘(i) type of purchase;
‘‘(ii) the quantity of cattle committed on a live

weight basis; and
‘‘(iii) the quantity of cattle committed on a

dressed weight basis.
‘‘(D) The terms of trade regarding the cattle,

as applicable.
‘‘(2) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall make

the information available to the public not less
frequently than 3 times each reporting day.

‘‘(d) WEEKLY REPORTING.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The corporate officers or

officially designated representatives of each
packer processing plant shall report to the Sec-
retary, on the first reporting day of each week,
not later than 9:00 a.m. Central Time, the fol-
lowing information applicable to the prior
slaughter week:

‘‘(A) The quantity of cattle purchased
through a forward contract that were slaugh-
tered.

‘‘(B) The quantity of cattle delivered under a
formula marketing arrangement that were
slaughtered.

‘‘(C) The quantity and carcass characteristics
of packer-owned cattle that were slaughtered.

‘‘(D) The quantity, basis level, and delivery
month for all cattle purchased through forward
contracts that were agreed to by the parties.

‘‘(E) The range and average of intended pre-
miums and discounts that are expected to be in
effect for the current slaughter week.

‘‘(2) FORMULA PURCHASES.—The corporate of-
ficers or officially designated representatives of
each packer processing plant shall report to the
Secretary, on the first reporting day of each
week, not later than 9:00 a.m. Central Time, the
following information for cattle purchased
through a formula marketing arrangement and
slaughtered during the prior slaughter week:

‘‘(A) The quantity (quoted in both numbers of
head and hundredweights) of cattle.

‘‘(B) The weighted average price paid for a
carcass, including applicable premiums and dis-
counts.

‘‘(C) The range of premiums and discounts
paid.

‘‘(D) The weighted average of premiums and
discounts paid.

‘‘(E) The range of prices paid.
‘‘(F) The aggregate weighted average price

paid for a carcass.
‘‘(G) The terms of trade regarding the cattle,

as applicable.
‘‘(3) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall make

available to the public the information obtained
under paragraphs (1) and (2) on the first report-
ing day of the current slaughter week, not later
than 10:00 a.m. Central Time.

‘‘(e) REGIONAL REPORTING OF CATTLE
TYPES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall deter-
mine whether adequate data can be obtained on
a regional basis for fed Holsteins and other fed
dairy steers and heifers, cows, and bulls based
on the number of packers required to report
under this section.

‘‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the
date of enactment of this subtitle, the Secretary
shall submit to the Committee on Agriculture of
the House of Representatives and the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate a report on the determination of the Sec-
retary under paragraph (1).
‘‘SEC. 223. MANDATORY PACKER REPORTING OF

BOXED BEEF SALES.
‘‘(a) DAILY REPORTING.—The corporate offi-

cers or officially designated representatives of
each packer processing plant shall report to the
Secretary at least twice each reporting day (not
less than once before, and once after, 12:00 noon
Central Time) information on total boxed beef
sales, including—

‘‘(1) the price for each lot of each negotiated
boxed beef sale (determined by seller-buyer
interaction and agreement), quoted in dollars
per hundredweight (on a F.O.B. plant basis);

‘‘(2) the quantity for each lot of each sale,
quoted by number of boxes sold; and

‘‘(3) information regarding the characteristics
of each lot of each sale, including—

‘‘(A) the grade of beef (USDA Choice or better,
USDA Select, or ungraded no-roll product);

‘‘(B) the cut of beef; and
‘‘(C) the trim specification.
‘‘(b) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall make

available to the public the information required
to be reported under subsection (a) not less fre-
quently than twice each reporting day.

‘‘CHAPTER 3—SWINE REPORTING
‘‘SEC. 231. DEFINITIONS.

‘‘In this chapter:
‘‘(1) AFFILIATE.—The term ‘affiliate’, with re-

spect to a packer, means—
‘‘(A) a person that directly or indirectly owns,

controls, or holds with power to vote, 5 percent
or more of the outstanding voting securities of
the packer;

‘‘(B) a person 5 percent or more of whose out-
standing voting securities are directly or indi-
rectly owned, controlled, or held with power to
vote, by the packer; and

‘‘(C) a person that directly or indirectly con-
trols, or is controlled by or under common con-
trol with, the packer.

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE REPORTING PERIOD.—The
term ‘applicable reporting period’ means the pe-
riod of time prescribed by the prior day report,
the morning report, and the afternoon report, as
required under section 232(c).

‘‘(3) BARROW.—The term ‘barrow’ means a
neutered male swine.

‘‘(4) BASE MARKET HOG.—The term ‘base mar-
ket hog’ means a hog for which no discounts are
subtracted from and no premiums are added to
the base price.

‘‘(5) BRED FEMALE SWINE.—The term ‘bred fe-
male swine’ means any female swine, whether a

sow or gilt, that has been mated or inseminated
and is assumed, or has been confirmed, to be
pregnant.

‘‘(6) FORMULA PRICE.—The term ‘formula
price’ means a price determined by a mathe-
matical formula under which the price estab-
lished for a specified market serves as the basis
for the formula.

‘‘(7) GILT.—The term ‘gilt’ means a young fe-
male swine that has not produced a litter.

‘‘(8) HOG CLASS.—The term ‘hog class’ means,
as applicable—

‘‘(A) barrows or gilts;
‘‘(B) sows; or
‘‘(C) boars or stags.
‘‘(9) NONCARCASS MERIT PREMIUM.—The term

‘noncarcass merit premium’ means an increase
in the base price of the swine offered by an indi-
vidual packer or packing plant, based on any
factor other than the characteristics of the car-
cass, if the actual amount of the premium is
known before the sale and delivery of the swine.

‘‘(10) OTHER MARKET FORMULA PURCHASE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘other market

formula purchase’ means a purchase of swine by
a packer in which the pricing mechanism is a
formula price based on any market other than
the market for swine, pork, or a pork product.

‘‘(B) INCLUSION.—The term ‘other market for-
mula purchase’ includes a formula purchase in
a case in which the price formula is based on 1
or more futures or options contracts.

‘‘(11) OTHER PURCHASE ARRANGEMENT.—The
term ‘other purchase arrangement’ means a pur-
chase of swine by a packer that—

‘‘(A) is not a negotiated purchase, swine or
pork market formula purchase, or other market
formula purchase; and

‘‘(B) does not involve packer-owned swine.
‘‘(12) PACKER.—The term ‘packer’ means any

person engaged in the business of buying swine
in commerce for purposes of slaughter, of manu-
facturing or preparing meats or meat food prod-
ucts from swine for sale or shipment in com-
merce, or of marketing meats or meat food prod-
ucts from swine in an unmanufactured form
acting as a wholesale broker, dealer, or dis-
tributor in commerce, except that—

‘‘(A) the term includes only a swine processing
plant that is federally inspected;

‘‘(B) for any calendar year, the term includes
only a swine processing plant that slaughtered
an average of at least 100,000 swine per year
during the immediately preceding 5 calendar
years; and

‘‘(C) in the case of a swine processing plant
that did not slaughter swine during the imme-
diately preceding 5 calendar years, the Sec-
retary shall consider the plant capacity of the
processing plant in determining whether the
processing plant should be considered a packer
under this chapter.

‘‘(13) PACKER-OWNED SWINE.—The term ‘pack-
er-owned swine’ means swine that a packer (in-
cluding a subsidiary or affiliate of the packer)
owns for at least 14 days immediately before
slaughter.

‘‘(14) PACKER-SOLD SWINE.—The term ‘packer-
sold swine’ means the swine that are—

‘‘(A) owned by a packer (including a sub-
sidiary or affiliate of the packer) for more than
14 days immediately before sale for slaughter;
and

‘‘(B) sold for slaughter to another packer.
‘‘(15) PORK.—The term ‘pork’ means the meat

of a porcine animal.
‘‘(16) PORK PRODUCT.—The term ‘pork prod-

uct’ means a product or byproduct produced or
processed in whole or in part from pork.

‘‘(17) PURCHASE DATA.—The term ‘purchase
data’ means all of the applicable data, includ-
ing weight (if purchased live), for all swine pur-
chased during the applicable reporting period,
regardless of the expected delivery date of the
swine, reported by—

‘‘(A) hog class;
‘‘(B) type of purchase; and
‘‘(C) packer-owned swine.
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‘‘(18) SLAUGHTER DATA.—The term ‘slaughter

data’ means all of the applicable data for all
swine slaughtered by a packer during the appli-
cable reporting period, regardless of when the
price of the swine was negotiated or otherwise
determined, reported by—

‘‘(A) hog class;
‘‘(B) type of purchase; and
‘‘(C) packer-owned swine.
‘‘(19) SOW.—The term ‘sow’ means an adult

female swine that has produced 1 or more litters.
‘‘(20) SWINE.—The term ‘swine’ means a por-

cine animal raised to be a feeder pig, raised for
seedstock, or raised for slaughter.

‘‘(21) SWINE OR PORK MARKET FORMULA PUR-
CHASE.—The term ‘swine or pork market formula
purchase’ means a purchase of swine by a pack-
er in which the pricing mechanism is a formula
price based on a market for swine, pork, or a
pork product, other than a future or option for
swine, pork, or a pork product.

‘‘(22) TYPE OF PURCHASE.—The term ‘type of
purchase’, with respect to swine, means—

‘‘(A) a negotiated purchase;
‘‘(B) other market formula purchase;
‘‘(C) a swine or pork market formula pur-

chase; and
‘‘(D) other purchase arrangement.

‘‘SEC. 232. MANDATORY REPORTING FOR SWINE.
‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a program of swine price information re-
porting that will—

‘‘(1) provide timely, accurate, and reliable
market information;

‘‘(2) facilitate more informed marketing deci-
sions; and

‘‘(3) promote competition in the swine slaugh-
tering industry.

‘‘(b) GENERAL REPORTING PROVISIONS APPLI-
CABLE TO PACKERS AND THE SECRETARY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish and implement a price reporting program in
accordance with this section that includes the
reporting and publication of information re-
quired under this section.

‘‘(2) PACKER-OWNED SWINE.—Information re-
quired under this section for packer-owned
swine shall include quantity and carcass char-
acteristics, but not price.

‘‘(3) PACKER-SOLD SWINE.—If information re-
garding the type of purchase is required under
this section, the information shall be reported
according to the numbers and percentages of
each type of purchase comprising—

‘‘(A) packer-sold swine; and
‘‘(B) all other swine.
‘‘(4) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.—
‘‘(A) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review the

information required to be reported by packers
under this section at least once every 2 years.

‘‘(B) OUTDATED INFORMATION.—After public
notice and an opportunity for comment, subject
to subparagraph (C), the Secretary shall pro-
mulgate regulations that specify additional in-
formation that shall be reported under this sec-
tion if the Secretary determines under the re-
view under subparagraph (A) that—

‘‘(i) information that is currently required no
longer accurately reflects the methods by which
swine are valued and priced by packers; or

‘‘(ii) packers that slaughter a significant ma-
jority of the swine produced in the United
States no longer use backfat or lean percentage
factors as indicators of price.

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—Under subparagraph (B),
the Secretary may not require packers to provide
any new or additional information that—

‘‘(i) is not generally available or maintained
by packers; or

‘‘(ii) would be otherwise unduly burdensome
to provide.

‘‘(c) DAILY REPORTING.—
‘‘(1) PRIOR DAY REPORT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The corporate officers or

officially designated representatives of each
packer processing plant shall report to the Sec-
retary, for each business day of the packer,

such information as the Secretary determines
necessary and appropriate to—

‘‘(i) comply with the publication requirements
of this section; and

‘‘(ii) provide for the timely access to the infor-
mation by producers, packers, and other market
participants.

‘‘(B) REPORTING DEADLINE AND PLANTS RE-
QUIRED TO REPORT.—Not later than 7:00 a.m.
Central Time on each reporting day, a packer
required to report under subparagraph (A) shall
report information regarding all swine pur-
chased, priced, or slaughtered during the prior
business day of the packer.

‘‘(C) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—The informa-
tion from the prior business day of a packer re-
quired under this paragraph shall include—

‘‘(i) all purchase data, including—
‘‘(I) the total number of—
‘‘(aa) swine purchased; and
‘‘(bb) swine scheduled for delivery; and
‘‘(II) the base price and purchase data for

slaughtered swine for which a price has been es-
tablished;

‘‘(ii) all slaughter data for the total number of
swine slaughtered, including—

‘‘(I) information concerning the net price,
which shall be equal to the total amount paid
by a packer to a producer (including all pre-
miums, less all discounts) per hundred pounds
of carcass weight of swine delivered at the
plant—

‘‘(aa) including any sum deducted from the
price per hundredweight paid to a producer that
reflects the repayment of a balance owed by the
producer to the packer or the accumulation of a
balance to later be repaid by the packer to the
producer; and

‘‘(bb) excluding any sum earlier paid to a pro-
ducer that must later be repaid to the packer;

‘‘(II) information concerning the average net
price, which shall be equal to the quotient (stat-
ed per hundred pounds of carcass weight of
swine) obtained by dividing—

‘‘(aa) the total amount paid for the swine
slaughtered at a packing plant during the appli-
cable reporting period, including all premiums
and discounts, and including any sum deducted
from the price per hundredweight paid to a pro-
ducer that reflects the repayment of a balance
owed by the producer to the packer, or the accu-
mulation of a balance to later be repaid by the
packer to the producer, less all discounts; by

‘‘(bb) the total carcass weight (in hundred
pound increments) of the swine;

‘‘(III) information concerning the lowest net
price, which shall be equal to the lowest net
price paid for a single lot or a group of swine
slaughtered at a packing plant during the appli-
cable reporting period per hundred pounds of
carcass weight of swine;

‘‘(IV) information concerning the highest net
price, which shall be equal to the highest net
price paid for a single lot or group of swine
slaughtered at a packing plant during the appli-
cable reporting period per hundred pounds of
carcass weight of swine;

‘‘(V) the average carcass weight, which shall
be equal to the quotient obtained by dividing—

‘‘(aa) the total carcass weight of the swine
slaughtered at the packing plant during the ap-
plicable reporting period; by

‘‘(bb) the number of the swine described in
item (aa);

adjusted for special slaughter situations (such
as skinning or foot removal), as the Secretary
determines necessary to render comparable car-
cass weights;

‘‘(VI) the average sort loss, which shall be
equal to the average discount (in dollars per
hundred pounds carcass weight) for swine
slaughtered during the applicable reporting pe-
riod, resulting from the fact that the swine did
not fall within the individual packer’s estab-
lished carcass weight or lot variation range;

‘‘(VII) the average backfat, which shall be
equal to the average of the backfat thickness (in

inches) measured between the third and fourth
from the last ribs, 7 centimeters from the carcass
split (or adjusted from the individual packer’s
measurement to that reference point using an
adjustment made by the Secretary) of the swine
slaughtered during the applicable reporting pe-
riod;

‘‘(VIII) the average lean percentage, which
shall be equal to the average percentage of the
carcass weight comprised of lean meat for the
swine slaughtered during the applicable report-
ing period, except that when a packer is re-
quired to report the average lean percentage
under this subclause, the packer shall make
available to the Secretary the underlying data,
applicable methodology and formulae, and sup-
porting materials used to determine the average
lean percentage, which the Secretary may con-
vert to the carcass measurements or lean per-
centage of the swine of the individual packer to
correlate to a common percent lean measure-
ment; and

‘‘(IX) the total slaughter quantity, which
shall be equal to the total number of swine
slaughtered during the applicable reporting pe-
riod, including all types of purchases and pack-
er-owned swine; and

‘‘(iii) packer purchase commitments, which
shall be equal to the number of swine scheduled
for delivery to a packer for slaughter for each of
the next 14 calendar days.

‘‘(D) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall pub-
lish the information obtained under this para-
graph in a prior day report not later than 8:00
a.m. Central Time on the reporting day on
which the information is received from the pack-
er.

‘‘(2) MORNING REPORT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The corporate officers or

officially designated representatives of each
packer processing plant shall report to the Sec-
retary not later than 10:00 a.m. Central Time
each reporting day—

‘‘(i) the packer’s best estimate of the total
number of swine, and packer-owned swine, ex-
pected to be purchased throughout the reporting
day through each type of purchase;

‘‘(ii) the total number of swine, and packer-
owned swine, purchased up to that time of the
reporting day through each type of purchase;

‘‘(iii) the base price paid for all base market
hogs purchased up to that time of the reporting
day through negotiated purchases; and

‘‘(iv) the base price paid for all base market
hogs purchased through each type of purchase
other than negotiated purchase up to that time
of the reporting day, unless such information is
unavailable due to pricing that is determined on
a delayed basis.

‘‘(B) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall pub-
lish the information obtained under this para-
graph in the morning report as soon as prac-
ticable, but not later than 11:00 a.m. Central
Time, on each reporting day.

‘‘(3) AFTERNOON REPORT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The corporate officers or

officially designated representatives of each
packer processing plant shall report to the Sec-
retary not later than 2:00 p.m. Central Time
each reporting day—

‘‘(i) the packer’s best estimate of the total
number of swine, and packer-owned swine, ex-
pected to be purchased throughout the reporting
day through each type of purchase;

‘‘(ii) the total number of swine, and packer-
owned swine, purchased up to that time of the
reporting day through each type of purchase;

‘‘(iii) the base price paid for all base market
hogs purchased up to that time of the reporting
day through negotiated purchases; and

‘‘(iv) the base price paid for all base market
hogs purchased up to that time of the reporting
day through each type of purchase other than
negotiated purchase, unless such information is
unavailable due to pricing that is determined on
a delayed basis.
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‘‘(B) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall pub-

lish the information obtained under this para-
graph in the afternoon report as soon as prac-
ticable, but not later than 3:00 p.m. Central
Time, on each reporting day.

‘‘(d) WEEKLY NONCARCASS MERIT PREMIUM
REPORT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 4:00 p.m.
Central Time on the first reporting day of each
week, the corporate officers or officially des-
ignated representatives of each packer proc-
essing plant shall report to the Secretary a non-
carcass merit premium report that lists—

‘‘(A) each category of standard noncarcass
merit premiums used by the packer in the prior
slaughter week; and

‘‘(B) the amount (in dollars per hundred
pounds of carcass weight) paid to producers by
the packer, by category.

‘‘(2) PREMIUM LIST.—A packer shall maintain
and make available to a producer, on request, a
current listing of the dollar values (per hundred
pounds of carcass weight) of each noncarcass
merit premium used by the packer during the
current or the prior slaughter week.

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY.—A packer shall not be re-
quired to pay a listed noncarcass merit premium
to a producer that meets the requirements for
the premium if the need for swine in a given cat-
egory is filled at a particular point in time.

‘‘(4) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary shall pub-
lish the information obtained under this sub-
section as soon as practicable, but not later
than 5:00 p.m. Central Time, on the first report-
ing day of each week.

‘‘CHAPTER 4—LAMB REPORTING
‘‘SEC. 241. MANDATORY REPORTING FOR LAMBS.

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary may es-
tablish a program of mandatory lamb price in-
formation reporting that will—

‘‘(1) provide timely, accurate, and reliable
market information;

‘‘(2) facilitate more informed marketing deci-
sions; and

‘‘(3) promote competition in the lamb slaugh-
tering industry.

‘‘(b) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—If the Secretary
establishes a mandatory price reporting program
under subsection (a), the Secretary shall provide
an opportunity for comment on proposed regula-
tions to establish the program during the 30-day
period beginning on the date of the publication
of the proposed regulations.

‘‘CHAPTER 5—ADMINISTRATION
‘‘SEC. 251. GENERAL PROVISIONS.

‘‘(a) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The Secretary shall
make available to the public information, statis-
tics, and documents obtained from, or submitted
by, packers, retail entities, and other persons
under this subtitle in a manner that ensures
that confidentiality is preserved regarding—

‘‘(1) the identity of persons, including parties
to a contract; and

‘‘(2) proprietary business information.
‘‘(b) DISCLOSURE BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

EMPLOYEES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

no officer, employee, or agent of the United
States shall, without the consent of the packer
or other person concerned, divulge or make
known in any manner, any facts or information
regarding the business of the packer or other
person that was acquired through reporting re-
quired under this subtitle.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Information obtained by
the Secretary under this subtitle may be
disclosed—

‘‘(A) to agents or employees of the Department
of Agriculture in the course of their official du-
ties under this subtitle;

‘‘(B) as directed by the Secretary or the Attor-
ney General, for enforcement purposes; or

‘‘(C) by a court of competent jurisdiction.
‘‘(3) DISCLOSURE UNDER FREEDOM OF INFOR-

MATION ACT.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, no facts or information obtained

under this subtitle shall be disclosed in accord-
ance with section 552 of title 5, United States
Code.

‘‘(c) REPORTING BY PACKERS.—A packer shall
report all information required under this sub-
title on an individual lot basis.

‘‘(d) REGIONAL REPORTING AND AGGREGA-
TION.—The Secretary shall make information
obtained under this subtitle available to the
public only in a manner that—

‘‘(1) ensures that the information is published
on a national and a regional or statewide basis
as the Secretary determines to be appropriate;

‘‘(2) ensures that the identity of a reporting
person is not disclosed; and

‘‘(3) conforms to aggregation guidelines estab-
lished by the Secretary.

‘‘(e) ADJUSTMENTS.—Prior to the publication
of any information required under this subtitle,
the Secretary may make reasonable adjustments
in information reported by packers to reflect
price aberrations or other unusual or unique oc-
currences that the Secretary determines would
distort the published information to the det-
riment of producers, packers, or other market
participants.

‘‘(f) VERIFICATION.—The Secretary shall take
such actions as the Secretary considers nec-
essary to verify the accuracy of the information
submitted or reported under chapter 2, 3, or 4.

‘‘(g) ELECTRONIC REPORTING AND PUB-
LISHING.—The Secretary shall, to the maximum
extent practicable, provide for the reporting and
publishing of the information required under
this subtitle by electronic means.

‘‘(h) REPORTING OF ACTIVITIES ON WEEKENDS
AND HOLIDAYS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Livestock committed to a
packer, or purchased, sold, or slaughtered by a
packer, on a weekend day or holiday shall be
reported by the packer to the Secretary (to the
extent required under this subtitle), and re-
ported by the Secretary, on the immediately fol-
lowing reporting day.

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON REPORTING BY PACKERS.—
A packer shall not be required to report actions
under paragraph (1) more than once on the im-
mediately following reporting day.

‘‘(i) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.—Nothing in this
subtitle, the Livestock Mandatory Reporting Act
of 1999, or amendments made by that Act re-
stricts or modifies the authority of the Secretary
to—

‘‘(1) administer or enforce the Packers and
Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 181 et seq.);

‘‘(2) administer, enforce, or collect voluntary
reports under this title or any other law; or

‘‘(3) access documentary evidence as provided
under sections 9 and 10 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 49, 50).
‘‘SEC. 252. UNLAWFUL ACTS.

‘‘It shall be unlawful and a violation of this
subtitle for any packer or other person subject
to this subtitle (in the submission of information
required under chapter 2, 3, or 4, as determined
by the Secretary) to willfully—

‘‘(1) fail or refuse to provide, or delay the
timely reporting of, accurate information to the
Secretary (including estimated information);

‘‘(2) solicit or request that a packer, the buyer
or seller of livestock or livestock products, or
any other person fail to provide, as a condition
of any transaction, accurate or timely informa-
tion required under this subtitle;

‘‘(3) fail or refuse to comply with this subtitle;
or

‘‘(4) report estimated information in any re-
port required under this subtitle in a manner
that demonstrates a pattern of significant vari-
ance in accuracy when compared to the actual
information that is reported for the same report-
ing period, or as determined by any audit, over-
sight, or other verification procedures of the
Secretary.
‘‘SEC. 253. ENFORCEMENT.

‘‘(a) CIVIL PENALTY.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any packer or other person

that violates this subtitle may be assessed a civil

penalty by the Secretary of not more than
$10,000 for each violation.

‘‘(2) CONTINUING VIOLATION.—Each day dur-
ing which a violation continues shall be consid-
ered to be a separate violation.

‘‘(3) FACTORS.—In determining the amount of
a civil penalty to be assessed under paragraph
(1), the Secretary shall consider the gravity of
the offense, the size of the business involved,
and the effect of the penalty on the ability of
the person that has committed the violation to
continue in business.

‘‘(4) MULTIPLE VIOLATIONS.—In determining
whether to assess a civil penalty under para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall consider whether
a packer or other person subject to this subtitle
has engaged in a pattern of errors, delays, or
omissions in violation of this subtitle.

‘‘(b) CEASE AND DESIST.—In addition to, or in
lieu of, a civil penalty under subsection (a), the
Secretary may issue an order to cease and desist
from continuing any violation.

‘‘(c) NOTICE AND HEARING.—No penalty shall
be assessed, or cease and desist order issued, by
the Secretary under this section unless the per-
son against which the penalty is assessed or to
which the order is issued is given notice and op-
portunity for a hearing before the Secretary
with respect to the violation.

‘‘(d) FINALITY AND JUDICIAL REVIEW.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The order of the Secretary

assessing a civil penalty or issuing a cease and
desist order under this section shall be final and
conclusive unless the affected person files an
appeal of the order of the Secretary in United
States district court not later than 30 days after
the date of the issuance of the order.

‘‘(2) STANDARD OF REVIEW.—A finding of the
Secretary under this section shall be set aside
only if the finding is found to be unsupported
by substantial evidence.

‘‘(e) ENFORCEMENT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, after the lapse of the pe-

riod allowed for appeal or after the affirmance
of a penalty assessed under this section, the per-
son against which the civil penalty is assessed
fails to pay the penalty, the Secretary may refer
the matter to the Attorney General who may re-
cover the penalty by an action in United States
district court.

‘‘(2) FINALITY.—In the action, the final order
of the Secretary shall not be subject to review.

‘‘(f) INJUNCTION OR RESTRAINING ORDER.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary has reason

to believe that any person subject to this subtitle
has failed or refused to provide the Secretary in-
formation required to be reported pursuant to
this subtitle, and that it would be in the public
interest to enjoin the person from further failure
to comply with the reporting requirements, the
Secretary may notify the Attorney General of
the failure.

‘‘(2) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The Attorney Gen-
eral may apply to the appropriate district court
of the United States for a temporary or perma-
nent injunction or restraining order.

‘‘(3) COURT.—When needed to carry out this
subtitle, the court shall, on a proper showing,
issue a temporary injunction or restraining
order without bond.

‘‘(g) FAILURE TO OBEY ORDERS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a person subject to this

subtitle fails to obey a cease and desist or civil
penalty order issued under this subsection after
the order has become final and unappealable, or
after the appropriate United States district
court has entered a final judgment in favor of
the Secretary, the United States may apply to
the appropriate district court for enforcement of
the order.

‘‘(2) ENFORCEMENT.—If the court determines
that the order was lawfully made and duly
served and that the person violated the order,
the court shall enforce the order.

‘‘(3) CIVIL PENALTY.—If the court finds that
the person violated the cease and desist provi-
sions of the order, the person shall be subject to
a civil penalty of not more than $10,000 for each
offense.
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‘‘SEC. 254. FEES.

‘‘The Secretary shall not charge or assess a
user fee, transaction fee, service charge, assess-
ment, reimbursement, or any other fee for the
submission or reporting of information, for the
receipt or availability of, or access to, published
reports or information, or for any other activity
required under this subtitle.
‘‘SEC. 255. RECORDKEEPING.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b),
each packer required to report information to
the Secretary under this subtitle shall maintain,
and make available to the Secretary on request,
for 2 years—

‘‘(1) the original contracts, agreements, re-
ceipts and other records associated with any
transaction relating to the purchase, sale, pric-
ing, transportation, delivery, weighing, slaugh-
ter, or carcass characteristics of all livestock;
and

‘‘(2) such records or other information as is
necessary or appropriate to verify the accuracy
of the information required to be reported under
this subtitle.

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—Under subsection (a)(2),
the Secretary may not require a packer to pro-
vide new or additional information if—

‘‘(1) the information is not generally available
or maintained by packers; or

‘‘(2) the provision of the information would be
unduly burdensome.

‘‘(c) PURCHASES OF CATTLE OR SWINE.—A
record of a purchase of a lot of cattle or a lot
of swine by a packer shall evidence whether the
purchase occurred—

‘‘(1) before 10:00 a.m. Central Time;
‘‘(2) between 10:00 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. Central

Time; or
‘‘(3) after 2:00 p.m. Central Time.

‘‘SEC. 256. VOLUNTARY REPORTING.
‘‘The Secretary shall encourage voluntary re-

porting by packers (as defined in section 201 of
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C.
191)) to which the mandatory reporting require-
ments of this subtitle do not apply.
‘‘SEC. 257. PUBLICATION OF INFORMATION ON

RETAIL PURCHASE PRICES FOR REP-
RESENTATIVE MEAT PRODUCTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning not later than
90 days after the date of enactment of this sub-
title, the Secretary shall compile and publish at
least monthly (weekly, if practicable) informa-
tion on retail prices for representative food
products made from beef, pork, chicken, turkey,
veal, or lamb.

‘‘(b) INFORMATION.—The report published by
the Secretary under subsection (a) shall
include—

‘‘(1) information on retail prices for each rep-
resentative food product described in subsection
(a); and

‘‘(2) information on total sales quantity (in
pounds and dollars) for each representative food
product.

‘‘(c) MEAT PRICE SPREADS REPORT.—During
the period ending 2 years after the initial publi-
cation of the report required under subsection
(a), the Secretary shall continue to publish the
Meat Price Spreads Report in the same manner
as the Report was published before the date of
enactment of this subtitle.

‘‘(d) INFORMATION COLLECTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To ensure the accuracy of

the reports required under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall obtain the information for the
reports from 1 or more sources including—

‘‘(A) a consistently representative set of retail
transactions; and

‘‘(B) both prices and sales quantities for the
transactions.

‘‘(2) SOURCE OF INFORMATION.—The Secretary
may—

‘‘(A) obtain the information from retailers or
commercial information sources; and

‘‘(B) use valid statistical sampling procedures,
if necessary.

‘‘(3) ADJUSTMENTS.—In providing information
on retail prices under this section, the Secretary

may make adjustments to take into account dif-
ferences in—

‘‘(A) the geographic location of consumption;
‘‘(B) the location of the principal source of

supply;
‘‘(C) distribution costs; and
‘‘(D) such other factors as the Secretary deter-

mines reflect a verifiable comparative retail
price for a representative food product.

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATION.—The Secretary—
‘‘(1) shall collect information under this sec-

tion only on a voluntary basis; and
‘‘(2) shall not impose a penalty on a person

for failure to provide the information or other-
wise compel a person to provide the information.
‘‘SEC. 258. SUSPENSION AUTHORITY REGARDING

SPECIFIC TERMS OF PRICE REPORT-
ING REQUIREMENTS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may sus-
pend any requirement of this subtitle if the Sec-
retary determines that application of the re-
quirement is inconsistent with the purposes of
this subtitle.

‘‘(b) SUSPENSION PROCEDURE.—
‘‘(1) PERIOD.—A suspension under subsection

(a) shall be for a period of not more than 240
days.

‘‘(2) ACTION BY CONGRESS.—If an Act of Con-
gress concerning the requirement that is the
subject of the suspension under subsection (a) is
not enacted by the end of the period of the sus-
pension established under paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall implement the requirement.
‘‘SEC. 259. FEDERAL PREEMPTION.

‘‘In order to achieve the goals, purposes, and
objectives of this title on a nationwide basis and
to avoid potentially conflicting State laws that
could impede the goals, purposes, or objectives
of this title, no State or political subdivision of
a State may impose a requirement that is in ad-
dition to, or inconsistent with, any requirement
of this subtitle with respect to the submission or
reporting of information, or the publication of
such information, on the prices and quantities
of livestock or livestock products.’’.
SEC. 912. UNJUST DISQUALIFICATION.

Section 202(b) of the Packers and Stockyards
Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 192(b)), is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘whatsoever’’ each place it appears.
SEC. 913. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.

(a) Section 416 of the Packers and Stockyards
Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 229a), is repealed.

(b) Section 1127 of the Agriculture, Rural De-
velopment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (7
U.S.C. 1421 note; Public Law 105–277), is
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (b) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(b) EXPORT MARKET REPORTING.—The Sec-
retary shall—

‘‘(1) implement a streamlined electronic system
for collecting export sales and shipments data,
in the least intrusive manner possible, for fresh
or frozen muscle cuts of meat food products; and

‘‘(2) develop a data-reporting program to dis-
seminate summary information in a timely man-
ner (in the case of beef, consistent with the re-
porting under section 602(a) of the Agricultural
Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5712(a))).’’; and

(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘this section
of the Act’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)’’.
Subtitle B—Related Beef Reporting Provisions
SEC. 921. BEEF EXPORT REPORTING.

Section 602(a)(1) of the Agricultural Trade Act
of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5712(a)(1)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, beef,’’ after ‘‘cotton’’.
SEC. 922. EXPORT CERTIFICATES FOR MEAT AND

MEAT FOOD PRODUCTS.
Not later than 1 year after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall fully implement a program, through the
use of a streamlined electronic online system, to
issue and report export certificates for all meat
and meat products.
SEC. 923. IMPORTS OF BEEF, BEEF VARIETY

MEATS, AND CATTLE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture

shall—

(1) obtain information regarding the import of
beef and beef variety meats (consistent with the
information categories reported for beef exports
under section 602(a) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5712(a))) and cattle using
available information sources; and

(2) publish the information in a timely manner
weekly and in a form that maximizes the utility
of the information to beef producers, packers,
and other market participants.

(b) CONTENT.—The published information
shall include information reporting the year-to-
date cumulative annual imports of beef, beef va-
riety meats, and cattle for the current and prior
marketing years.
SEC. 924. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out sections 922
and 923.

Subtitle C—Related Swine Reporting
Provisions

SEC. 931. IMPROVEMENT OF HOGS AND PIGS IN-
VENTORY REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Effective beginning not later
than 90 days after the date of enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture shall publish
on a monthly basis the Hogs and Pigs Inventory
Report.

(b) GESTATING SOWS.—The Secretary shall in-
clude in a separate category of the Report the
number of bred female swine that are assumed,
or have been confirmed, to be pregnant during
the reporting period.

(c) PHASE-OUT.—Effective for a period of 8
quarters after the implementation of the month-
ly report required under subsection (a), the Sec-
retary shall continue to maintain and publish
on a quarterly basis the Hogs and Pigs Inven-
tory Report published on or before the date of
enactment of this Act.
SEC. 932. BARROW AND GILT SLAUGHTER.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture
shall promptly obtain and maintain, through an
appropriate collection system or valid sampling
system at packing plants, information on the
total slaughter of swine that reflects differences
in numbers between barrows and gilts, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—The information shall be
made available to swine producers, packers, and
other market participants in a report published
by the Secretary not less frequently than week-
ly.

(c) ADMINISTRATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall admin-

ister the collection and compilation of informa-
tion, and the publication of the report, required
by this section.

(2) NONDELEGATION.—The Secretary shall not
delegate the collection, compilation, or adminis-
tration of the information required by this sec-
tion to any packer (as defined in section 201 of
the Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C.
191)).
SEC. 933. AVERAGE TRIM LOSS CORRELATION

STUDY AND REPORT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture

shall contract with a qualified contractor to
conduct a correlation study and prepare a re-
port establishing a baseline and standards for
determining and improving average trim loss
measurements and processing techniques for
pork processors to employ in the slaughter of
swine.

(b) CORRELATION STUDY AND REPORT.—The
study and report shall—

(1) analyze processing techniques that would
assist the pork processing industry in improving
procedures for uniformity and transparency in
how trim loss is discounted (in dollars per hun-
dred pounds carcass weight) by different pack-
ers and processors;

(2) analyze slaughter inspection procedures
that could be improved so that trimming proce-
dures and policies of the Secretary are uniform
to the maximum extent determined practicable
by the Secretary;
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(3) determine how the Secretary may be able

to foster improved breeding techniques and ani-
mal handling and transportation procedures
through training programs made available to
swine producers so as to minimize trim loss in
slaughter processing; and

(4) make recommendations that are designed
to effect changes in the pork industry so as to
achieve continuous improvement in average trim
losses and discounts.

(c) SUBSEQUENT REPORTS ON STATUS OF IM-
PROVEMENTS AND UPDATES IN BASELINE.—Not
less frequently than once every 2 years after the
initial publication of the report required under
this section, the Secretary shall make subse-
quent periodic reports that—

(1) examine the status of the improvement in
reducing trim loss discounts in the pork proc-
essing industry; and

(2) update the baseline to reflect changes in
trim loss discounts.

(d) SUBMISSION OF REPORTS TO CONGRESS,
PRODUCERS, PACKERS, AND OTHERS.—The re-
ports required under this section shall be made
available to—

(1) the public on the Internet;
(2) the Committee on Agriculture of the House

of Representatives;
(3) the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,

and Forestry of the Senate;
(4) producers and packers; and
(5) other market participants.

SEC. 934. SWINE PACKER MARKETING CON-
TRACTS.

Title II of the Packers and Stockyards Act,
1921 (7 U.S.C. 191 et seq.) is amended—

(1) by inserting before section 201 (7 U.S.C.
191) the following:

‘‘Subtitle A—General Provisions’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘Subtitle B—Swine Packer Marketing
Contracts

‘‘SEC. 221. DEFINITIONS.
‘‘Except as provided in section 223(a), in this

subtitle:
‘‘(1) MARKET.—The term ‘market’ means the

sale or disposition of swine, pork, or pork prod-
ucts in commerce.

‘‘(2) PACKER.—The term ‘packer’ has the
meaning given the term in section 231 of the Ag-
ricultural Marketing Act of 1946.

‘‘(3) PORK.—The term ‘pork’ means the meat
of a porcine animal.

‘‘(4) PORK PRODUCT.—The term ‘pork product’
means a product or byproduct produced or proc-
essed in whole or in part from pork.

‘‘(5) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each of
the 50 States.

‘‘(6) SWINE.—The term ‘swine’ means a por-
cine animal raised to be a feeder pig, raised for
seedstock, or raised for slaughter.

‘‘(7) TYPE OF CONTRACT.—The term ‘type of
contract’ means the classification of contracts or
risk management agreements for the purchase of
swine by—

‘‘(A) the mechanism used to determine the
base price for swine committed to a packer,
grouped into practicable classifications by the
Secretary (including swine or pork market for-
mula purchases, other market formula pur-
chases, and other purchase arrangements); and

‘‘(B) the presence or absence of an accrual ac-
count or ledger that must be repaid by the pro-
ducer or packer that receives the benefit of the
contract pricing mechanism in relation to nego-
tiated prices.

‘‘(8) OTHER TERMS.—Except as provided in
this subtitle, a term has the meaning given the
term in section 212 or 231 of the Agricultural
Marketing Act of 1946.
‘‘SEC. 222. SWINE PACKER MARKETING CON-

TRACTS OFFERED TO PRODUCERS.
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the availability

of appropriations to carry out this section, the
Secretary shall establish and maintain a library

or catalog of each type of contract offered by
packers to swine producers for the purchase of
all or part of the producers’ production of swine
(including swine that are purchased or com-
mitted for delivery), including all available non-
carcass merit premiums.

‘‘(b) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary shall make
available to swine producers and other inter-
ested persons information on the types of con-
tracts described in subsection (a), including no-
tice (on a real-time basis if practicable) of the
types of contracts that are being offered by each
individual packer to, and are open to accept-
ance by, producers for the purchase of swine.

‘‘(c) CONFIDENTIALITY.—The reporting re-
quirements under subsections (a) and (b) shall
be subject to the confidentiality protections pro-
vided under section 251 of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946.

‘‘(d) INFORMATION COLLECTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall—
‘‘(A) obtain (by a filing or other procedure re-

quired of each individual packer) information
indicating what types of contracts for the pur-
chase of swine are available from each packer;
and

‘‘(B) make the information available in a
monthly report to swine producers and other in-
terested persons.

‘‘(2) CONTRACTED SWINE NUMBERS.—Each
packer shall provide, and the Secretary shall
collect and publish in the monthly report re-
quired under paragraph (1)(B), information
specifying—

‘‘(A) the types of existing contracts for each
packer;

‘‘(B) the provisions contained in each contract
that provide for expansion in the numbers of
swine to be delivered under the contract for the
following 6-month and 12-month periods;

‘‘(C) an estimate of the total number of swine
committed by contract for delivery to all packers
within the 6-month and 12-month periods fol-
lowing the date of the report, reported by re-
porting region and by type of contract; and

‘‘(D) an estimate of the maximum total num-
ber of swine that potentially could be delivered
within the 6-month and 12-month periods fol-
lowing the date of the report under the provi-
sions described in subparagraph (B) that are in-
cluded in existing contracts, reported by report-
ing region and by type of contract.

‘‘(e) VIOLATIONS.—It shall be unlawful and a
violation of this title for any packer to willfully
fail or refuse to provide to the Secretary accu-
rate information required under, or to willfully
fail or refuse to comply with any requirement of,
this section.

‘‘(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as necessary to carry out this section.
‘‘SEC. 223. REPORT ON THE SECRETARY’S JURIS-

DICTION, POWER, DUTIES, AND AU-
THORITIES.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF PACKER.—In this section,
the term ‘packer’ has the meaning given the
term in section 201 of the Packers and Stock-
yards Act, 1921 (7 U.S.C. 191).

‘‘(b) REPORT.—Not later than 90 days after
the date of enactment of this subtitle, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall pro-
vide to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a report describing the jurisdiction, powers,
duties, and authorities of the Secretary that re-
late to packers and other persons involved in
procuring, slaughtering, or processing swine,
pork, or pork products that are covered by this
Act and other laws, including—

‘‘(1) the Federal Trade Commission Act (15
U.S.C. 41 et seq.), especially sections 6, 8, 9, and
10 of that Act (15 U.S.C. 46, 48, 49, 50); and

‘‘(2) the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7
U.S.C. 1621 et seq.).

‘‘(c) CONTENTS.—The Comptroller General
shall include in the report an analysis of—

‘‘(1) burdens on and obstructions to commerce
in swine, pork, and pork products by packers,

and other persons that enter into arrangements
with the packers, that are contrary to, or do not
protect, the public interest;

‘‘(2) noncompetitive pricing arrangements be-
tween or among packers, or other persons in-
volved in the processing, distribution, or sale of
pork and pork products, including arrangements
provided for in contracts for the purchase of
swine;

‘‘(3) the effective monitoring of contracts en-
tered into between packers and swine producers;

‘‘(4) investigations that relate to, and affect,
the disclosure of—

‘‘(A) transactions involved in the business
conduct and practices of packers; and

‘‘(B) the pricing of swine paid to producers by
packers and the pricing of products in the pork
and pork product merchandising chain;

‘‘(5) the adequacy of the authority of the Sec-
retary to prevent a packer from unjustly or arbi-
trarily refusing to offer a producer, or disquali-
fying a producer from eligibility for, a par-
ticular contract or type of contract for the pur-
chase of swine; and

‘‘(6) the ability of the Secretary to cooperate
with and enhance the enforcement of actions
initiated by other Federal departments and
agencies, or Federal independent agencies, to
protect trade and commerce in the pork and
pork product industries against unlawful re-
straints and monopolies.’’.
SEC. 935. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as are necessary to carry out this subtitle
and the amendments made by this subtitle.

Subtitle D—Implementation
SEC. 941. REGULATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall publish final regula-
tions to implement this title and the amendments
made by this title.

(b) PUBLICATION OF PROPOSED REGULA-
TIONS.—Not later than 90 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall pub-
lish proposed regulations to implement this title
and the amendments made by this title.

(c) COMMENT PERIOD.—The Secretary shall
provide an opportunity for comment on the pro-
posed regulations during the 30-day period be-
ginning on the date of the publication of the
proposed regulations.

(d) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Not later than 60
days after the conclusion of the comment period,
the Secretary shall publish the final regulations
and implement this title and the amendments
made by this title.
SEC. 942. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.

The authority provided by this title and the
amendments made by this title terminate 5 years
after the date of enactment of this Act.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2000’’.

And the Senate agree to the same.
JOE SKEEN,
JAY DICKEY,
JACK KINGSTON,
HENRY BONILLA,
TOM LATHAM,
JO ANN EMERSON,
BILL YOUNG,
SAM FARR,
ALLEN BOYD,
DAVID R. OBEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

THAD COCHRAN,
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
SLADE GORTON,
MITCH MCCONNELL,
CONRAD BURNS,
TED STEVENS,
HERB KOHL,
DIANNE FEINSTEIN,
ROBERT BYRD,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H9161September 30, 1999
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and
Senate at the conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 1906) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural Devel-
opment, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fiscal
year ending September 30, 2000, and for other
purposes, submit the following joint state-
ment to the House and Senate in explanation
of the effect of the action agreed upon by the
managers and recommended in the accom-
panying conference report.

CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIVES

The statement of the managers remains si-
lent on provisions that were in both the
House and Senate bills that remain un-
changed by this conference agreement, ex-
cept as noted in this statement of the man-
agers.

The conferees agree that executive branch
wishes cannot substitute for Congress’ own
statements as to the best evidence of con-
gressional intentions—that is, the official re-
ports of the Congress. The conferees further
point out that funds in this Act must be used
for the purposes for which appropriated, as
required by section 1301 of title 31 of the
United States Code, which provides: ‘‘Appro-
priations shall be applied only to the objects
for which the appropriations were made ex-
cept as otherwise provided by law.’’

The House and Senate report language
that is not changed by the conference is ap-
proved by the committee of conference. The
statement of the managers, while repeating
some report language for emphasis, does not
intend to negate the language referred to
above unless expressly provided herein.

FOOD SAFETY INITIATIVE

Funding for food safety is of critical im-
portance to the conferees and, accordingly,
it has been given high priority. For fiscal
year 2000, total funding of $326,633,000 is ap-
proved for programs and activities funded by
this bill which are included in the Presi-
dent’s Food Safety Initiative, an increase of
$51,886,000 from the fiscal year 1999 level. The
funding increases, by agency, are as follow:

Agricultural Research
Service ........................... $11,000,000

Cooperative State Re-
search, Education and
Extension Service ........... 2,635,000

Economic Research Serv-
ice ................................... 453,000

National Agricultural Sta-
tistic Service .................. 2,500,000

Agricultural Marketing
Service ........................... 2,398,000

Food Safety and Inspection
Service ........................... 2,900,000

Food and Drug Administra-
tion ................................. 30,000,000

Total ............................... 51,886,000

TITLE I—AGRICULTURAL PROGRAMS

PRODUCTION, PROCESSING, AND MARKETING

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The conference agreement provides
$15,436,000 for the Office of the Secretary in-
stead of $2,836,000 as proposed by both the
House and Senate. Included in this amount is
$12,600,000 made available solely for the de-
velopment and implementation of a common
computing environment (CCE) for the De-
partment of Agriculture, which will only be
available upon approval by the Committees
on Appropriations and Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Senate of a

comprehensive plan for development and im-
plementation of the CCE.

The conferees strongly encourage the De-
partment to make the funds from the fiscal
year 1996 appropriation for Infoshare avail-
able to the Chief Information Officer for con-
tinued Service Center oversight and for sup-
porting other high priority work which will
facilitate information sharing and electronic
access to USDA programs.

The conferees expect the Secretary to use
all existing authority for the implementa-
tion of trade adjustment assistance measures
announced by the President on July 7, 1999,
to improve the competitiveness of the U.S.
lamb industry.

The conferees believe that there is an ab-
sence of clarity concerning the definition of
US cattle and US fresh beef products. This
limitation hinders the ability of producers to
promote their products as ‘‘Product of the
U.S.A.’’ The conferees direct the Secretary
of Agriculture, in consultation with the af-
fected industries, to promulgate regulations
defining which cattle and fresh beef products
are ‘‘Products of the U.S.A.’’ This will facili-
tate the development of voluntary, value-
added promotion programs that will benefit
U.S. producers, business, industry, con-
sumers, and commerce.

The conferees encourage the Secretary to
enhance funding for research to further
study the economic feasibility of converting
biomass to ethanol through feedstock devel-
opment, biomass gasification and syngas
conditioning, microbial catalyst develop-
ment, and syngas fermentation. The con-
ferees note that this research could result in
substantial economic benefits for rural
America.

EXECUTIVE OPERATIONS

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF ECONOMIST

The conference agreement provides
$6,411,000 as proposed by the Senate instead
of $5,620,000 as proposed by the House.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

The conference agreement provides
$6,051,000 for the Office of the Chief Informa-
tion Officer instead of the $5,551,000 as pro-
posed by the House and Senate. The amount
includes an increase of $500,000 for informa-
tion security.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

The conference agreement provides
$4,783,000 for the Office of the Chief Financial
Officer instead of the $4,283,000 as proposed
by the House and the $5,283,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The conference agreement de-
letes bill language proposed by the Senate
that the Chief Financial Officer actively
market cross-servicing activities of the Na-
tional Finance Center.

AGRICULTURE BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES AND

RENTAL PAYMENTS

The conference agreement provides
$140,364,000 for agriculture buildings and fa-
cilities and rental payments as proposed by
the House instead of $145,364,000 as proposed
by the Senate. The conference agreement
does not provide $5,000,000 for repairs, ren-
ovations and construction as proposed by the
Senate. The House bill proposed no funding
for this purpose.

In the event an agency within the Depart-
ment requires modification of its space
needs, language in the bill allows the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to transfer a share of
that agency’s appropriation or a share of
this appropriation to that agency’s appro-
priation, but such transfer cannot exceed 5
percent of the funds made available for space
rental and related costs.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement provides
$34,738,000 for Departmental Administration
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$36,117,000 as proposed by the House.

The amount provided includes the in-
creases requested in the President’s Budget
for the Office of Civil Rights ($1,639,000 and 17
staff years) and the Office of Outreach
($931,000 and 11 staff years) to continue to
implement recommendations from the Civil
Rights Action Team report, the National
Commission on Small Farms report, and to
carry out other responsibilities under this
account.

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

The conference agreement provides
$3,568,000 for the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Congressional Relations instead of
$3,668,000 as proposed by the House and the
Senate. The conference agreement includes
language providing for the transfer of not
less than $2,241,000 to agencies funded in this
Act to maintain personnel at the agency
level. The following table reflects the
amounts provided by the conference:

Headquarters Activities .............. $857,000
Intergovernmental Affairs ........... 470,000
Agricultural Marketing Service .. 176,000
Agricultural Research Service .... 129,000
Animal and Plant Health Inspec-

tion Service .............................. 101,000
Cooperative State Research, Edu-

cation and Extension Service ... 120,000
Farm Service Agency .................. 355,000
Food and Nutrition Service ......... 270,000
Food Safety and Inspection Serv-

ice ............................................. 309,000
Foreign Agricultural Service ...... 183,000
Natural Resources Conservation

Service ...................................... 148,000
Rick Management Agency ........... 109,000
Rural Business-Cooperative Serv-

ice ............................................. 52,000
Rural Housing Service ................. 147,000
Rural Utilities Service ................ 142,000

Total ......................................... 63,568,000

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL

The conference agreement provides
$29,194,000 for the Office of the General Coun-
sel as proposed by the House instead of the
$30,094,000 as proposed by the Senate.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR

RESEARCH, EDUCATION AND ECONOMICS

The conference agreement provides $540,000
for the Office of the Under Secretary for Re-
search, Education and Economics as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $940,000 as
proposed by the House. Resources for activi-
ties related to the Biobased Coordinating
Council as provided under the Agricultural
Research Service.

ECONOMIC RESEARCH SERVICE

The conference agreement provided
$65,419,000 for the Economic Research Service
instead of $70,266,000 as proposed by the
House and $62,919,000 as proposed by the Sen-
ate. Included in this amount is $12,195,000 for
studies and evaluations of the child nutri-
tion, WIC, and food stamp programs, of
which $1,000,000 is transferred to the Food
Program Administration account of the
Food and Nutrition Service; and $453,000 is
for estimating the benefits of food safety, as
requested in the budget.

The conference agreement does not include
$500,000 for a study on the decline in partici-
pation in the food stamp program. The con-
ferees note that GAO released a study in
July 1999 on this same issue. The conference
agreement deletes bill language reducing
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Economic Research Service cooperative re-
search by $2,000,000.
NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE

The conference agreement provides
$99,405,000 for the National Agricultural Sta-
tistics Service instead of $100,559,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $99,355,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. Included in this amount
is up to $16,490,000 for the Census of Agri-
culture; and increases of $2,500,000 for the
fruit and vegetable survey, $800,000 for the
pesticide use survey, and $250,000 for a new
office in Puerto Rico. The amount provided
includes all savings identified in the Presi-
dent’s request.

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE

The conference agreement provides
$834,322,000 for the Agricultural Research
Service instead of $823,381,000 as proposed by
the House and $809,499,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Amount
FY 1999 Appropriation ............ $785,518,000

Agricultural Genome ..... 2,000,000

Bioinformatic tools, biol.
databases, and info mgmt
(Plants) ................................ 250,000

Columbia, MO ................... (250,000)
National Plant Germplasm

System ................................. 1,750,000
Albany, CA ........................ (250,000)
Ft. Collins, CO .................. (250,000)
Ames, IA ........................... (250,000)
Beltsville, MD ................... (250,000)
Columbia, MO ................... (250,000)
Ithaca, NY ........................ (250,000)
Pullman, WA .................... (250,000)

Emerging Diseases and
Exotic Pests ................ 3,775,000

Wheat and barley scab ............ 375,000
Madison, WI ...................... (300,000)
Raleigh, NC ....................... (75,000)

Consortium of Land Grant
Universities ......................... 1,800,000

Cereal Rust, St. Paul, MN ...... 250,000
New emerging and exotic

plant diseases ...................... 250,000
Fort Pierce, FL ................. (250,000)

Reniform Nematode, Stone-
ville, MS .............................. 500,000

Noxious Weeds, Burns, OR ...... 250,000
Avian Pneumovirus, Athens,

GA ........................................ 250,000
Poult Enteritis Mortality

Syndrome, Athens, GA ........ 100,000

Food Quality Protection
Act Implementation ... 250,000

IPM tech. for fruits/veg/
organophosphates and
carbamates .......................... 250,000

Ft. Pierce, FL ................... (250,000)

Food Safety ................... 11,000,000

Preharvest:
Manure handling and dis-

tribution ........................... 1,750,000
Miss. State, MS ................ (500,000)
Ames, IA ........................... (250,000)
Clay Center, NE ................ (250,000)
Lincoln, NE ...................... (250,000)
Bushland, TX .................... (250,000)
Phoenix, AZ ...................... (250,000)

Antibiotic resistance ........... 1,350,000
Athens, GA ....................... (450,000)
Ames, IA ........................... (450,000)
College Station, TX .......... (450,000)

Risk assessment .................. 1,550,000
Athens, GA ....................... (400,000)

West Lafayette, IN ........... (250,000)
Clay Center, NE ................ (500,000)
Beltsville, MD ................... (400,000)

Fungal toxins ...................... 250,000
Athens, GA ....................... (250,000)

Zoonotic disease risk ........... 250,000
Fayetteville, AR ............... (250,000)

Aflatoxin .............................. 750,000
Stoneville, MS .................. (500,000)
Phoenix, AZ ...................... (250,000)

Postharvest:
Pathogen control in fruits/

vegetables ......................... 1,200,000
Beltsville, MD ................... (400,000)
Wyndmoor, PA .................. (400,000)
Albany, CA ........................ (400,000)

Pathogen control during
slaughter/processing ......... 500,000
Athens, GA ....................... (500,000)

Antimicrobial resistance ..... 800,000
Wyndmoor, PA .................. (400,000)
Peoria, IL .......................... (400,000)

Food Safety Research, Lis-
teria Monocytogenes and
E. Coli Pathogens ............. 1,000,000

Listeriosis, Sheep Scrapie,
Ovine Progressive Pneu-
monia Virus (OPPV), Pull-
man, WA/Dubois, ID .......... 600,000

Food Safety Engineering,
West Lafayette, IN (Pur-
due, Univ.) ........................ 500,000

Hyperspectral Imaging,
Stennis Space Center, MS 500,000

Global Change ................ 900,000

Carbon cycle research .......... 900,000
Auburn, AL ....................... (400,000)
Mandan, ND ...................... (250,000)
Morris, MN ........................ (250,000)

Human Nutrition ........... 3,000,000

Little Rock, AR ................ (500,000)
San Francisco/Davis, CA ... (500,000)
Boston, MA ....................... (500,000)
Beltsville, MD ................... (500,000)
Grand Forks, ND ............... (500,000)
Houston, TX ...................... (500,000)

Sustainable Ecosystems 1,500,000

Eutrophication, harmful
algal blooms and hypoxia 500,000
University Park, PA ......... (250,000)
Watkinsville, GA .............. (250,000)

Predict ecological impacts
and extreme natural
events ............................... 500,000
Lubbock, TX ..................... (250,000)
El Reno, OK ...................... (250,000)

Biologically-based IPM for
invasive weeds/pests ......... 500,000
Logan, UT ......................... (250,000)
Kearneysville, WV ............ (250,000)

Subtotal ......................... 22,425,000

Contingency Funds ................. (928,500)
Pay Cost ................................. 4,999,500

Subtotal ......................... 26,496,000

Alternative Replacement
Crops .................................... 800,000

Animal Vaccines, Joint Re-
search between Univ. of CT/
Univ. of MO .......................... 2,000,000

Animal Waste Management,
IL ......................................... 200,000

Appalachian Pasture-Based
Beef System, Beckley, WV .. 1,000,000

Aquaculture Research, Pine
Bluff, AR .............................. 500,000

Aquaculture Systems (Rain-
bow Trout), Univ. of Conn ... 500,000

Asian Bird Influenza, Athens,
GA ........................................ 300,000

Binational Agricultural Re-
search & Development
(BARD) ................................ 1400,000

Biobased Products .................. 1200,000
Biological Controls and Agric.

Research:
Center Biological Con-

trols, FAMU ................... 1,000,000
Science Center of Excel-

lence, FAMU .................. 1,000,000
Biomedical Materials in

Plants, Beltsville, MD ......... 500,000
Center for Food Safety/Post

Harvest Technology, MS St.
Univ ..................................... 300,000

Fish Diseases, Auburn, AL ..... 500,000
Floriculture and Nursery Crop

Research (portion for coop-
erative agreements with uni-
versity partners, incl. Calif.
Univ. & Cornell Univ,;
$200,000 for Ohio State Univ.) 2,000,000

Golden Nematode, Cornell
Univ ..................................... 200,000

Grape Rootstock, Geneva, NY
(Ithaca, NY Worksite) .......... 250,000

Greenhouse Lettuce
Germplasm, Salinas, CA ...... 250,000

Lettuce Geneticist/Breeder
Position, Salinas, CA ........... 250,000

Lyme Disease, Yale Univ ........ 200,000
Mid-West/Mid-South Irriga-

tion, Univ. of MO Delta Cen-
ter, Portageville, MO ........... 200,000

Nat’l Center for Cool &
Coldwater Aquaculture,
Leetown, WV ....................... 250,000

Nat’l Center for Dev. of Nat-
ural Products, Oxford, MS ... 750,000

Nat’l Sedimentation Lab, Ox-
ford, MS:

Acoustics .......................... 50,000
Yazoo River Basin, MS ..... 500,000

National Warmwater Aqua-
culture Center, Stoneville,
MS ....................................... 308,000

New England Plant, Soil &
Water Research Lab, Orono,
ME ....................................... 300,000

Northern Plains Research Lab,
Sidney, MT .......................... 750,000

Organic Minor Crop Spe-
cialist, Salinas, CA .............. 250,000

Peanut Quality Research, Ath-
ens, GA ................................ 1,000,000

Post-Harvest and Controlled
Atmosphere Chamber (Let-
tuce), Salinas, CA ................ 250,000

Potato Research Enhance-
ment, Prosser, WA ............... 250,000

Red Imported Fire Ants,
Stoneville, MS ..................... 350,000

Rice Research, Stuttgart, AR 500,000
Risk Assessment for BT Crops 200,000
Root Diseases of Wheat/Bar-

ley, Pullman, WA ................. 500,000
Small Fruits, Poplarville, MS 750,000
Southern Insect Mgmt. (SCA

with NCPA), Stoneville, MS 75,000
Sunflower Research, Fargo,

ND ........................................ 200,000
Sustainable Vineyard Prac-

tices Position, Davis, CA ..... 250,000
Temperate Fruit Flies,

Yakima, WA ........................ 250,000
U.S. Plant Stress & Water

Conservation Lab, Lubbock,
TX ........................................ 750,000

U.S. Pacific Basin Agricul-
tural Research Center, Hilo,
HI ......................................... 500,000

Viticulture, Univ. of Idaho—
Pharma Research and Ext
Center, ID ............................ 450,000

Watershed Research, Colum-
bia, MO ................................ 325,000
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Subtotal ......................... 22,308,000

FY 2000 Total ................. 834,322,000
1 Items moved from other USDA accounts.

The conference agreement continues the
fiscal year 1999 level of funding for all re-
search projects proposed to be terminated in
the President’s budget. The conference
agreement provides no funding for contin-
gencies.

The conference agreement continues the
fiscal year 1999 level of funding for coopera-
tive research conducted at the Rodale Insti-
tute, PA, with the ARS Soil-Microbial Sys-
tems Laboratory.

The conferees are aware that USDA is con-
sidering the relocation of ARS scientists
from the Shafter Cotton Research Station,
CA. The conferees are concerned that this re-
location will reduce the level of resources for
cotton research conducted at the station.
The conference agreement provides contin-
ued funding at the fiscal year 1999 level for
this research and directs that no action be
taken to shift funds or staffing resources
from Shafter without the prior approval of
the House and Senate Committees on Appro-
priations.

The conferees recognize that fruit flies are
an impediment to agricultural production in
Hawaii and other states and encourage the
ARS to consider demonstrating in Hawaii
the efficacy of area-wide pest management
strategies for fruit flies.

Included in the additional funds rec-
ommended for food safety research is an in-
crease of $600,000 for research on listeriosis,
sheep scrapie, ovine progressive pneumonia
virus, and other emerging diseases. These
funds are to be utilized by the USDA–ARS
Animal Disease Research Unit in Pullman,
WA, in part for collaborative research on
sheep scrapie and ovine progressive pneu-
monia virus with the USDA–ARS Sheep Ex-
periment Station in Dubois, ID.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

The conference agreement provides
$52,500,000 for Agricultural Research Service,
Buildings and Facilities instead of no funds
as proposed by the House and $53,000,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Arizona: Water Conserva-
tion and Western Cotton
Laboratory, Maricopa .... $1,400,000

California: .........................
Western Human Nutri-

tion Research Center,
Davis ........................... 9,000,000

Western Regional Re-
search Center, Albany 2,600,000

District of Columbia: Na-
tional Arboretum ........... 500,000

Hawaii: U.S. Pacific Basin
Agricultural Research
Center ............................. 4,500,000

Illinois:
National Center for Agri-

cultural Utilization Re-
search, Peoria .............. 1,800,000

USDA Greenhouse com-
plex, Urbana ................ 400,000

Iowa: National Animal Dis-
ease Center, Ames .......... 3,000,000

Kansas: U.S. Grain Mar-
keting Research Labora-
tory, Manhattan ............. 100,000

Louisiana: Southern Re-
gional Research Center,
New Orleans ................... 5,500,000

Maryland: Beltsville Agri-
cultural Research Cen-
ter, Beltsville ................. 13,000,000

Mississippi: Biocontrol and
Insect Rearing Labora-
tory, Stoneville .............. 2,000,000

Montana: Fort Keogh Lab-
oratory, Miles City ......... 530,000

New York: Plum Island
Animal Disease Center,
Greenport ....................... 3,500,000

Pennsylvania: Eastern Re-
gional Research Center,
Philadelphia ................... 4,400,000

Utah: Poisonous Plant
Laboratory, Logan ......... 270,000

Total ............................ 52,500,000
COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH, EDUCATION,

AND EXTENSION SERVICE

RESEARCH AND EDUCATION ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement provides
$485,698,000 for research and education activi-
ties instead of $467,327,000 as proposed by the
House and $473,377,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The Cooperative Extension System is play-
ing a critical role in providing risk manage-
ment training and other targeted program
services to farm and ranch families strug-
gling with the current farm crisis. The con-
ferees encourage the Secretary to provide
additional funding to the extension system
to carry out these programs subject to the
reprogramming requirements of this Act.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Research and Education Activities

[In thousands of dollars]

Conference
agreement

Payments Under Hatch Act ......... 180,545
Cooperative forestry research

(McIntire-Stennis) .................... 21,932
Payments to 1890 colleges and

Tuskegee ................................... 30,676
Special Research Grants (P.L. 89–

106):
Advanced spatial technologies

(MS) ....................................... 1,000
Aegilops cylindricum (jointed

goatgrass) (WA) ..................... 360
Aflatoxin (IL) ........................... 130
Agriculture-based industrial lu-

bricants (IA) .......................... 250
Agricultural diversification

(HI) ........................................ 131
Agricultural diversity/Red

River Trade Corridor (NM/
ND) ........................................ 250

Agriculture Telecommuni-
cations (NY) ........................... 500

Agriculture water usage (GA) ... 300
Alliance for food protection

(NE, GA) ................................ 300
Alternative crops (ND) ............. 550
Alternative crops for arid lands

(TX) ....................................... 100
Alternative salmon products

(AK) ....................................... 650
Animal science food safety con-

sortium (AR, IA, KS) ............. 1,521
Apple fire blight (NY, MI) ......... 500
Aquaculture (LA) ...................... 330
Aquaculture (MS) ..................... 592
Aquaculture (NC) ...................... 300
Aquaculture (VA) ..................... 100
Aquaculture product and mar-

keting development (WV) ...... 750
Babcock Institute (WI) ............. 600
Biodiesel research (MO) ............ 152
Blocking anhydrous meth-

amphetamine production (IA) 250
Bovine tuberculosis (MI) .......... 200
Brucellosis vaccines (MT) ......... 500
Center for animal health and

productivity (PA) .................. 113
Center for rural studies (VT) .... 200
Chesapeake Bay agroecology

(MD) ....................................... 150
Chesapeake Bay aquaculture .... 385
Citrus Tristeza .......................... 700

Conference
agreement

Coastal cultivars (GA) .............. 200
Competitiveness of agricultural

products (WA) ........................ 680
Cool season legume research

(ID, WA) ................................. 329
Cranberry/blueberry (MA) ........ 150
Cranberry/blueberry disease

and breeding (NJ) .................. 220
Dairy and meat goat research

(TX) ....................................... 63
Delta rural revitalization (MS) 148
Designing foods for health (TX) 375
Diaprepes/Root Weevil (FL) ...... 350
Drought mitigation (NE) .......... 200
Ecosystems (AL) ....................... 500
Environmental research (NY) ... 400
Environmental risk factors/can-

cer (NY) ................................. 200
Environmentally-safe products

(VT) ....................................... 200
Expanded wheat pasture (OK) ... 285
Farm and rural business fi-

nance (IL) .............................. 87
Feed Barley for rangeland cat-

tle (MT) ................................. 750
Floriculture (HI) ....................... 250
Food and Agriculture Policy In-

stitute (IA, MO) ..................... 900
Food irradiation (IA) ................ 200
Food marketing policy center

(CT) ........................................ 400
Food processing center (NE) ..... 42
Food quality (AK) ..................... 350
Food safety (AL) ....................... 525
Food systems research group

(WI) ........................................ 500
Forages for advancing livestock

production (KY) ..................... 250
Forestry (AR) ........................... 523
Fruit and vegetable market

analysis (AZ, MO) .................. 320
Generic commodity promotion

research and evaluation (NY) 198
Global change ........................... 1,000
Global marketing support serv-

ice (AR) .................................. 127
Grain Sorghum (KS) ................. 106
Grass seed cropping systems for

a sustainable agriculture
(WA, OR, ID) .......................... 423

Human nutrition (IA) ............... 473
Human nutrition (LA) .............. 752
Human nutrition (NY) .............. 622
Hydroponic tomato production/

germplasm development in
forage grasses (OH) ................ 200

Illinois-Missouri Alliance for
Biotechnology ........................ 1,184

Improved dairy management
practices (PA) ........................ 296

Improved early detection of
crop diseases (NC) .................. 200

Improved fruit practices (MI) ... 445
Infectious disease research (CO) 300
Institute for Food Science and

Engineering (AR) ................... 1,250
Integrated production systems

(OK) ....................................... 180
International agricultural mar-

ket structures and institu-
tions (KY) .............................. 250

International arid lands consor-
tium ....................................... 400

Iowa biotechnology consortium 1,564
Livestock and dairy policy (NY,

TX) ......................................... 475
Lowbush blueberry research

(ME) ....................................... 220
Maple research (VT) ................. 100
Meadowfoam (OR) ..................... 300
Michigan biotechnology consor-

tium ....................................... 675
Midwest advanced food manu-

facturing alliance .................. 423
Midwest agricultural products

(IA) ........................................ 592



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9164 September 30, 1999
Conference
agreement

Milk safety (PA) ....................... 350
Minor use animal drugs ............ 550
Molluscan shellfish (OR) ........... 400
Multi-commodity research (OR) 364
Multi-cropping strategies for

acquaculture (HI) ................... 127
National biological impact as-

sessment ................................ 254
Menatode resistance genetic

enginerring (NM) ................... 127
Nevada arid rangelands initia-

tive (NV) ................................ 300
New crop opportunities (AK) .... 500
New crop opportunities (KY) .... 700
Non-food uses of agricultural

products (NE) ......................... 64
Oil resources from desert plants

(NM) ....................................... 175
Organic waste utilization (NM) 100
Pasture and forage research

(UT) ....................................... 225
Peach tree short life (SC) ......... 162
Peanut allergy reduction (AL) 500
Pest control alternatives (SC) .. 106
phytophthora root rot (NM) ..... 127
Plant, drought, and disease re-

sistance gene cataloging (NM) 250
Potato research ........................ 1,350
Precision agriculture (KY) ....... 1,000
Preharvest food safety (KS) ...... 212
Preservation and processing re-

search (OK) ............................ 226
Rangeland ecosystems (NM) ..... 200
Red snapper research (AL) ........ 600
Regional barley gene mapping

project ................................... 500
Regionalized implications of

farm programs (MO), TX) ...... 294
Rice modeling (AR) .................. 296
Rural Development Centers

(PA, IA, ND, MS, OR, LA) ...... 523
Rural policies institute (NE,

MO) ........................................ 644
Russian wheat aphid (CO) ......... 200
Seafood harvesting processing

and marketing (AK) ............... 650
Seafood and aquaculture har-

vesting, processing, and mar-
keting (MS) ............................ 305

Seafood safety (MA) ................. 300
Small fruit research (OR, WA,

ID) .......................................... 300
Southwest consortium for plant

genetics and water resources 338
Soybean cyst nematode (MO) ... 500
STEEP III—water quality in

Pacific Northwest .................. 500
Sustainable agriculture (CA) .... 300
Sustainable agriculture (MI) .... 445
Sustainable agriculture and

natural resources (PA) ........... 100
Sustainable agriculture sys-

tems (NE) ............................... 59
Sustainable beef supply (MT) ... 750
Sustainable pest management

for dryland wheat (MT) .......... 500
Swine waste management (NC) 500
Tillage, silviculture, waste

management (LA) .................. 212
Tomato wilt virus (GA) ............ 200
Tropical and subtropical re-

search .................................... 2,724
Tropical aquaculture (FL) ........ 200
Turkey carnavirus (IN) ............. 200
Urban pests (GA) ...................... 64
Vidalia onions (GA) .................. 100
Viticulture consortium (NY,

CA) ......................................... 1,100
Water conservation (KS) .......... 79
Weed control (ND) .................... 423
Wetland plants (LA) ................. 600
Wheat genetic research (KS) .... 261
Wood utilization research (OR,

MS, NC, MN, ME, MI, ID, TN,
AK) ........................................ 5,786

Conference
agreement

Wool research (TX, MT, WY) .... 300

Total, Special Research
Grants .................................... 63,238

Improved pest control:
Emerging pest/critical issues .... 200
Expert IPM decision support

system ................................... 177
Integrated pest management .... 2,731
Minor crop pest management

(IR–4) ..................................... 8,990
Pest management alternatives 1,623

Total, Improved pest control 13,721

Competitive research grants:
Animals .................................... 29,000
Markets, trade and develop-

ment ...................................... 4,600
Nutrition, food safety and

health .................................... 16,000
Natural resources and the envi-

ronment ................................. 20,500
Plants ....................................... 41,000
Processes and new products ...... 8,200

Total, Competitive research
grants .................................... 119,300

Animal Health and Disease (Sec.
1433) .......................................... 5,109

Alternative Crops ........................ 750
Critical Agricultural Materials

Act ............................................ 650
1994 Institutions research pro-

gram ......................................... 500
Graduate fellowship grants ......... 3,000
Institution challenge grants ........ 4,350
Multicultural scholars program .. 1,000
Hispanic education partnership

grants ....................................... 2,850
Secondary agriculture education 500
Aquaculture Centers (Sec. 1475) ... 4,000
Sustainable agriculture ............... 8,000
Capacity building grants (1890 in-

stitutions) ................................. 9,200
Payments to the 1994 Institutions 1,552

Federal Administration:
Agriculture development in the

American Pacific ................... 564
Agriculture waste utilization

(WV) ....................................... 500
Alternative fuels characteriza-

tion laboratory (ND) .............. 218
Animal waste management

(OK) ....................................... 250
Biotechnology research (MS) .... 500
Center for Agricultural and

Rural Development (IA) ........ 355
Center for innovative food tech-

nology (OH) ............................ 381
Center for North American

Studies (TX) .......................... 87
Climate change research (FL) .. 200
Cotton research (TX) ................ 200
Data information system ......... 2,000
Geographic information system 1,000
Livestock Marketing Informa-

tion Center (CO) ..................... 200
Mariculture (NC) ...................... 250
Mississippi Valley State Uni-

versity ................................... 583
National Center for Peanut

Competitiveness .................... 300
Office of extramural programs 310
Pay costs and FERS ................. 1,100
Peer panels ............................... 350
PM–10 study, (CA, WA) ............. 873
Precision agriculture (AL, TN) 500
Shrimp aquaculture (AZ, HI,

MS, MA, SC) .......................... 3,354
Water quality (IL) .................... 350
Water quality (ND) ................... 400

Total, Federal Administra-
tion ........................................ 14,825

Total, Research and Edu-
cation Activities .................... 485,698

The conferees direct that funding provided
for the hydroponic tomato production/
germplasm development in forage grasses
special grant will be divided equally, with
$100,000 for hydroponic tomato production at
Ohio State University and $100,000 for
germplasm development in forage grasses at
the University of Toledo.

The conference agreement includes
$5,786,000 for wood utilization research, of
which $650,000 is for the establishment of a
new center in Alaska. The remainder is to
maintain each of the existing centers at its
fiscal year 1999 funding level.

The conference agreement includes $750,000
for alternative crops, of which $550,000 is for
canola and $200,000 is for hesperaloe.

The conferees do not concur with language
included in the Senate report that Challenge
Grants program funds be used to support the
Food and Agricultural Education Informa-
tion System (FAEIS). Section 223 of the Ag-
ricultural Research, Extension, and Edu-
cation Reform Act of 1998 makes amounts
available under Section 1417 of the National
Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Teaching Policy Act available to maintain
an agricultural education information sys-
tem.

The conferees expect that the deadline for
proposals for funding under the Secondary
Agriculture Education program will be no
later than in the Spring of 2000.

EXTENSION ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement provides
$424,922,000 for extension activities instead of
$438,987,000 as proposed by the House and
$422,620,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Extension Activities

[In thousands of dollars]

Conference
agreement

Smith-Lever 3(b) & 3(c) ................ 276,548
Smith-Lever 3(d):

Farm safety .............................. 4,000
Food and nutrition education

(EFNEP) ................................ 58,695
Indian reservation agents ......... 1,714
Pest management ..................... 10,783
Rural development centers ....... 908
Sustainable agriculture ............ 3,309
Youth at risk ............................ 9,000

1890 Colleges and Tuskegee .......... 26,843
1890 facilities grants .................... 12,000
Renewable Resources Extension

Act ............................................ 3,192
Rural health and safety edu-

cation ....................................... 2,628
Extension services at the 1994 in-

stitutions .................................. 3,060

Subtotal ................................. 412,680
Federal Administration and spe-

cial grants:
Ag in the classroom .................. 208
Beef producers’ improvement

(AR) ....................................... 197
Botanic gardens initiative (IL) 125
Conservation technology trans-

fer (WI) .................................. 200
Delta teachers academy ........... 3,500
Diabetes detection, prevention

(WA) ....................................... 550
Extension specialist (MS) ......... 100
General administration ............ 4,787
Income enhancement dem-

onstration (OH) ...................... 246
Integrated cow/calf resources

management (IA) ................... 250
National Center for Agriculture

Safety (IA) ............................. 195
Pilot tech. transfer (OK, MS) ... 326
Pilot tech. transfer (WI) ........... 163
Range improvement (NM) ......... 197
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Conference
agreement

Rural development (AK) ........... 325
Rural development (NM) .......... 280
Rural development (OK) ........... 150
Rural rehabilitation (GA) ......... 246
Wood biomass as an alternative

farm product (NY) ................. 197

Total, Federal Administra-
tion ........................................ 12,242

Total, Extension Activities ... 424,922

Of the funds made available for farm safe-
ty, the conference agreement includes
$3,055,000 for the AgrAbility project.

The conferees expect a 4–H after-school
program to be administered by the Los Ange-
les County Cooperative Extension Office of
the University of California to be considered
for funding from the funds made available to
California under Smith-Lever 3(b) and (c).

INTEGRATED ACTIVITIES

The conference agreement provides
$39,541,000 for integrated activities instead of
no funds as proposed by the House and
$35,541,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Within the funds made available for water
quality, the conferees expect that no less
than the fiscal year 1999 levels of funding
will be provided for the Farm*A*Syst pro-
gram, and the Agricultural Systems for En-
vironmental Quality and the Management
Systems Evaluation programs.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Integrated activities
[In thousands of dollars]

Conference
agreement

Water quality .............................. 13,000
Food safety .................................. 15,000
Pesticide impact assessment ....... 4,541
Crops at risk from FQPA imple-

mentation ................................. 1,000
FQPA risk mitigation program

for major food crop systems ..... 4,000
Methyl bromide transition pro-

gram ......................................... 2,000

Total, Integrated Activities ..... 39,541

ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$441,263,000 for the Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service (APHIS) instead of
$444,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$439,445,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The following table reflects the confence
agreement:

[In thousands of dollars]

Conference
agreement

Pest and disease exclusion:
Agricultural quarantine inspec-

tion ........................................ 34,576
User fees ................................... 87,000

Subtotal, Agricultural quar-
antine inspection ................... 121,576

Cattle ticks ............................... 5,000
Foot-and-mouth disease ........... 3,803
Import-export inspection .......... 6,815
International programs ............ 7,539
Fruit fly exclusion and detec-

tion ........................................ 25,204
Screwworm ............................... 30,301
Tropical bont tick .................... 407

Total, Pest and disease exclu-
sion ........................................ 200,645

Plant and animal health moni-
toring:

Animal health monitoring and
surveillance ........................... 66,000

Conference
agreement

Animal and plant health regu-
latory enforcement ................ 5,855

National animal health emer-
gency management system .... 627

Pest detection ........................... 6,685

Total, Plant and animal
health monitoring ................. 79,167

Pest and disease management
programs:

Aquaculture .............................. 767
Biocontrol ................................. 8,160
Boll weevil ................................ 17,757
Brucellosis eradication ............. 10,887
Golden nematode ...................... 580
Gypsy moth .............................. 4,366
Imported fire ant ...................... 100
Emerging plant pests ................ 3,510
Noxious weeds ........................... 424
Pink bollworm .......................... 1,548
Pseudorabies ............................. 4,567
Scrapie ...................................... 2,991
Tuberculosis ............................. 4,920
Wildlife services—operations .... 31,672
Witchweed ................................ 1,506

Total, Pest and disease man-
agement programs ................. 93,755

Animal care:
Animal welfare ......................... 10,175
Horse protection ....................... 361

Total, Animal care ................ 10,536

Scientific and technical services:
Biotechnology/environmental

protection .............................. 8,530
Integrated systems acquisition

project ................................... 3,500
Plant methods development

laboratories ........................... 4,693
Veterinary biologics ................. 10,345
Veterinary diagnostics ............. 15,622
Wildlife services—methods de-

velopment .............................. 10,365

Total, Scientific and tech-
nical services ......................... 53,055

Contingency fund ...................... 4,105

Total, Salaries and expenses 441,263

The conferees are aware of the spread of
Pierce’s disease to many California crops re-
sulting from the presence of the Glassy-
winged Sharpshooter and accordingly en-
courage APHIS to work with the proper Cali-
fornia agencies to help control these infesta-
tions and to draw upon the contingency fund
as appropriate.

The conference agreement does not include
an earmark of $6,000,000 for the State of Flor-
ida for fruit fly exclusion and detection as
proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement adopts House
language providing $500,000 for research and
evaluation of nicarbizin as a means of con-
trolling avian populations for airport safety.

The conference agreement provides $100,000
for control, management and eradication of
the imported fire ant of which, $58,000 is for
use in New Mexico.

The conference report provides $767,000 for
aquaculture of which $100,000 is to support a
wildlife biologist at the Northwest Florida
Aquaculture Farm in Blountstown, FL to
serve parts of Florida, Alabama and Georgia.

The conference agreement directs that the
additional funding of $100,000 above the fiscal
year 1999 level in aquaculture for bird depre-
dation is provided for work on telemetry
studies conducted at the Wildlife Services of-
fices in Starkville, MS.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
language noting that the increase in the boll

weevil eradication program over fiscal year
1999 is to increase the federal cost share. The
conference agreement also adopts Senate
language urging continuation of the develop-
ment of the geographic information system
so that economic and entomological effi-
ciency of the boil weevil program can con-
tinue to improve and reduce overall program
costs.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
language assuming the decrease in the pro-
posed budget for brucellosis eradication, but
providing an increase of $750,000 for the State
of Montana to protect the state’s brucellosis-
free status, the operation of the bison quar-
antine facility, and testing of bison that
have left Yellowstone National Park. The
conference agreement also provides an in-
crease of $610,000 for the Greater Yellowstone
Interagency Brucellosis Committee and en-
courages the coordination of federal, state
and private actions aimed at eliminating
brucellosis in the greater Yellowstone area.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
language providing an increase of $136,000
above the fiscal year 1999 level for a total of
$376,000 for the National Poultry Improve-
ment Plan.

The conference agreement adopts House
language that expects the Secretary to in-
struct APHIS to utilize all available re-
sources to provide financial assistance, in
addition to direct appropriations and grower
assessments, to operate the pink bollworm
program in fiscal year 2000.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
language providing funding for the Commer-
cial Transportation of Equines for Slaughter
Act at the fiscal year 1999 level.

The conference agreement provides no
funding for the contagious equine metritis
program as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
language continuing the demonstration
project on kudzu at the fiscal year 1999 level.
The conferees encourage APHIS to continue
working with the State of Texas regarding
orobanche ramosa at the fiscal year 1999 level.

The conference agreement does not provide
the requested increases in support of the
Presidential Order on Invasive Alien Species
as proposed by the Senate. The House report
provided full funding for this activity.

The conference report provides an increase
of $137,000 above the fiscal year 1999 level for
the National Monitoring and Residue Anal-
ysis Laboratory in Gulfport, MS instead of
$1,137,000 as proposed by the Senate. The
House provided no funding for this activity.
The conferees encourage APHIS to work
with the laboratory in securing timely pay-
ments for contract work done for USDA
agencies.

The conference agreement includes an in-
crease of $3,928,000 for additional inspectors
which will rpovide 23 staff years at the Cana-
dian border, 15 staff years at the Mexican
border, and 12 staff years at the Hawaiian
border.

The conferees are concerned about the seri-
ous damage to rangeland and cropland by
grasshoppers and Mormon crickets in the
western United States. Additional line item
monies are not available for this activity,
therefore, the conferees direct the agency to
use contingency funds along with available
Commodity Credit Corporation funds to as-
sist the farmers and ranchers in the western
states to control the growing population of
grasshoppers and Mormon crickets.

The conference agreement does not include
an increase of $2,000,000 above the fiscal year
1999 for the enforcement of the Animal Wel-
fare Act as proposed in the Senate.

The conferees note that the agency has
published regulations implementing the Ani-
mal Welfare Act which bans tethering of
dogs, a practice common in Alaska and other
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locations that use sled dogs for transpor-
tation. A recent study conducted at Cornell
University suggests that there is no signifi-
cant difference in terms of aggressiveness,
stressful behavior, socialization, or animal
health between tethering dogs and keeping
dogs in fenced, outdoor kennels under USDA/
APHIS-approved conditions. In light of this
new information, the conferees direct the
agency to reevaluate its regulations on teth-
ering and report to the Committees on
Approriations its conclusions no later than
March 1, 2000.

The conferees urge the Secretary to con-
sider requests from the Senate of Florida for
Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) funds
for canopy replacement for trees destroyed
in canker-affected areas, for release of the
sterile Mediterranean fruit fly, and for in-
creased fruit fly trappings.

The conferees support the Department’s
continuation fo the screwworm program to
assure the pest does not reestablish itself in
the United States and commends the efforts
of the Department in assuring the lease of a
production plant in Panama to maintain a
biological barrier to the screwworm fly.

The conferees support the Department’s
continuation of the screwworm program to
assure the pest does not reestablish itself in
the United States and commends the efforts
of the Department in assuring the lease of a
production plant in Panama to maintain a
biological barrier to the screwworm fly.

The conferees expert APHIS not to redirect
support for programs and activities without
prior notification to and approval of the
Committees on Appropriations in accordance
with reprogramming procedures specified in
the Act. The conferees also require that
APHIS implement appropriations by pro-
grams, projects, commodities and activities
as specified by the Committees unless other-
wise notified. The conferees direct that un-
specified reductions necessary to carry out
provisions of this Act are to be implemented
in accordance with the definitions contained
in the ‘‘Program, project, and activity’’ sec-
tion of the Senate report.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

The conference agreement provides
$5,200,000 for buildings and facilities as pro-
posed by the Senate instead of $7,200,000 as
proposed by the House.

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE

MARKETING SERVICES

The conference agreement provides
$51,625,000 for the Agricultural Marketing
Service instead of $49,152,000 as proposed by
the House and $51,229,000 as proposed by the
Senate. The conference agreement includes
$321,000 for enhancing market opportunities
for small farmers, and an additional
$2,398,000 for the pesticide data program.

The conferees understand that the AMS
plans to publish revised draft regulations im-
plementing the National Organic Foods Pro-
duction Act. The conferees further under-
stand that AMS has agreed to convene two
national meetings to begin development of
organic standards with respect to seafood,
one to be held in Alaska and one on the Gulf
Coast. The conferees expect the agency to
use the information gathered at these meet-
ings to develop draft regulations establishing
national organic standards for seafood to be
published in fiscal year 2000. An additional
$75,000 has been provided to organize these
meetings, associated costs, and develop the
draft seafood regulations.

The conferees direct the AMS, with the as-
sistance of the Economic Research Service
and other appropriate USDA agencies, to de-
velop a study measuring the exent slotting
fees charged by retail supermarkets to
shelve products impact the ability of small

and medium-sized producers to reach retail
markets and consumers. The AMS is to re-
port to the House and Senate Appropriations
Committees prior to the fiscal year 2001
hearings on the design, scope and objectives
of this study together with a schedule for its
completion.
GRAIN INSPECTION, PACKERS AND STOCKYARDS

ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$26,448,000 for the Grain Inspection, Packers
and Stockyards Administration as proposed
by the House instead of $26,287,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

FOOD SAFETY AND INSPECTION SERVICE

The conference agreement provides
$649,411,000 for the Food Safety and Inspec-
tion Service instead of $652,955,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $638,404,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate.

Of the amount provided, no less than
$544,902,000 is reserved for Federal food in-
spection. Included in this amount is
$8,000,000 above the budget request for filling
inspector vacancies and recruiting new in-
spectors, and $3,007,000, the same amount re-
quested in the budget, for hiring new inspec-
tors. The conferees note that despite being
provided with its full budget request for fis-
cal year 1999, the agency has failed to devote
sufficient funds for inspection activities.
This has led to inspector shortages in certain
parts of the country, creating an unneces-
sary hardship for the affected plants.

The conference agreement includes
$2,900,000 above the fiscal year 1999 level for
the FSIS portion of the Food Safety Initia-
tive, the full amount requested in the budg-
et. The agreement does not provide funds re-
quested for Consumer Safety Officers. The
conferees are concerned about the substan-
tial funding increase required to convert and
relocate current employees to these up-
graded positions. The conferees expect the
agency to evaluate its staffing needs and to
determine if relocation costs can be avoided
by utilizing qualified local personnel and if
these positions may be upgraded in a more
cost effective manner, and report its findings
to the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate no later than February 15,
2000.

The conferees expect the agency to provide
the Committees on Appropriations of the
House and Senate with an analysis of its
staffing needs and recruitment program no
later than February 15, 2000. If third-party
consultants are necessary in order to fully
evaluate recruitment, the agency should uti-
lize such services. The conferees expect the
agency to provide quarterly updates on budg-
et execution, staffing levels and staffing
needs in an effort to avoid future inspector
shortages.

FARM SERVICE AGENCY

STATE MEDIATION GRANTS

The conference agreement provides
$3,000,000 for state mediation grants instead
of $4,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$2,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Farm Operating Loans:
Guaranteed subsidized .... ($200,000,000)
Subsidy ........................... 17,620,000
Emergency disaster loans (25,000,000)
Subsidy ........................... 3,882,000

The conference agreement provides for
emergency loans an estimated program level
of $25,000,000 and a subsidy of $3,882,000 as
proposed by the Senate instead of $53,000,000

and $8,231,000 as proposed by the House. The
conferees agree that should additional funds
be needed to meet the needs of farmers and
ranchers affected by natural disasters, they
will favorably consider requests of the Ad-
ministration to provide supplemental fund-
ing for this program.

RISK MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The conference agreement provides
$64,000,000 for the Risk Management Agency
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$70,716,000 as proposed by the House.

CORPORATIONS
COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND

REIMBURSEMENT FOR NET REALIZED LOSSES

The conference agreement provides such
sums as may be necessary to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation for net real-
ized losses as proposed by the Senate instead
of a limitation of $14,368,000,000 as proposed
by the House.

TITLE II—CONSERVATION PROGRAMS
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE

CONSERVATION OPERATIONS

The conference agreement provides
$661,243,000 for the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service Conservation Operations
instead of $654,243,000 as proposed by the
House and $656,243,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Included in this amount is not less
than $5,990,000 for snow survey and water
forecasting as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $6,124,000 as proposed by the House,
and not less than $9,125,000 for operation and
establishment of plant materials centers as
proposed by the Senate instead of $9,238,000
as proposed by the House.

The conference agreement does not include
bill language as proposed by the House which
prohibits conservation operations appropria-
tions from being used for demonstration pro-
grams.

In addition to the items in the House and
Senate reports that are not changed by the
conference agreement, funding is included
for the following items: $1,000,000 for the Res-
urrection River North Forest Acres instead
of $1,250,000 proposed by the Senate; $150,000
for native plants to clean up the Island of
Kahoolawe instead of $200,000 as proposed by
the Senate; $150,000 to test emerging alter-
native technology to reduce phosphorus
loading into Lake Champlain instead of
$300,000 as proposed by the Senate; $17,000,000
for the Grazing Lands Conservation Initia-
tive instead of $15,000,000 as proposed by the
House and the Senate; $3,000,000 for the Na-
tional Fish and wildlife Foundation Partner-
ships instead of $5,000,000 proposed by the
Senate; $7,870,000 for Animal Feeding Oper-
ation instead of $5,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate; and $80,000 for the Tri-Valley Water-
shed in Utah instead of $500,000 as proposed
by the Senate.

The conferees direct the NRCS to provide
financial assistance to the Salinas Valley
Water Project in Monterrey County, Cali-
fornia.

The conference agreement includes bill
language that directs the Chief of the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service to set-
tle claims associated with the
Chuquatonchee Water Project in Mississippi.

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION
OPERATIONS

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision that of the funds available for Emer-
gency Watershed Protection activities
$8,000,000 shall be available for Mississippi,
Wisconsin, New Mexico, and Ohio for finan-
cial and technical assistance for pilot reha-
bilitation projects.

In addition to the items in the House and
Senate reports that are not changed by the
conference agreement, the following items
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are included: the conferees direct the NRCS
to provide financial assistance to the Free-
man Lake Dam in Kentucky and the Tri-Val-
ley Watershed project in Utah.

The conferees direct that the amount of
Federal funds that may be made available to
an eligible local organization for construc-
tion of a particular rehabilitation project
shall be equal to 65 percent of the total reha-
bilitation costs, but not to exceed 100 per-
cent of actual construction costs incurred in
the rehabilitation. Consistent with existing
statute, rehabilitation assistance provided,
may not be used to perform operation and
maintenance activities specified in the
agreement for the covered water resource
projects entered into between the Secretary
and the eligible local organization respon-
sible for the works of improvement.

The conferees are aware of continued
flooding in the Malheur-Harney Lakes Basin
in Oregon, and note that the lake has risen
nearly five feet during the past two years.
The conferees encourage the agency, with
the cooperation of the Farm Service Agency,
to assist in the locally coordinated flood re-
sponse and water management activities
being developed in addition to providing as-
sistance through any flood compensation
programs. NRCS and FSA should continue to
utilize conservation programs in providing
water holding and storage areas on private
land as necessary intermediate measures in
watershed management.

RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT

The conference agreement provides
$35,265,000 for the Resource Conservation and
Development program as proposed by the
House instead of $35,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

FORESTRY INCENTIVES PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$6,325,000 for the Forestry Incentives pro-
gram as proposed by the Senate. The House
bill provided no funds for this account.

TITLE III—RURAL ECONOMIC AND
COMMUNITY

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR RURAL

DEVELOPMENT

The conferees note extensive backlogs of
applicants for rural development programs
and direct the Department to use rural de-
velopment resources only on programs that
directly benefit applicants for these pro-
grams.

The House and Senate reports recommend
projects for consideration under various
rural development programs, and the con-
ferees expect the Department to apply estab-
lished review procedures when considering
applications.

The conferees further expect the Depart-
ment to give consideration to the following
request for assistance from rural develop-
ment programs: construction necessary for
the withdrawal, treatment and transmission
of water from the Ouachita River to supple-
ment the water supply needs of Union Coun-
ty, AR; the Kettering Medical Center
healthy hearts program in medically under-
served areas of southwestern Ohio; the West-
ern Massachusetts food processing center;
rural utilities projects for the town of Lloyd,
NY; a rural business enterprise grant for the
Delta Training Center, Indianala, MS; a
rural cooperative development grant for the
conversion of the Chickasha Cotton Gin, GA.
to a cooperative canola seed crushing plant;
a community facilities loan and/or grant to
address the serious housing shortage for the
teachers at Mississippi Valley State Univer-
sity; a rural business enterprise grant for the
Impact Seven Project in Almena, WI; the
Rural Sanitation Training Initiative (AK)
for wastewater technical assistance grants: a

request from the California Human Develop-
ment Corporation, Northern County Region,
to expand existing housing for migrant farm
Workers in Napa County; funds to assist con-
struction of the Napa Valley Vinters Health
Center project to house non-profit medical
organizations serving the low-income farm
population in Napa Country; and a rural
business enterprise grant for the Pembroke
Farming Cooperative, Kankakee County, IL.

The conferees are aware of the stress of the
salt and fresh water resources caused by the
growing population along the Mississippi
gulf Coast and direct the Department to uti-
lize its discretionary authority to give high
priority applications from that region for
water and sewer loans and grants.

The conferees are concerned with the re-
cent economic and infrastructure losses in
Grant and Hidalgo Counties, New Mexico.
Acordingly, the conferees direct the Sec-
retary to employ the resources of the De-
partment, particularly Rural Development,
to provide such assistance as necessary to
Grant and Hidalgo Counties, New Mexico.

RURAL DEVELOPMENT

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$718,837,000 for the Rural Community Ad-
vancement Program (RCAP) instead of
$718,006,000 a proposed by the Senate and
$669,103,000 as proposed by the House.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

RCAP Accounts
Water/Sewer ...................... $631,088,000
Community/Facilities ....... 23,150,000
Business-Cooperative De-

velopment ....................... 6,599,000
Total ............................ $718,837,

Earmarks:
Tech. Asst. (water/sewer) 16,215,000
Circuit Rider .................. 7,300,000
Native Americans ........... 12,000,000
Rural Community Devel-

opment Initiative ........ 6,000,000

The conference agreement does not provide
the requested set asides for hazardous weath-
er early warning systems and partnership
technical assistance grants. The conferees
direct the Department to consider applica-
tions for these activities and make grants
from the appropriate RCAP accounts.

The conference does not provide authority
for state rural development directors to
transfer funds among accounts.

The conference agreement provides
$6,000,000 for the Rural Community Develop-
ment Initiative as proposed by the House.

The conference agreement includes a set
aside of $45,245,000 for empowerment zones,
enterprise communities and communities
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture
as Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones.

The conferees direct that $1,000,000 of the
funds appropriated to the Rural Community
Advancement Program be designated for an
agri-tourism program.

The conference agreement includes special
grant funding for water and waste disposal
assistance under the RCAP for Federally rec-
ognized Native American Tribes. This provi-
sion is intended to help overcome a problem
in extremely impoverished areas where com-
munities may not otherwise be eligible for
RCAP water and waste disposal assistance
programs due to an in ability to meet loan
repayment requirements. The conferees note
that many Native American Tribes are able
to meet the more stringent requirements of
the normal RCAP programs and they are ex-
pected to apply for assistance from funds
other than those specifically provided by
this special provision.

The conference agreement provides
$3,500,000 for the Rural Business Opportunity

Grant (RBOG) program. The conferees direct
the Department to use its transfer authority
under the RCAP to add additional funds for
the RBOG program as needed. The conferees
direct the Department to use RBOG funds for
regional economic plan activities on behalf
of local governments and their designees. Of
the funds provided for the RBOG program,
the conferees direct the Department to use
$1,000,000 for communities designated by the
Secretary of Agriculture as Rural Economic
Area Partnerships.

The conferees are aware of the acute need
for resources to link rural education and
medical facilities in upstate New York with
urban centers, and are concerned that no ap-
plications from this area were funded in fis-
cal year 1999. The conferees are also con-
cerned that special consideration was not
given to applications from Rural Economic
Area Partnership (REAP) communities na-
tionwide. The conferees urge the Department
to give consideration to applications from
upstate New York and REAP communities
nationwide in fiscal year 2000.

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE

RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides a total
subsidy $181,560,000 (providing for an esti-
mated loan program level of $4,589,737,000) for
activities under the Rural Housing Insurance
Fund Program Account instead of $204,083,000
(providing for an estimated loan program
level of $4,832,687,000) as proposed by the
House and $182,185,000 (providing for an esti-
mated program level of $4,594,694,000) as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes a set
aside of $11,180,000 for empowerment zones,
enterprise communities and communities
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture
as Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Rural Housing Insurance
Fund Program Ac-
count:

Loan authorizations:
Single family (sec. 502) (1,100,000,000)

Unsubsidized guaran-
teed ........................ (3,200,000,000)

Housing repair (sec.
504) ............................ (32,396,000)

Farm labor (sec. 514) .... (25,001,000)
Rental housing (sec.

515) ............................ (114,321,000)
Multi-family housing

guarantees (sec. 538) (100,000,000)
Site loans (sec. 524) ...... (5,152,000)
Credit sales of acquired

property .................... (7,503,000)
Self-help housing land

development fund ..... (5,000,000)

Total, Loan author-
izations .................. (4,589,373,000)

Loan subsidies:
Single family (sec. 502) ... 93,830,000

Unsubsidized guaran-
teed ........................... 19,520,000

Housing repair (sec. 504) 9,900,000
Multi-family housing

guarantees (sec. 538) .... 480,000
Farm labor (sec. 514) ....... 11,308,000
Rental housing (sec. 515) 45,363,000
Site loans (sec. 524) ......... 4,000
Credit sales of acquired

property ....................... 874,000
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Self-help housing land

development fund ........ 281,000

Total, Loan subsidies .. 181,560,000

RHIF administration ex-
penses (transfer to RHS) 375,879,000

Total, Rural Housing
Insurance Fund ........ 197,439,000
(Loan authorization) (4,589,373,000)

The conference agreement adopts House
bill language allowing the transfer of up to
$7,000,000 to the ‘‘Outreach for Socially Dis-
advantaged Farmers’’ program. The Senate
bill had no similar provision.

RENTAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$640,000,000 for rental assistance as proposed
by the Senate instead of $583,400,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

MUTUAL AND SELF-HELP HOUSING GRANTS

The conference agreement provides
$28,000,000 for Mutual and Self-Help Housing
Grants as proposed by the House instead of
$26,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes a set
aside of $1,000,000 for empowerment zones,
enterprise communities and communities
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture
as Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones.

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS

The conference agreement provides
$45,000,000 for Rural Housing Assistance
Grants instead of $50,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $41,000,000 as proposed by the
Senate.

The conference agreement includes a set
aside of $1,200,000 for empowerment zones,
enterprise communities and communities
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture
as Rural Economic Area Partnership Zones
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$3,250,000 as proposed by the House.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides
$61,979,000 for salaries and expenses as pro-
posed by the House instead of $60,978,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The conference
agreement also provides for a transfer of
$375,879,000 from the Rural Housing Insur-
ance Fund as proposed by the Senate. The
total provided for salaries and expenses of
the Rural Housing Service is $437,858,000 as
proposed by the House instead of $421,763,000
as proposed by the House.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
vision that allows the Administrator of the
Rural Housing Service to spend not more
than $10,000 for non-monetary awards to non-
employees of the Department of Agriculture
as proposed by the House. The Senate bill
had no similar provision.

RURAL BUSINESS-COOPERATIVE SERVICE

RURAL DEVELOPMENT LOAN FUND PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides a total
subsidy of $16,615,000 (providing for an esti-
mated loan program level of $38,256,000) for
the Rural Development Loan Fund Program
Account as proposed by the Senate instead of
$22,799,000 (providing for an estimated loan
program level of $52,495,000) as proposed by
the House.

The conference agreement includes a set
aside of $3,216,000 for loan subsidies for em-
powerment zones, enterprise communities
and communities designated by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture as Rural Economic
Area Partnership Zones as proposed by the
Senate instead of $4,343,000 as proposed by
the House.

The conference agreement does not adopt
Senate bill language requiring the Depart-

ment of Agriculture to propose a revised reg-
ulation on fees charged to lenders on guaran-
teed business and industry loans. The House
bill had no similar provision.

RURAL COOPERATIVE DEVELOPMENT GRANTS

The conference agreement provides a total
of $6,000,000 for rural cooperative develop-
ment grants as proposed by the House in-
stead of $5,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.
Both House and Senate bills provide
$1,500,000 from the total amount available for
cooperative agreements for the appropriate
technology transfer for rural areas program.
The conference agreement provides $500,000
for cooperative research agreements instead
of $1,500,000 as proposed by the House. The
Senate bill had no similar provision.

The conference agreement adopts Senate
bill language providing that at least 25 per-
cent of the total amount appropriated shall
be made available to cooperatives or associa-
tions of cooperatives that assist small, mi-
nority producers.

The conferees direct the Department to
consider a proposal from the primary na-
tional swine commodity organization rep-
resenting the pork producers to conduct an
in-depth feasibility study and economic
analysis of forming national pork producer-
owned cooperatives.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides a di-
rect appropriation of $24,612,000 for salaries
and expenses of the Rural Business-Coopera-
tive Service as proposed by the House in-
stead of $25,680,000 as proposed by the Senate.
ALTERNATIVE AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH AND

COMMERCIALIZATION CORPORATION REVOLV-
ING FUND

The conference agreement does not provide
funding for the Alternative Agricultural Re-
search and Commercialization Corporation
Revolving Fund. The Senate bill provided
$3,500,000 for this account.

RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION AND TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides a total
subsidy of $15,132,000 (providing for an esti-
mated loan program level of $2,611,500,000) for
activities under the Rural Electrification
and Telecommunications Loans Program Ac-
count instead of $15,132,000 (providing for an
estimated loan program level of
$2,411,500,000) as proposed by the House and
$14,679,000 (providing for an estimated pro-
gram level of $1,561,500,000) as proposed by
the Senate.

The following table reflects the conference
agreement:

Rural Electrification and
Telecommunications
Loans Program Ac-
count:

Loan authorizations:
Direct loans:

Electric 5% ............... (121,500,000)
Telecommunications

5% .......................... (75,000,000)

Subtotal ................ (196,500,000)

Treasury rates: Tele-
communications ....... (300,000,000)

Muni-rate: Electric ...... (295,000,000)
FFB loans:

Electric, regular ....... (1,700,000,000)
Telecommunications (120,000,000)

Subtotal ................ (1,820,000,000)
Total, Loan author-
izations .................. (2,611,500,000)

Loan subsidies:
Direct loans:

Electric 5% ............... 1,095,000

Telecommunications
5% .......................... 840,000

Subtotal ................ 1,935,000

Treasury rates: Tele-
communications ....... 2,370,000

Muni-rate: Electric ...... 10,827,000
FFB loans: Electric,

regular ......................
RETLP administrative ex-

penses (transfer to RUS) 31,046,000

Total, Rural Electrifica-
tion and Telecommuni-
cations Loans Program
Account .......................... 46,178,000
(Loan authorization) ...... 2,611,500,000

The conference report adopts Senate bill
language appropriates separate subsidies for
the cost of direct loans, cost of municipal
rate loans and cost of money for rural tele-
communications loans. The House bill pro-
posed two aggregate subsidy amounts for the
cost of rural electric and telecommuni-
cations loans.

RURAL TELEPHONE BANK PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides a total
subsidy of $3,290,000 (providing for an esti-
mated loan program level of $175,000,000) for
the Rural Telephone Bank Program Account
as proposed by the House instead of $2,961,000
(providing for an estimated loan program
level of $157,509,000) as proposed by the Sen-
ate.

DISTANCE LEARNING AND TELEMEDICINE
PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$20,700,000 for the Distance Learning and
Telemedicine Program instead of $16,700,000
as proposed by the House and $13,200,000 as
proposed by the Senate. The conference
agreement also provides that $20,000,000 of
the total amount shall be available for
grants under this program instead of
$16,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$12,500,000 as proposed by the Senate. Both
House and Senate bills provide a subsidy of
$700,000 from the total amount available,
which provides for an estimated loan level of
$200,000,000.

The conferees are aware of the acute need
for resources to link rural education and
medical facilities in upstate New York with
urban centers, and are concerned that no ap-
plications from this area were funded in fis-
cal year 1999. The conferees are also con-
cerned that special consideration was not
given to applications from Rural Economic
Area Partnership (REAP) communities in
the state. The conferees urge the Depart-
ment to give consideration to applications
from upstate New York and REAP commu-
nities in fiscal year 2000.

The conferees support continued funding
from the Distance Learning and Telemedi-
cine Program for the Community Hospital
TeleHealth Consortium demonstration
project to improve health services for medi-
cally underserved areas in Louisiana and
Mississippi.

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement provides a total
appropriation of $68,153,000 for salaries and
expenses of the Rural Utilities Service as
proposed by the House instead of $65,982,000
as proposed by the Senate.
TITLE IV—DOMESTIC FOOD PROGRAMS

FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

The conference agreement provides a total
of $9,554,028,000 for Child Nutrition Programs
instead of $9,547,028,000 as proposed by the
House and $9,560,028,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Included in this amount is an appro-
priated amount of $4,611,829,000; an amount
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transferred from section 32 of $4,935,199,000;
and $7,000,000 for the school breakfast pilot
project instead of $13,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate and no funds as proposed by the
House.

The conference agreement provides the fol-
lowing for Child Nutrition Programs:

Child Nutrition Programs:
School lunch program .... $5,480,010,000
School breakfast pro-

gram ............................ 1,421,789,000
Child and adult care food

program ....................... 1,769,766,000
Summer food service pro-

gram ............................ 31,946,000
Special milk program ..... 17,551,000
State administrative ex-

penses .......................... 120,104,000
Commodity procurement

and support .................. 406,499,000
School meals initiative .. 10,000,000
School breakfast pilot .... 7,000,000
Coordinated review effort 4,363,000
Food safety education .... 2,000,000

Total ............................ $9,554,028,000

The conference agreement provides
$10,000,000 for the school meals initiative. In-
cluded in this amount is $4,000,000 for food
service training grants to states, $1,600,000
for technical assistance materials, $800,000
for the National Food Service Management
Institute cooperative agreement, $400,000 for
print and electronic food service resource
systems, and $3,200,000 for other activities.

SPECIAL SUPPLEMENTAL NUTRITION PROGRAM
FOR WOMEN, INFANTS, AND CHILDREN (WIC)

The conference agreement provides
$4,032,000,000 for the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) instead of $4,005,000,000 as
proposed by the House and $4,038,107,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

The conferees clarify that it is not the in-
tent of the final proviso under the WIC head-
ing to preclude WIC from providing immuni-
zation screening, referral and assessment
services.

The conferees are aware that the Depart-
ment is considering changes in the food
package to the Special Supplemental Nutri-
tion Program for Women, Infants and Chil-
dren (WIC). One of those proposals involves
potential exceptions to the current sugar cap
for the WIC food package. The sugar cap is
an issue that has been studied many times,
always with the same conclusion. The con-
sensus from the studies, nutritionists, State
WIC directors, sugar commodity associations
and dentists is that no exceptions to the
sugar cap should be made. Accordingly, the
conferees direct that the Department make
no exceptions to the sugar cap.

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$21,071,751,000 for the Food Stamp Program
instead of $21,577,444,000 as proposed by the
House and $21,563,744,000 as proposed by the
Senate. Included in this amount is a contin-
gency reserve of $100,000,000; $1,268,000,000 for
nutrition assistance to Puerto Rico; and
$98,000,000 for TEFAP. The amount includes a
downward re-estimate, as reflected in the
Mid-Session Review.

COMMODITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

The conference agreement provides
$133,300,000 for the Commodity Assistance
Program instead of $151,000,000 as proposed
by the House and $131,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate. Included in the amount is
$45,000,000 for administration of TEFAP. The
conferees note that there is a $7,700,000 car-
ryover from fiscal year 1999 in this account
for the Commodity Supplemental Food Pro-
gram and have adjusted the appropriation

accordingly to maintain a $96,000,000 pro-
gram level in fiscal year 2000.

The conferees note that there is a pattern
of continuing unexpended balances for the
Commodity Supplemental Food Program
that could be used to respond to requests for
new or expanded programs. Mississippi, Mon-
tana, Ohio, Texas, and Vermont all are in a
position to begin new programs. The con-
ferees expect the Department to work close-
ly with these applicants, and to take such
action as may be necessary later in fiscal
year 2000 to effectively utilize the dollars
available to maximize participation of these
states.

FOOD PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

The conference agreement provides
$111,561,000 for Food Program Administration
as proposed by the Senate instead of
$108,561,000 as proposed by the House. In-
cluded in this amount is an increase of
$3,000,000 for program and financial integrity
advancement.

TITLE V—FOREIGN ASSISTANCE AND
RELATED PROGRAMS

FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE AND
GENERAL SALES MANAGER

The conference agreement provides
$113,469,000 for the Foreign Agricultural
Service and General Sales Manager instead
of $142,274,000 as proposed by the House and
$140,469,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Included in the total amount provided is a
direct appropriation of $109,203,000 instead of
$137,768,000 as proposed by the House and
$136,203,000 as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement adopts a Senate
provision which provides for the transfer of
$3,231,000 from the Export Loan program and
$1,035,000 from the P.L. 480 program account
under the P.L. 480 and Export Loan Program
accounts instead of $3,413,000 from the Ex-
port Loan Program and $1,093,000 from the
P.L. 480 program account as proposed by the
House.

The conference agreement does not include
a Senate bill provision prohibiting funds in
this account from being used to promote the
sale of alcohol beverages, including wine.
The House bill had no similar provision.

The conference agreement does not include
a Senate bill provision providing up to
$2,000,000 solely for the purpose of offsetting
international exchange rate fluctuations.
The House bill had no similar provision. The
conferees note that the deletion of this pro-
vision does not indicate a judgment on the
merits of the request but reflects the fact
that the agency has not developed a plan for
this activity as requested in the statement
of managers accompanying the fiscal years
1998 and 1999 appropriations Act conference
report. The conferees expect such a plan to
be submitted with the fiscal year 2001 Presi-
dent’s Budget.

The conference agreement deletes House
report language which expects that no appro-
priated funds will be used to pay for travel
and other expenses of non-U.S. Government
employees participating in the Reverse
Trade Mission Program. The Senate report
had no similar language. The conference
agreement does not approve the funding re-
quested in the budget to create this new pro-
gram.

The conference agreement maintains the
fiscal year 1999 level of funding for the Coch-
ran Fellowship Program.

The conferees recognize the potential for
beneficial impact for both farmers and re-
cipients from the monetization of com-
modity sales in international assistance ef-
forts. The conferees direct the Foreign Agri-
cultural Service, with the assistance of the
Economic Research Service and other appro-
priate USDA agencies, to develop a study

demonstrating the short and long-term ef-
fects of monetization. The FAS is to report
to the House and Senate Appropriations
Committees prior to the fiscal year 2001
hearings the design, scope and objectives of
this study, together with a schedule for its
completion.

The conference agreement provides $500,000
for administrative expenses associated with
the management of the Foreign Market De-
velopment/Cooperator Program.

PUBLIC LAW 480 PROGRAM AND GRANT
ACCOUNTS

The following table reflects the conference
agreement for Public Law 480 Program Ac-
counts:

Public Law 480 Program
and Grant Accounts:

Title I—Credit sales:
Program level .............. 176,000,000

Direct loans .............. 155,000,000
Ocean freight dif-

ferential ................ 21,000,000
Title II—Commodities

for disposition
abroad:

Program level .............. 800,000,000
Appropriation .............. 800,000,000

Title III—Commodity
grants:

Program level .............. 0
Appropriation .............. 0

Loan subsidies ................ 127,813,000
Salaries and expenses:

General Sales Manager
(transfer to FAS) ...... 1,035,000

Farm Service Agency
(transfer to FSA) ...... 815,000

Subtotal ................... 1,850,000

Total, Public Law 480:
Program level .............. 976,000,000
Appropriation .............. 950,663,000

The conference agreement adopts Senate
bill language which appropriates funds for
P.L. 480 program accounts and ocean freight
under one heading. The House bill appro-
priated funds for these activities under sepa-
rate headings.

The conferees note that on September 14,
1999, the Department of Agriculture reported
that the Title I and Title II programs had
considerable unobligated balances to be car-
ried over to fiscal year 2000: for the Title I
subsidy, $98,674,000; for the Title I ocean
freight differential, $8,217,000; and for the
Title II program, $71,076,000. The conferees
direct the Department to work with the U.S.
Agency for International Development and
report to the Committees on Appropriations
of the House and Senate by February 15, 2000,
on the reasons for these large unobligated
balances. The conferees also note that food
aid efforts can be further strengthened
through use of the Section 416 program as
was the case with the $725,000,000 program for
Russia.

The conferees find that abundant agricul-
tural production and low commodity prices
in the United States come at a time when de-
veloping countries are unable to meet basic
nutritional needs due to low production, nat-
ural disasters and civil war. The conferees
note that authority exists to help stabilize
the domestic farm economy and provide food
aid donations to places in need such as
Kosvo, the Middle East, the newly inde-
pendent states, sub-Saharan Africa, South-
east Asia, Turkey and Macedonia.

The conferees believe that the following
measures should be considered:

Commodities held in the Bill Emerson Hu-
manitarian Trust be increased to the author-
ized maximum of 400,000 metric tons;

Monetization of commodities be carried
out as a development tool;
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All existing authorities be used to assure

domestic surpluses are available for the
needy overseas;

The Department of Agriculture and the
U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID) process proposals for food assist-
ance in timely fashion;

USAID increase non-emergency humani-
tarian food aid wherever possible and allow
flexibility to use monetization to address
local development needs;

The Department of Treasury more aggres-
sively pursue forgiveness of PL 480 debt for
highly indebted poor countries;

Export sanctions on food and medicines be
removed consistent with U.S. foreign policy;
and

The U.S. Government maximize participa-
tion in multilateral food assistance pro-
grams.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION EXPORT
LOANS PROGRAM ACCOUNT

The conference agreement provides
$3,820,000 for administrative expenses of the
Commodity Credit Corporation Export Loans
Program Account as proposed by the Senate
instead of $4,085,000 as proposed by the
House.

TITLE VI—RELATED AGENCIES AND
FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

FOOD AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

The conference agreement includes a di-
rect appropriation of $1,040,638,000 for the
salaries and expenses of the Food and Drug
Administration, instead of $1,052,950,000 as
proposed by the House and $1,035,538,000 as
proposed by the Senate, and provides specific
amounts for programs, centers, offices, and
operational costs as proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes tech-
nical changes to drug, mammography, and
export certification user fee language as pro-
posed by the House.

The conference agreement provides that
fees derived from applications received dur-
ing fiscal year 2000 shall be subject to the fis-
cal year 2000 limitation as proposed by the
Senate. The House had no similar provision.

The conference agreement includes a pro-
hibition on the development, establishment,
and operation of any program of user fees au-
thorized by 31 U.S.C. 9701 as proposed by the
Senate. The House has no similar provision.

The conferees direct FDA to submit a re-
port within 180 days of the date of enactment
of this Act on the effects of reducing illegal
tobacco sales to minors and the effect on
compliance through the use of automated
identification systems.

The conference agreement includes an in-
crease of $28,000,000 in budget authority for
premarket application market review as pro-
posed by the Senate.

The conference agreement provides $500,000
for clinical pharmacology grants awarded
competitively.

The conference agreement provides $100,000
for the Waste-Management and Research
Consortium, as proposed by the House.

The conferees are aware that intravenous
immune globulin (IVIG), a lifesaving treat-
ment for patients with primary immune defi-
ciency diseases, has been in severe shortage
in the United States since November 1997.
Given the serious public health problems
caused by this shortage, the conferees en-
courage the FDA to continue to work with
the primary immune deficiency community
and the plasma industry to help increase the
supply of IVIG in the United States. In addi-
tion, the conferees request a report from the
FDA by March 1, 2000, outlining what action
it has taken since the beginning of the short-

age and what action it plans to take to re-
spond to this public health crisis.

The conferees note that the Food and Drug
Administration has received a food additive
petition requesting approval for the use of ir-
radiation on ready-to-eat meats and poultry,
and fruits and vegetables. The conferees are
aware of the important food safety benefits
associated with the petition, and strongly
urge the agency to act expeditiously to pro-
pose a rule in response to the petition. The
FDA should propose such a rule within six
months after the receipt of the petition and
issue a final rule within twelve months of re-
ceipt of the petition.

The conferees note their expectation that
FDA publish a proposed rule no later than
June 1, 1999, concerning the use of foreign
marketing data in the review of new sun-
screen active ingredients in the sunscreen
over-the-counter drug monograph. The con-
ferees note that the FDA has failed to meet
the June 1, 1999, deadline for publication of
this proposed rule. The conferees remain
concerned that several petitions for approval
of new sunscreen active ingredients based on
foreign marketing experience have lan-
guished at the FDA for years, some as far
back as 1980. Meanwhile, skin cancer has be-
come a growing and pervasive public health
problem among American citizens, with an
estimated one million new cases of skin can-
cer diagnosed in the U.S. each year. The
FDA published an Advance Notice of Pro-
posed Rulemaking in 1996, but in three years
since its publication the Agency has yet to
advance from the initial stage of administra-
tive review of the proposal. Therefore, the
conferees direct the agency to act in an expe-
ditious manner to propose a rule, but in no
case shall the FDA propose such a rule later
than sixty days after enactment of this Act,
nor shall the agency finalize such a rule
later than twelve months after enactment of
this Act.

The conference agreement includes an in-
crease of $30,000,000 for the Food Safety Ini-
tiative, distributed as follows:

Foods:
Center ............................. $9,000,000
Field Activities .............. 16,900,000

Animal Drugs and Feeds:
Center ............................. 3,600,000
Field Activities .............. 0

NCTR ................................. 500,000

Total ............................ 30,000,000
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

The conference agreement provides
$11,350,000 for Food and Drug Administration
Building and Facilities instead of $31,750,000
as proposed by the House and $8,350,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

The conference agreement includes
$3,000,000 for construction at the Arkansas
Regional Laboratory.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

COMMODITY FUTURES TRADING COMMISSION

The conference agreement provides
$63,000,000 for the Commodity Futures Trad-
ing Commission instead of $65,000,000 as pro-
posed by the House and $61,000,000 as pro-
posed by the Senate. The conference agree-
ment provides $1,000 of the total appro-
priated for official reception and representa-
tion expenses as proposed by the Senate in-
stead of $2,000 as proposed by the House. The
conference agreement also makes permanent
authority for the Commission to charge rea-
sonable user fees for Commission-sponsored
events and symposia.

FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION

LIMITATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

The conference agreement places a limita-
tion of $35,800,000 on the expenses of the

Farm Credit Administration as proposed by
the House. The Senate bill had no similar
provision.

The conferees note that the Farm Credit
System Insurance Fund has achieved the se-
cure base amount established in the Farm
Credit Act. The fund has been capitalized
through the payment of premiums that are
ultimately paid by the farmers, ranchers,
and cooperatives that borrow from Farm
Credit institutions. The conferees expect the
Farm Credit System Insurance Corporation
to adhere to the intent of the Farm Credit
Act and eliminate premiums when the insur-
ance fund meets or exceeds the statutory se-
cure base amount.

TITLE VII—GENERAL PROVISIONS
House and Senate Section 705—The con-

ference agreement includes technical
changes to language (Section 705) proposed
by the House and the Senate which makes
new obligational authority for certain pro-
grams and activities available until ex-
pended.

House Section 709—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 709) pro-
posed by the House providing that commod-
ities acquired by the Department in connec-
tion with Commodity Credit Corporation and
section 32 price support may be used, as au-
thorized by law, to provide commodities to
individuals in cases of hardship.

House Section 711 and Senate Section
710.—The conference agreement includes lan-
guage (Section 711) proposed by the Senate
that caps indirect costs charged against
competitive Agricultural Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension grant awards.

House Section 716 and Senate Section
715.—The conference agreement includes lan-
guage (Section 716) proposed by the House
that authorizes the use of cooperative agree-
ments for the food safety activities of the
Food Safety and Inspection Service.

House Section 717 and Senate Section
716.—The conference agreement substitutes
new language (section 717) for a general pro-
vision proposed by both the House and Sen-
ate regarding cooperative agreements of the
Natural Resources Conservation Service.
This modification is needed as a result of a
recent opinion/ruling of the Office of General
Counsel that the existing language does not
carry out its intended purpose. The conferees
expect rulings and opinions of the Depart-
ment’s Office of General Counsel to apply
uniformly to all agencies of the Department.

House Section 725 and Senate Section
724.—The conference agreement includes lan-
guage (Section 725) proposed by the Senate
that prohibits the use of funds to pay the sal-
aries and expenses of personnel to carry out
the transfer or obligation of fiscal year 2000
funds for the Fund for Rural America.

House Section 727 and Senate Section
726.—The conference agreement includes lan-
guage (Section 727) proposed by the Senate
that makes permanent the limitation on
contract payments for wild rice.

House Section 728 and Senate Section
727.—The conference agreement includes a
limitation (Section 728) of 150,000 acres on
Wetland Reserve Program enrollment in-
stead of 120,000 acres proposed by the House
and 180,000 acres proposed by the Senate.

House and Senate Section 729.—The con-
ference agreement (Section 729) prohibits the
use of funds to carry out the Initiative for
Future Agriculture and Food Systems as
proposed by the House. The Senate proposed
a limitation of $50,000,000.

House and Senate Section 730.—The con-
ference agreement (Section 730) makes per-
manent the definition of rural areas for cer-
tain business programs as proposed by the
Senate.

Senate Section 733.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 733) pro-
posed by the Senate prohibiting the use of
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funds to close or relocate certain FDA of-
fices.

Senate Section 734.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 734) pro-
posed by the Senate prohibiting the use of
funds to carry out certain activities unless
the Secretary of Agriculture inspects and
certifies agricultural processing equipment
and imposes a fee for those activities.

House Section 735 and Senate Section
737.—The conference agreement (Section 737)
includes language proposed by the Senate.

House Section 736(a) and Senate Section
728.—The conference agreement (Section 738)
limits the emergency food assistance pro-
gram to $98,000,000 instead of $99,000,000 pro-
posed by the House and $97,000,000 proposed
by the Senate.

House Section 737.—The conference agree-
ment (Section 739) prohibits the use of funds
for certain activities implementing the
Kyoto Protocol proposed by the House.

House Section 738—The conference agree-
ment does not include language limiting the
importation of meat and poultry.

House Section 739.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language regarding
the buy American Act. This language is con-
tained in permanent law, and the conferees
expect this language to be complied with.

House Section 740.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language regarding
the purchase of American-made equipment
and products. This language is contained in
permanent law, and the conferees expect this
language to be complied with.

House Section 741.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language regarding
‘‘Made in America’’ labeling violations. This
language is now contained in permanent law,
and the conferees expect this language to be
complied with.

House Section 742.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language proposed by
the House prohibiting the use of funds by
FDA for the testing, development, or ap-
proval of certain drugs.

House Section 743.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language proposed by
the House further reducing appropriations
provided for certain accounts. This matter
was addressed in the funding levels for each
account rather than as a general provision.

Senate Section 738.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 740) pro-
posed by the Senate providing FSA county
office employees with Federal civil service
status for certain purposes.

Senate Section 739.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 741) pro-
posed by the Senate prohibiting the use of
funds to transfer or convey federal lands and
facilities at Fort Reno, Oklahoma, without
the specific authorization of Congress.

Senate Section 740.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 742) pro-
posed by the Senate directing the Chief of
the Natural Resources Conservation Service
to settle claims associated with the
Chuquatonchee Water Project in Mississippi.

Senate Section 741.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 743) pro-
posed by the Senate regarding a mail inspec-
tion pilot program in Hawaii.

Senate Section 742.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 744) pro-
posed by the Senate providing authority for
guaranteed lines of credit for health care fa-
cilities to address Y2K computer conversion.

Senate Section 743.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 745) requir-
ing the Secretary of Agriculture to com-
pensate wheat producers and handlers for
losses due to karnal bunt.

House Section 736(b) and Senate Section
744.—The conference agreement (Section 746)
provides $2,000,000 for hunger fellowships in-
stead of $1,000,000 as proposed by the House
and $3,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Senate Section 745.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 747) pro-
viding $250,000 or the program authorized
under section 388 of the FAIR Act solely for
New Hampshire.

Senate Section 746.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 748) pro-
posed by the Senate amending the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act to reduce the De-
partment of Labor’s approval time for proc-
essing farmworkers’ applications for legal H–
2A workers.

Senate Section 747.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 749) pro-
posed by the Senate to provide for
successorship relating to certain bargaining
units and exclusive representatives.

Senate Section 748.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language proposed by
the Senate for emergency and market loss
assistance, and sanctions. The conference
agreement addresses these issues in Title
VIII.

Senate Section 749.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of the Senate
language regarding methyl tertiary butyl
ether (MTBE). The conferees understand
that recent studies have determined that
leaking storage facilities have contributed
to the detection of MTBE in groundwater.
Further, the conferees support the develop-
ment of alternative uses for agricultural
products, including the use of ethanol in re-
formulated gasoline. The conferees expect
the committees of jurisdiction of the House
of Representatives and the Senate to care-
fully examine these issues to determine
what, if any, action is warranted by the Con-
gress.

Senate Section 750.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 750) that
none of the funds appropriated or otherwise
made available by this Act shall be used to
implement a Support Services Bureau of
similar organization.

Senate Section 750.—The conference agree-
ment (Section 751) includes limitations on
the awarding of contracts through the
HUBZone program established by section 31
of the Small Business Act, to avoid subcon-
tracting for the commodity being procured
of if the awards would involve more than 50
percent of the dollar amount of the tender.
In addition, the price evaluation preference
provided under the HUBZone program may
not exceed 5 percent in contracts for com-
modities made available by this Act. The
conferees are concerned that the potential
costs of the HUBZone program may diminish
the effective program level of certain ac-
counts such as title II of P.L. 480, and ac-
cordingly call to the attention of the Sec-
retary the Compliance in Contracting Act of
1984 (specifically 41 U.S.C. 253(b)), to exclude
particular sources from participating in full
and open competition on a tender if it is
found that a firm has received such a large
market share as to jeopardize USDA’s vendor
base, or if necessary, to restrain program
costs. The conferees emphasize that these
limitations allow contracting officers to ex-
clude particular firms as needed, not to ex-
clude classes of businesses such as all
HUBZone firms.

Senate Section 751.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of the Senate
language regarding inadvertent planting of
dry beans on contract areas. The conferees
are aware that there may be instances in
which producers, in good faith or in reliance
on information provided by agricultural con-
sultants, inadvertently planted crops in vio-
lation of section 118 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996.
The Secretary is urged to exercise reason-
able treatment of producers in order to avoid
harmful consequences.

Senate Section 752.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 752) pro-

posed by the Senate redesignating the Na-
tional School Lunch Act as the ‘‘Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act’’.

Senate Section 753.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 753) pro-
posed by the Senate clarifying the member-
ship of a commission.

Senate Section 754.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of the Senate
language regarding an action plan on food
safety. The conferees request the President
to include in the fiscal year 2001 budget re-
quest funding to implement a United States
Action Plan on Food Security.

Senate Section 755.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of Senate lan-
guage regarding apple farmers. The conferees
are aware of financial hardships facing apple
farmers, and direct the Farm Service Agency
to review all programs that assist apple
growers, review the limits currently set on
operating loan programs used by apple grow-
ers to determine whether the current limits
are insufficient to cover operating costs and
to report its findings to the Committees on
Appropriations of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate not later than January
1, 2000.

Senate Section 756.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 754) pro-
posed by the Senate designating the ‘‘Harry
K. Dupree’’ Stuttgart National Aquaculture
Research Center.

Senate Section 757.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 755) to add
Kentucky, Indiana and Ohio to existing law
regarding cross-county tobacco leasing and
to provide for the release of marketing infor-
mation to State trusts or similar organiza-
tions.

Senate Section 758.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 756) pro-
posed by the Senate that makes the city of
Berlin, New Hampshire eligible for a rural
utilities grant or loan during fiscal year 2000.

Senate Section 759.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 757) pro-
posed by the Senate regarding cranberry
marketing orders.

Senate Section 760.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 758) pro-
posed by the Senate to include native vil-
lages in Alaska under section 16(a) of the
Food Stamp Act.

Senate Section 761.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of Senate lan-
guage regarding periodic review of food
packages. The conferees expect the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to periodically review
the food packages listed at 7 C.F.R. 246.10(c)
(1996) and consider including additional nu-
tritious foods for women, infants and chil-
dren.

Senate Section 762.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 759) pro-
posed by the Senate regarding education
grants to Alaska Native Serving Institutions
and Native Hawaiian Serving Institutions.

Senate Section 763.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language proposed by
the Senate providing minimum Smith-Lever
allocations for certain states.

Senate Section 764.—The conference agree-
ment does not include language proposed by
the Senate providing minimum Hatch Act al-
locations for certain states.

Senate Section 765.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of Senate lan-
guage regarding timely FDA testing of im-
ported food. The conferees expect FDA, to
the maximum extent possible, to ensure
timely testing of produce imports by con-
ducting survey tests at the USDA or FDA
laboratory closest to the port of entry so
that testing results are provided within 24
hours of collection.

Senate Section 766.—The conference agree-
ment includes language (Section 760) that ef-
fective October 1, 1999, the price of milk paid
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by a handler at a plant operating in Clark
County, Nevada shall not be subject to the
Agricultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937.

Senate Section 767.—The conference agree-
ment does not include Sense of Senate lan-
guage regarding World Trade Organization
negotiations. The conferees expect that
members of the World Trade Organization
should undertake multilateral negotiations
to eliminate policies and programs that dis-
tort world markets for agricultural commod-
ities.

Section 761.—The conference agreement
makes the city of Olean, New York eligible
for grants and loans administered by the
Rural Utilities Service.

Section 762.—The conference agreement
makes the municipality of Carolina, Puerto
Rico eligible for grants and loans adminis-
tered by the Rural Utilities Service.

Section 763.—The conference agreement
makes technical corrections to the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985.

Section 764.—The conference agreement
provides that none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used to implement
FSA Notice CRP–338.

The conference agreement allows for the
enrollment of certain lands in the conserva-
tion reserve program for which a federally
cost-shared conservation practice may have
previously been installed. The conference
agreement requires a reduction in federal
rental payments for such lands by an amount
equal to the remaining value of the federal
costs already incurred. This action is nec-
essary to avoid the double payment for an
ongoing conservation practice.

Section 765.—The conference agreement
provides that none of the funds made avail-
able by this Act shall be used to implement
FSA Notice CRP–327.

The conference agreement includes lan-
guage which provides for certain commercial
hunting activities on conservation reserve
program lands. The conferees note inclusion
of a requirement of strict compliance of pro-
gram guidelines to ensure protection of envi-
ronmental benefits and wildlife habitat. The
House and Senate included no similar provi-
sion.

Section 766.—The conference agreement in-
cludes language designating the ‘‘George E.
Brown, Jr., Salinity Laboratory’’.

Section 767.—The conference agreement in-
cludes technical changes to title 18 of the
United States Code.

Section 768.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a provision that maximum income
limits established for single family housing
in the high cost areas of Alaska shall be 150
percent of the state metropolitan income
level for Alaska.

Section 769.—The conference agreement in-
cludes a general provision relating to the
conservation reserve program that will allow
the Secretary to approve not more than 6
projects in which harvests may occur for the
recovery of biomass used in energy produc-
tion. No similar provision was included in
the House or Senate bill.
TITLE VIII—EMERGENCY AND DISASTER

ASSISTANCE FOR PRODUCERS
The conference agreement includes a new

title (Title VIII) providing market loss pay-
ments and other disaster assistance to pro-
ducers of 1999 crops. The Senate had pro-
posed similar provisions in section 748. The
House bill contained no similar provisions.

Section 801.—The conference agreement in-
cludes $1,200,000,000 in assistance to pro-
ducers who have incurred losses for crops
harvested or intended to be planted or har-
vested in 1999, which reflects an estimated
need as stated by the Department of Agricul-
tural prior to Hurricane Floyd. While funds

provided by this Act shall be available for
damage caused by Hurricane Floyd, the con-
ferees-note that only preliminary estimates
for Hurricane Floyd are available and it is
understood that additional resources may be
needed to fully address all natural disaster
losses in 1999. The conferees expect the De-
partment to forward complete damage esti-
mates to the Appropriations Committee of
the House and Senate as soon as practicable.
The Secretary may make assistance avail-
able for losses in quantity, quality or severe
economic losses due to damaging weather or
related conditions. The conferees note that
the statement of managers accompanying
the conference agreement on H.R. 1141, dated
May 14, 1999, called on the administration to
submit requests for supplemental appropria-
tions for disaster assistance for agricultural
producers. Subsequently, other Members of
Congress made similar requests to the ad-
ministration. To date, no request has been
transmitted to the Congress for any disaster
assistance to producers. The conferees under-
stand that recent weather events and those
yet to occur in 1999 may affect the need for
crop loss assistance. The conferees continue
to invite requests for supplemental funds to
address these needs.

Similar to provisions included in P.L. 105–
277, this Act grants broad authority to the
Secretary of Agriculture to create and im-
plement a crop loss assistance program,
However, the conferees note that the Depart-
ment took seven months to make payments
to producers for 1998 losses. Such delays in
delivering 1999 payments are unacceptable. If
necessary to avoid delay in delivering pay-
ments, the Department should consider de-
veloping a method by which preliminary
payments may be made to producers to allow
at least minimal payments to be made expe-
ditiously while avoiding depletion of funds
before all producers receive assistance. Fur-
ther, it is expected that final payments will
be made before January 31, 2000.

The conferees note significant losses in the
1999 crops of fruits and vegetables, particu-
larly capsicums, valencia oranges, and ap-
ples. The conferees expected the Secretary to
ensure fair and equitable treatment of these
producers when allocating disaster assist-
ance. In particular, the conferees expect the
Secretary to compensate producers for both
quantity and quality losses, as authorized by
section 801(c) of this Act.

The conferees are aware of losses suffered
by California citrus growers during a freeze
in late 1998 totaling at least $90 million. Be-
cause the crop was for harvest in 1999, the
Department of Agriculture determined that
these producers were ineligible for assistance
provided in P.L. 105–277. The conferees expect
the Secretary to identify adequate funds pro-
vided in this title to address these needs.

The conferees note that the Department
has failed to implement statutory provisions
making producers who obtained non-feder-
ally reinsured crop insurance eligible under
certain circumstances for the multi-year dis-
aster assistance provided in P.L. 105–277.
Similarly, the Department has failed to pro-
vide assistance as directed to 1997 producers
of apples in New York. The conferees do not
view favorably the Department’s disregard of
directives issued by the Congress. The con-
ferees expect the Department to comply with
both statutory and other guidance provided
by the Congress in addressing the needs of
these and all producers.

The conferees note that the price received
for cottonseed is far below historical aver-
ages. The conferees also note that in many
areas, revenues from cottonseed sales offset
the cost of ginning. Given these depressed
prices, the conferees expect the Secretary to
consider additional assistance to cotton pro-
ducers through direct payments or other

means to help alleviate the problems caused
by those unusually low prices.

The conferees direct the Department to
provide, from the amounts appropriated in
this title, compensation to Michigan peach
producers who purchased a crop insurance
policy for the 1999 fresh market peaches crop
under the adjusted price election and pricing
methodology established by the Risk Man-
agement Agency for the 2000 crop year.

Sections 801 and 805.—Section 801 of the
conference agreement provides $1,200,000,000
for agricultural losses to crops and livestock
in 1999 and an additional $325 million is pro-
vided in section 805 specifically for livestock
and dairy. Of these amounts, the conferees
expect the Secretary to identify no less than
$200 million in order to provide direct grant
assistance to livestock producers who have
suffered economic losses in 1999 in counties
in which a Secretarial or Presidential
drought declaration has been issued. The
conferees note that in some states, such as
West Virginia, all or most counties have re-
ceived such a designation. Net farm income
is low due to forced liquidations and in-
creased costs for feed, transportation, and
herd maintenance, severely affecting local
rural economies. Producers are also faced
with high costs of restoring pasture lands in
the immediate future and the Secretary is
encouraged to exercise authorities of EC–7 of
the Emergency Conservation Program to as-
sist affected producers toward recovery. The
conferees stress the importance of providing
assistance to livestock producers at a level
commensurate with the relief provided for
crop losses and further note that additional
funds may be available for other livestock-
related disaster losses.

Section 802.—To ensure timely delivery of
market loss payments to eligible producers
and owners, the conferees urge the Secretary
to make the payments available under the
same terms and conditions as the 1999 con-
tract payments. However, any market loss
payments made under authority of this legis-
lation shall not be treated as a contract
(AMTA) payment for purposes of section 115
of Title I of the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996, or section
1001, paragraphs (1) through (4) of the Food
Security Act of 1985. Further, it should not
be necessary to require eligible owners and
operators to file new contracts or redesig-
nate shares in order to receive market loss
payments.

Section 803.—The conferees expect the Sec-
retary to utilize all funds collected and not
yet transferred to the Treasury under the
peanut marketing assessment from pro-
ducers and first handlers to offset expected
losses in area quota pools for the 1999 peanut
marketing year as authorized under Section
155(d) of Public Law 104–127.

The conferees recognize that the timing of
payments made under this section is criti-
cally important to peanut producers and in-
tend for the Secretary to expedite such pay-
ments. With producers and acreage informa-
tion readily available from the Farm Service
Agency, the conferees expect the Secretary
to make payments to peanut producers based
on projected yields for the 1999 crop year. By
using projected yields, the conferees expect
the Secretary to ensure that payments are
made to producers as soon as practicable
and, in any case, within 60 days from the en-
actment of this legislation.

Section 805.—The conferees note the sig-
nificant losses of feed for livestock pro-
ducers. The Department shall insure that a
portion of the $325,000,000 in assistance pro-
vided under this section is provided in the
form of Livestock Feed Assistance.

Further, from the total amount provided
under section 805, no less than $125,000,000 is
to be made available for losses suffered by
dairy producers.
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Producers impacted by natural and eco-

nomic disasters deserve to be treated as
equally as possible. The conferees are aware
that many livestock producers faced a pay-
ment limitation this past year of $40,000,
while grain producers had a limit of $80,000.
Payment methods that provide more assist-
ance to one group of producers than another
should be avoided whenever possible. With
the administration of this new disaster pro-
gram, the conferees strongly urge the De-
partment to provide livestock producers
with assistance equivalent to that of grain
producers.

Section 806.—The conferees intend that the
reinstatement of the Step–2 program for up-
land cotton be implemented with respect to
sales for exports and domestic purchases by
domestic textile mills beginning October 1,
1999. Any agreement entered into with par-
ticipants in the Step–2 program should cover
sales occurring between October 1, 1999 and
the date of enactment of this Act in order to
ensure that the program is effective with the
beginning of fiscal year 2000.

Section 811.—Authority is provided under
this section to allow the Department of Agri-
culture to make production flexibility con-
tract payments on or after October 1 of each
remaining contract year. The conferees in-
tend that these payments be made in a time-
ly manner to alleviate cash flow problems.
However, the conferees expect the Depart-
ment to work to notify all program partici-
pants of the availability of these advance
payments to allow them ample time to take
action to avoid payments to producers who
will not be leasing a property for that con-
tract year.

Section 813.—The conferees are concerned
about an inequity in loan deficiency pay-
ments (LDP’s) made to producers of feed
grains. Currently, producers of corn may re-
ceive LDP’s on their crops of corn for silage,
but producers of grain sorghum whose crops
are ensiled or baled as hay fodder are ineli-
gible for LDP’s on those crops. This inequity
occurs even though grain sorghum for silage
or hay has the same intended and actual use
as corn silage. In this regard, the conferees
expect the Department of Agriculture to
make LDP’s to eligible producers of grain
sorghum in the same manner and, as appro-
priate, to the same extent as corn producers
for the 1999 and subsequent crop years.

The conferees also are concerned about
producers who graze their wheat crops and
are unable to receive LDP’s for the value of
those crops. The conferees expect the De-
partment of Agriculture to make LDP’s on
the 2000 and subsequent crops of wheat that
are grazed.

The conferees are concerned that repay-
ment rates for marketing loans for durum
wheat do not adequately reflect the unique
quality discounts that are assessed against
this class of wheat. Further, the conferees

understand that the present method for cal-
culating these repayments unfairly presumes
a high quality for durum, which is not im-
posed on other classes of wheat. The con-
ferees direct the Department to revise the
repayment rates for the 1999 crop of durum
wheat at a rate per bushel equal to the mar-
ket value of the quality subclass imme-
diately above sample grade for durum wheat,
less any applicable discounts, to correct this
inequity.

In implementing the marketing assistance
loan program for minor oilseeds, the con-
ferees understand the Department has estab-
lished separate loan programs for oil-type
and confection sunflower seed that do not ac-
curately reflect market relationships. The
conferees are concerned that this implemen-
tation disadvantages confection-type sun-
flower seed growers and threatens the do-
mestic confection industry when oil-type
sunflower seed prices are below marketing
loan levels. The conferees understand under
these circumstances grower contracts are of-
fered at levels unrepresentative of world
market prices, presenting the opportunity
for foreign competitors to contract for and
export confection products at levels that un-
dercut U.S. access to traditional foreign
markets by the domestic industry. The con-
ferees direct the Department to revise imple-
mentation of the marketing assistance loan
program for confection sunflower seed, to de-
termine the level at which a loan may be re-
paid for confection seed using solely the
market price for oil-type sunflower seed.

Section 814.—The conference agreement in-
cludes $400,000,000 to provide agricultural
producers with a premium discount toward
the purchase of crop insurance for the 2000
crop year. The conferees intend and fully ex-
pect this premium discount to apply toward
the purchase of crop insurance for all crops
grown in the 2000 crop year, including all
crops for which a fall sales closing date ap-
plies.

The conferees note there is no statutory
sales closing date for fall-planted crops. Ac-
cordingly, should the existence of an early
sales closing date create an obstacle toward
the provision of a premium discount for pro-
ducers who plant a fall crop, the Secretary
can remove that obstacle by administra-
tively extending the sales closing date. Sec-
ond, the conferees note that a discount was
provided for all crops in the 1999 crop year,
including for all crops for which a 1998 fall
sales closing date applied, even though the
Secretary did not announce the discount
until January 8, 1999. With no statutory ob-
stacles in the way and in view of last year’s
precedent, the conferees fully expect the
Secretary to provide producers of fall plant-
ed crops with the benefit of a premium dis-
count toward the purchase of crop insurance.

Section 822.—The conference agreement
provides additional funding of up to

$56,000,000 for salaries and expenses of the
Farm Service Agency for additional adminis-
trative costs incurred in the delivery of the
assistance provided under this title.

TITLE IX

The conference agreement includes legisla-
tion reported by the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry (S. Rpt.
106–168) requiring certain processors to re-
port the price paid for livestock.

CONFERENCE TOTAL—WITH
COMPARISONS

The total new budget (obligational) au-
thority for the fiscal year 2000 recommended
by the Committee of Conference, with com-
parisons to the fiscal year 1999 amount, the
2000 budget estimates, and the House and
Senate bills for 2000 follow:

[In thousands of dollars]

New budget (obliga- tional)
authority, fiscal year
1999 ................................. $61,127,644

Budget estimates of new
(obligational) authority,
fiscal year 2000 ................ 66,883,182

House bill, fiscal year 2000 60,736,572
Senate bill, fiscal year 2000 68,358,618
Conference agreement, fis-

cal year 2000 .................... 69,017,125
Conference agreement

compared with:
New budget

(obligational) author-
ity, fiscal year 1999 ... +7,889,481

Budget estimates of
new (obligational)
authority, fiscal year
2000 ........................... +2,133,943

House bill, fiscal year
2000 ........................... +8,280,553

Senate bill, fiscal year
2000 ........................... +658,507
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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the President pro 
tempore [Mr. THURMOND]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fa-
ther Paul Lavin, pastor, St. Joseph’s 
Catholic Church on Capitol Hill, Wash-
ington, DC, will now lead us in prayer. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain, Father Paul 
Lavin, offered the following prayer: 

In Psalm 24 we hear: 
The Lord’s are the earth and its full-

ness; the world and those who dwell in it. 
For He founded it upon the seas and es-
tablished it upon the rivers. Who can as-
cend the mountain of the Lord or who 
may stand in His holy place? He whose 
hands are sinless, whose heart is clean, 
who desires not what is vain? He shall re-
ceive a blessing from the Lord, a reward 
from God His savior. Such is the race that 
seeks for him, that seeks the face of the 
God of Jacob. 

Let us Pray. 
All powerful God, You always show 

mercy toward those who love You and 
are never far away from those who seek 
You. Remain with Your sons and 
daughters who serve in the Senate of 
the United States and guide their way 
in accord with Your will. Shelter them 
with Your protection, and protect also 
those who guard them; give these serv-
ants of Yours the light of Your wisdom, 
and give Your grace also to their staffs. 
We ask this through Christ our Lord. 
Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable MIKE CRAPO, a Sen-
ator from the State of Idaho, led the 
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRAPO). The acting majority leader is 
recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, today 
the Senate will begin at this point 30 
minutes of debate on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from California, 
Mrs. BOXER, regarding afterschool pro-
grams. We had been scheduled to de-
bate the Gregg second-degree amend-
ment. It is my understanding Senator 
GREGG is now disposed to withdraw the 
amendment unless there is objection to 
that. So we will proceed with 30 min-
utes of debate on the Boxer amend-
ment, with the first vote occurring at 
10 a.m. 

On behalf of the leader, I am an-
nouncing that we will try to complete 
action on the bill today. Therefore, 
votes will occur throughout the day 
and into the evening. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000—Resumed 

Pending: 
Reid amendment No. 1807, to require 

the Secretary of Labor to issue regula-
tions to eliminate or minimize the sig-
nificant risk of needlestick injury to 
health care workers. 

Boxer amendment No. 1809, to in-
crease funds for the 21st century com-
munity learning centers program. 

Gregg amendment No. 1810 (to 
amendment No. 1809), to require that 
certain appropriated funds be used to 
carry out Part B of the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when 
we concluded yesterday afternoon, the 
ranking member and I talked about a 

unanimous-consent agreement for all 
amendments to be filed. We had talked 
about 12 noon today, and there was 
concern that since the announcement 
was made late in the day, Senators 
would not have an opportunity to un-
derstand that since many had gone 
home. But it is my expectation that 
when Senator HARKIN arrives, we will 
confer and try to pick a time when we 
will ask unanimous consent that all 
amendments be filed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1810, WITHDRAWN 
On behalf of Senator GREGG, I with-

draw the Gregg amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1809 

Mr. SPECTER. The essential point 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
California is to add $200 million to 
afterschool programs. I believe after-
school programs are very valuable, and 
I have supported afterschool programs 
in the past. In fact, in collaboration 
with Senator HARKIN, we included $200 
million in addition to the $200 million 
now allocated for afterschool pro-
grams. This is an enormous increase on 
a program that just 3 years ago was at 
$1 million, then increased to $40 mil-
lion, then to $200 million, and we have 
doubled it this year to $400 million. It 
is an integral part of the school vio-
lence prevention initiative. 

In crafting this bill, which comes in 
at $91.7 billion, Senator HARKIN and I 
have made an assessment of priorities 
among some 300 programs. And while 
we would like to have more money for 
afterschool programs—we would like to 
have more money for many programs— 
it simply is not possible to do it. 

In crafting this bill, which will be 
passed by the Senate, to get at least 51 
votes, there is very considerable con-
cern on my side of the aisle about a bill 
with $91.7 billion. Then we have to go 
to conference. Then we have to find a 
bill which the President will sign. The 
metaphor is, it is like running between 
the raindrops in a hurricane. So it is 
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with reluctance I must oppose the 
Boxer amendment; it is not realistic to 
do it. 

Some have argued that the $200 mil-
lion advocated yesterday by Senator 
MURRAY, which was defeated, or the 
$200 million sought to be added by Sen-
ator BOXER would dip into Social Secu-
rity. I am not going to make that argu-
ment because no one really knows 
that. We are determined to craft a 
total appropriations package which is 
within the caps. In order to accomplish 
that, there has to be advance funding. 
Of course, the Boxer amendment pro-
vides for advance funding as well. But 
at some point, if there is sufficient ad-
vance funding going into the projected 
$38 billion in surplus for fiscal year 
2000, even on the advance funding line, 
Social Security will not be intact, and 
I think there is agreement that we 
have to protect Social Security and 
Medicare, that our expenditures even 
on an advance line cannot go beyond. 

I note my distinguished colleague 
from California is ready to present her 
case, so I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California is recognized. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 
The amendment I have at the desk is 

No. 1809? I just want to make sure that 
is what the clerk has. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair. 
I am going to make some very brief 

remarks and then yield 7 minutes to 
the Senator from Massachusetts, who 
is such a leader on education. I will 
begin just by setting the stage for his 
remarks. 

The amendment we have at the 
desk—and it is cosponsored by many on 
my side of the aisle—would allow 
370,000 children the opportunity to get 
into afterschool programs. This is a 
program that works. I understand both 
sides agree that it works. The dif-
ference is that we on this side want to 
be a little more bold. We want to really 
say that if education is a priority, and 
if our children are a priority, we ought 
to go up to the President’s requested 
level of $600 million for this program. 

The bill goes up to $400 million. That 
leaves out 370,000 children. 

Think of the impact for those chil-
dren. It doesn’t only impact them 
where they are safe after school. It im-
pacts their parents, their grandparents, 
their communities, and their neighbor-
hoods. 

It is a very simple amendment. We 
use a technique used all through the 
bill, which is forward funding. We don’t 
touch Social Security or anything else. 
We simply forward fund it because the 
school year starts later, and that kind 
of funding would work. 

I want to share with my colleagues 
before you hear from Senator KENNEDY 
that last night the National Associa-
tion of Police Athletic Leagues was so 
delighted to hear we had this amend-
ment pending that they got on the 
phone and called everyone they could 

in the Senate. I am going to read a lit-
tle bit from their letter: 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Association 
of Police Athletic Leagues is endorsing and 
supporting Senator Boxer’s afterschool legis-
lation, and anticrime amendment to the 
Labor-HHS appropriations bill. It would add 
$200 million to the 21st century learning cen-
ter funding. This would total $600 million. 

This is what the National Associa-
tion of Police Athletic Leagues says. 

Our kids need it. They need to be in safe 
places during nonschool hours. There is no 
safer place in any community than the 
school, especially when law enforcement per-
sonnel are involved in their activities. This 
is where PAL plays a part in the afterschool 
and anticrime amendment. The amendment 
directly addresses the issue of the juvenile 
crime rate during nonschool hours by pro-
viding productive activities, and improves 
the academic and social outcome for stu-
dents. 

He goes on to explain how the Police 
Athletic Leagues is involved in after-
school programs. 

We are very delighted to be here this 
morning. We are pleased Senator 
GREGG withdrew his amendment be-
cause I think it flattened the issue. We 
are all for IDEA, and that has been 
taken care of in the bill before us. But 
afterschool has been shorted. 

At this time, I am pleased to yield 7 
minutes of time to Senator KENNEDY, 
who is our leader in the Senate on edu-
cation issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from California. 
This has been an ongoing and contin-
uous effort on her part, since the begin-
ning of this program 3 years ago when 
it started out as an extremely modest 
program. The reason it has grown to 
where it currently stands at $200 mil-
lion, is to a great extent, because of 
Senator BOXER bringing to the atten-
tion of both the administration and the 
Congress, the impact of this program 
on children, on families, and also in 
terms of law enforcement. 

I think many of us were heartened 
earlier this year when the President 
asked for $600 million. But I think 
most of us thought, given the amount 
of the request for that program, that it 
far exceeded that by two or three 
times. As with very strong programs, it 
will get the kind of focus, attention 
and priority it deserves. I want to ex-
press our appreciation to the Appro-
priations Committee because they have 
at least added some resources to that. 

But, of course, we face a significant 
decline in terms of the commitment 
from the House of Representatives. By 
accepting the Boxer amendment, we 
will strengthen the commitment that 
our appropriators have demonstrated 
in terms of funding this program. 

As we come into the second day’s de-
bate on this appropriations bill, we are 
seeing the targeting of scarce resources 
that we have at the national level in 
areas of proven achievement and ac-
complishment. 

Yesterday, under the leadership of 
Senator MURRAY in the area of smaller 

class size—and the record is very com-
plete—with smaller class size and with 
better trained teachers, the academic 
achievement and accomplishment for 
children are enhanced significantly, 
and the benefits of those experiences 
stay with those children. Of course, if 
they are enhanced later on, they even 
expand. The afterschool program is a 
similar program. 

If we are able to take both of these 
programs together—smaller class size 
and afterschool programs—with the 
kind of improvement of those after-
school programs, including tutoring, 
helping children with their homework, 
and also exposing children in many dif-
ferent instances, as we see in Boston, 
to a wide variety of other subjects—for 
example, photography and graphic 
arts, areas which have awakened enor-
mous interest among children—stu-
dents may find these are areas where 
they may concentrate either near 
school or later as the source of employ-
ment. 

The bottom line is very clear. The re-
sults are in. Every dollar we invest in 
afterschool programs means that a 
child will have an enhanced academic 
achievement and accomplishment, pe-
riod. 

As this country debates, families say: 
What can we do about education? 

This morning many families, as they 
saw their children going off to school, 
were saying: I hope my child is going 
to have a good day in school; that they 
are going to have good teachers; and 
that they are going to continue their 
learning experience. 

One of the things we know and that 
has been demonstrated and proven is 
that afterschool programs work. They 
have a positive academic impact in 
terms of children. This ought to be 
prioritized. That is what this amend-
ment does. 

I welcome the fact that Senator 
GREGG withdrew his amendment be-
cause I think it is rather cynical to try 
to place disabled children against 
afterschool children. Hopefully, we are 
interested in all children. Disabled 
children go to afterschool programs. 
Why try to say to people in local com-
munities: Look, you have to do this, or 
do that? We ought to do what is nec-
essary in terms of those children who 
qualify for IDEA, and we ought to do 
something for the afterschool program. 
Now we have the opportunity to do 
something for the afterschool program. 

I want to state very quickly some of 
the results of the afterschool program 
to date. One is in the student achieve-
ment. The second is in decreasing juve-
nile crime. 

The Senator from California has been 
able to reflect that in the very strong 
support from law enforcement officials 
that she mentioned in the RECORD. 
That has been demonstrated. It was 
demonstrated in Waco, TX, where 
many of the students participated in 
what they called the Lighted Schools 
Program for afterschool programs. 
They saw an important and significant 
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reduction in juvenile delinquent behav-
ior over the course of the school year. 
It produces that result, as we saw, as in 
some of the presentations we made yes-
terday about giving the students a 
youthful, productive, and healthy kind 
of alternative to using their time in a 
wasteful way after school. It has the 
result of reducing juvenile crime. 

Finally, the parents support it. In 
Georgia, over 70 percent of students, 
parents, and teachers agree that chil-
dren are receiving helpful tutoring in 
The Three O’clock Project, a statewide 
network of afterschool programs. The 
parents are the ones who have been the 
strongest supporters of this program. 

As we have seen in other programs, 
there is no requirement and no man-
date on this. If the local school and 
community want to do it, they had bet-
ter get their applications in because 
there are going to be scarce resources. 
We are doing it on the basis of a solid 
record of achievement, academic im-
provement, and reduction in crime. 
They have seen that there have been 
expanded opportunities for students be-
cause of additional learning experi-
ences. 

This is a win-win-win. I think the 
Senate of the United States ought to 
go on record in supporting what the 
parents want and what has been dem-
onstrated to be effective in enhancing 
academic achievement in afterschool 
programs. 

We are glad for what the appropri-
ators have done. But we are talking 
about a $1.7 trillion budget. We think 
$200 million more for the afterschool 
program, which will bring it up to the 
$600 million the President had re-
quested, makes a good deal of sense. 
Again, it is an issue of priority. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Senator have an additional 2 
minutes. I will ask him to yield for a 
question. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I think 
my friend makes a very important 
point about the priorities when he 
talks about the overall size of this 
budget of the United States of Amer-
ica. Comparing that with the $200 mil-
lion we are asking for in this program 
would add 370,000 children who are 
awaiting in line. 

I ask my friend another question. 
Our friend from Pennsylvania is not 
supporting our amendment and alludes 
to the fact that, well, we just can’t 
keep spending more. But yet every Re-
publican, as I remember, voted for an 
enormous tax cut of billions and bil-
lions of dollars. Now that is off the 
table. 

I say to my friend, it seems ironic 
there would be complaints about spend-
ing more on education than the bill al-
ready provides, when every single one 
of my Republican friends voted for this 
huge tax cut to benefit the wealthiest. 
All we want is to take a relatively 
small amount of that and put it into 
afterschool. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
Senator is correct. We had a tax cut for 
$792 billion over the period of the next 
10 years. As the Senator remembers, we 
had the opportunity to fully fund the 
IDEA program and only reduce the tax 
cut by one-fifth. That was real money 
going toward education for the dis-
abled. That was rejected on party lines. 
Those who are advocating and sup-
porting the Boxer amendment sup-
ported it. It was turned down on the 
other side. 

If we were able to have that amount 
of money that would be used in the tax 
cut, why not take $200 million of that 
$792 billion and put it in afterschool 
programs to service 370,000 children? It 
makes sense to me. 

Mrs. BOXER. I want to give my 
friend some information. I know he 
fought this tax battle and a lot of the 
numbers have perhaps slipped away. 
The number of dollars that would have 
been lost in the school year 1999–2000 as 
a result of the Republican tax cut was 
$5.273 billion in the first year, this year 
that we are talking about. 

They were willing to give to the 
wealthiest people in this country $5.273 
billion in the school year 1999–2000. All 
we are asking is to take the latter part 
of that figure—the $5 billion we are not 
touching—the $273 million. 

When it comes to priorities, I think 
this vote is very important. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator has 
brought up an enormously important 
point, one that some Members under-
stand, and hopefully the American peo-
ple understand. 

To move ahead with that tax cut 
would mean an effective reduction in 
support of programs that reach out and 
benefit children in the public schools. 
That is part of the money they were 
going to use to fund that tax break, 
and, of course, the President vetoed it 
so we are able to at least effectively 
hold those programs at their current 
level. 

However, the Senator additionally 
makes the point that we have 447,000 
new children going to school this next 
year, about 300,000 the following year, 
and 300,000 the next year. Unless we see 
an important increase, we will not be 
able to serve all the children in need. 

I think the Senator from California’s 
program will move us down that road 
in an important way. 

Mrs. BOXER. I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
agreement to vote at 10 o’clock is com-
plicated by the withdrawal of the 
Gregg amendment. For the record, I 
ask unanimous consent the time re-
straints outlined in the previous con-
sent agreement apply to the Boxer 
amendment, with a vote to occur at 10 
o’clock. That is our plan 6 minutes 
from now. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. By way of brief reply 
to the arguments made by the Senator 

from California, did I understand the 
Senator from California to say that no 
Republican voted against the $792 bil-
lion proposed tax cut? 

Mrs. BOXER. I thought that was cor-
rect. How many did vote against it? 

Mr. SPECTER. Quite a few. I 
wouldn’t want to cite an exact number. 

Mrs. BOXER. I don’t think it was 
‘‘quite a few.’’ It might have been 
three. 

I stand corrected. 
Mr. SPECTER. It might have been 

more than three; it was some. 
Mrs. BOXER. I stand corrected. I 

apologize. I know my friend did vote 
against it. 

Mr. SPECTER. I can testify to that 
from direct personal knowledge; I 
voted against it and others did. There 
were some Republicans against the tax 
cut. 

Mrs. BOXER. I congratulate the Sen-
ator for that. 

Mr. SPECTER. We thank the Senator 
more for the accurate identification 
than the congratulations. My vote 
against it was based upon concern of 
what the surplus would be. 

I think it ought to be noted the 
President has come forward with a pro-
posal for a tax cut of his own. It is not 
a tax cut of the magnitude passed by 
the Senate and the House, but he has 
come forward with a role for a tax cut. 

Back to the issue on more money for 
afterschool programs. I think it is very 
important to consider this issue in the 
perspective of what has happened with 
this program which was created as re-
cently as 1994. For the fiscal year 1995, 
enacted in 1994, the last year when the 
Congress was controlled by the Demo-
crats, the afterschool program was 
$750,000. The next year it was $750,000. 
In fiscal year 1997, it went to $1 mil-
lion. In 1998, when I chaired the sub-
committee and Senator HARKIN was 
ranking, we raised it to $40 million. 
Last year, we raised it to $200 million. 
This year, we are raising it another 
$200 million. I believe there has been a 
real recognition of the value of the 
afterschool program. 

The Senator from California and I 
had an extended debate yesterday 
afternoon on the question of whether 
there would be a request for more 
money. Had we added $400 million, 
there would still have been many appli-
cations and many meritorious applica-
tions. Among the total number—there 
were some 2,000 applications—only 184 
were granted. That brings me to the 
conclusion that regardless of what we 
craft in a bill and how much money we 
add for afterschool programs there will 
be an effort by someone to up the ante 
so that no figure is satisfactory. 

Someplace the line has to be drawn. 
The overall education budget, which 
the subcommittee recommended and 
the full committee recommended and 
is now before the Senate, increases 
educational funding over last year by 
$2.3 billion—$2.3 billion. It is more than 
$500 million more than the President’s 
request. When we take education in the 
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aggregate, we have done more than 
President Clinton has asked. When we 
go down to some of the specific items, 
we have not put quite as much as he 
wants into some programs. He asked 
for the program on preparing disadvan-
taged secondary high school students 
for college, GEAR UP; he asked for an 
increase from $120 million to $240 mil-
lion, doubling it. We increased it to 
$180 million, $60 million over last 
year’s funding level. 

However, the Congress has the prin-
cipal responsibility in the appropria-
tions process under the Constitution. It 
is true the President has to sign the 
bill, but we are the baseline appropri-
ators. While we have disagreed on some 
of the priorities, I believe that Senator 
HARKIN and I have crafted a bill, which 
the subcommittee accepted and the full 
committee accepted, that is a realistic 
and appropriate allocation of those pri-
orities. It is for that reason, as much 
as I like afterschool programs, there 
has to be some limit before we go into 
Social Security, some limit consid-
ering how much we have added to edu-
cation. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for 
a clarification on a conversation we 
had a moment ago? 

Mr. SPECTER. On the four Repub-
licans who voted against the tax bill? 

Mrs. BOXER. No, it is only two, that 
is what we were told. 

Mr. SPECTER. Senators VOINOVICH, 
COLLINS, SNOWE, and I all voted against 
the tax bill; it was a 50–49 vote. One Re-
publican was absent, four Republicans 
voted against it. Forty-five Democrats 
voted against it, plus four Republicans: 
VOINOVICH, COLLINS, SNOWE, and SPEC-
TER. 

Mrs. BOXER. We have the vote. It 
shows two voted against. 

Mr. SPECTER. You have the first tax 
bill, the bill out of the Senate, where 
VOINOVICH and ARLEN SPECTER voted 
against it. The conference report, 
which is the tax bill, had four Repub-
licans voting in opposition. 

Mrs. BOXER. I was speaking about 
the vote in the Senate, when the Sen-
ate bill came before us. There were two 
and you were one of the two. I want to 
make sure the RECORD shows that. 

Mr. SPECTER. It is a vote in the 
Senate on the conference report. 

Mrs. BOXER. Fine. Then we could 
say two voted against it the first time 
in the Senate and when it came back 
from the conference, four. 

The point I made is very obvious. 
Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator from 

California agree that some Republicans 
voted against it? 

Mrs. BOXER. I agree that two Repub-
licans out of 55 voted against it in the 
Senate. I don’t know what the point is. 
I am glad you did, Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). All time has expired. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I take 
that as a concession that some Repub-
licans voted against it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Well, don’t. I don’t 
mean it as a concession. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. SPECTER. I move to table. Mr. 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1809. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant called the 

roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 299 Leg.] 
YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

Mack 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 82 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we have 
been working quite some time now to 
get a final agreement on how to bring 
up the FAA reauthorization bill. This 
is important legislation. We have tried 
to extend the time, and there has been 
resistance to that. We have tried to di-
rect a conference; there has been re-
sistance to that. 

So it is important we have a couple 
days to have debate relevant amend-

ments and deal with this issue. We are 
working on both sides of the aisle, and 
I think we have resolved most of the 
questions. If there is any one remain-
ing problem, I would like to flesh it out 
so we can deal with it. 

I ask unanimous consent that on 
Monday, October 4, it be in order for 
the majority leader to proceed to the 
consideration of S. 82, the FAA reau-
thorization bill, that the majority and 
minority managers of the bill be au-
thorized to modify the committee 
amendments and, further, that only 
aviation-related amendments and rel-
evant second-degree amendments be in 
order to the bill. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I will 
object at this point. I do so only be-
cause it is my understanding that the 
junior Senator from New York, Mr. 
SCHUMER, is still awaiting an answer 
from the manager of the bill, Senator 
MCCAIN. They have been negotiating 
now for several days. The Senator from 
New York indicated he hopes that in a 
matter of hours he will hear from Sen-
ator MCCAIN’s office. As soon as he gets 
that clarification from Senator 
MCCAIN, I think he will be more than 
happy to agree to this unanimous con-
sent request. I will certainly notify the 
majority leader when that happens. 
Then it would be my expectation we 
could agree to this unanimous consent 
request. We have worked through a 
number of other problems and issues 
Senators have raised. 

I appreciate the cooperation of all 
Senators, especially those on my side 
of the aisle who have worked with us to 
get to this point. This is an important 
bill. It needs to be done. I hope it will 
be done next Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. LOTT. I thank the Democratic 
leader for that response. 

The manager of the bill and the rank-
ing member, Senator MCCAIN and Sen-
ator HOLLINGS, are really anxious to go 
forward with this. There is an under-
standing on both sides of the aisle that 
this is very important legislation we 
have to complete. 

We have worked through problems 
that Senator ROBB had, Senator ABRA-
HAM, a number of Senators who have 
amendments, but they will be able to 
offer those relevant amendments under 
this agreement. 

I hope later on today we can lock in 
this agreement and be on this bill then 
next Monday, and after a reasonable 
time for debate and amendments, sure-
ly we can finish it by the close of busi-
ness on Tuesday. 

Also, Mr. President, there had been 
an indication that some amendment 
might be offered on the Labor-HHS- 
Education appropriations bill on an un-
related matter but one with which, 
frankly, we are prepared to go forward. 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT REQUEST— 
TREATY DOCUMENT NO. 105–28 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, as in exec-
utive session, I ask unanimous consent 
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that at 10 a.m. on Wednesday, October 
6, the Foreign Relations Committee be 
discharged from further consideration 
of treaty document No. 105–28 and the 
document be placed on the Executive 
Calendar, if not previously reported by 
the committee. 

I further ask consent that at 10 a.m. 
on Wednesday, the Senate begin con-
sideration of treaty document No. 105– 
28—this is the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty—and the treaty be advanced 
through the various parliamentary 
stages up to and including the presen-
tation of the resolution of ratification, 
and there be one relevant amendment 
in order to the resolution of ratifica-
tion to be offered by each leader; in 
other words, there would be two of 
those. 

I further ask that there be a total of 
10 hours of debate to be equally divided 
in the usual form and no other amend-
ments, reservations, conditions, dec-
larations, statements, understandings, 
or motions be in order. 

I further ask that following the use 
or yielding back of time and the dis-
position of the amendments, the Sen-
ate proceed to vote on adoption of the 
resolution of ratification, as amended, 
if amended, all without any inter-
vening action or debate. 

I also ask consent that following the 
vote, the motion to reconsider be laid 
upon the table, the resolution to return 
to the President be deemed agreed to, 
and the Senate immediately resume 
legislative session. 

Basically, after consultation on both 
sides of the aisle, and especially with 
the chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, we are asking that we go 
to a reasonable time for debate and a 
vote on this Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. 

I think this treaty is bad, bad for the 
country and dangerous, but if there is 
demand that we go forward with it, as 
I have been hearing for 2 years, we are 
ready to go. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to this request for three reasons. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

Mr. DASCHLE. First, 10 hours of de-
bate is totally insufficient for a treaty 
as important as this. I appreciate very 
much the majority leader’s willingness 
to respond to the continued requests 
we have made for consideration of this 
treaty. He and I hold a different view 
about the importance of it, but we are 
certainly willing to have a debate and 
have the vote. 

I appreciate as well his willingness to 
respond as quickly as he has. In this 
case, we have been attempting to get 
to this point for a long period of time. 
But October 6 is a time that I don’t 
think allows for adequate preparation 
for a debate of this magnitude. 

Keep in mind, no hearings have been 
held yet on this issue. Unfortunately, 
as a result of that, I don’t think people 
are fully cognizant of the ramifications 
of this treaty and the importance of it. 
I will certainly agree to a time certain 
if we can extend the length of debate. 

I would also be concerned about the 
language in the unanimous-consent re-
quest that assumes this treaty will be 
defeated. The last paragraph makes an 
assumption that we are not prepared to 
make at this point. We don’t think it 
necessarily will be defeated. 

We look forward to working with the 
leader and coming up with a time we 
can debate it and give it the time it de-
serves. I hope it will be done sometime 
this coming month. I look forward to 
working with the majority leader to 
make that happen. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, three re-
sponses: First, if additional time is 
needed to have a full debate, I think we 
can work that out. Second, with regard 
to the leader’s objection, I guess to the 
language in the last paragraph, we can 
talk about that and probably can work 
out an agreement to drop that. Third, 
there have been lots of hearings on this 
issue over a long period of time and a 
lot of individual briefings by Members 
on both sides of the aisle. I think the 
Senator would be surprised at the 
amount of knowledge Members have on 
this subject. 

Finally, there is one sure way it will 
be defeated—that is, not to ever take it 
up. I would like us to get a time as 
soon as possible, within the very near 
future, and have that debate and have 
a vote. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator from 
Mississippi yield for a question? 

Mr. LOTT. Do I have time, Mr. Presi-
dent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has the floor. 

Mr. LOTT. Yes, I am glad to yield. 
Mr. DORGAN. I appreciate the cour-

tesy of the majority leader. I hope we 
can find a way by which we are able to 
debate and vote on this treaty. I don’t 
share the opinion that it is dangerous. 
I think it is important for the interests 
of this country that we ratify this trea-
ty. Whatever the agreement, I also 
think it would be useful to have a hear-
ing in the coming days and have the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and others come 
forward and tell us their views. 

Mr. LOTT. One observation, if the 
Senator will withhold for a second: 
This agreement doesn’t preclude hear-
ings in the appropriate committees ei-
ther this week or next week. 

Mr. DORGAN. I understand it would 
not preclude it, but would it nec-
essarily include it? Does the majority 
leader think such hearings will be 
held? Notwithstanding that, I still 
think, one way or the other, we ought 
to get to this treaty, get it to the floor, 
debate it, and vote on it. 

Mr. LOTT. We are ready, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Mr. DORGAN. Does the Senator be-
lieve there will be a hearing in the 
coming days? 

Mr. LOTT. I don’t know. I assume 
that could happen. There are at least 
two chairmen who would probably be 
willing to do something in that area. 

I yield to the distinguished chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I am get-
ting a little weary of this business of 
saying this is true and that is true 
when it is not true. 

We have held at least nine hearings 
on this matter. We have invited Sen-
ators to come. They didn’t want to 
come. I have done the best I can to 
have hearings. But if the Senators 
won’t come, and if the news media 
won’t report what we have had, I be-
lieve I have discharged my responsi-
bility. 

Let’s hear no more about ‘‘no hear-
ings.’’ There have been hearings; the 
Senators from the other side just 
didn’t participate. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if it would 
be appropriate, I yield the floor at this 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am al-
ways reluctant to disagree publicly 
with my friend from North Carolina, 
the chairman of the full committee, be-
cause we get along so well. We have a 
fundamental disagreement on this 
issue. But I am unaware of any hear-
ings we have had in the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee on this treaty. 

We have had hearings on the ABM 
Treaty. We have had hearings on the 
ABM Treaty. We have had hearings on 
the protocol to the ABM Treaty, and 
the demarcation issue. We have had 
hearings on the impact of theater mis-
sile defense. We have had those hear-
ings. They all implicate the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty. But we 
have had, to the best of my knowledge, 
no hearings on the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. 

I note for the RECORD one Senator’s 
view. I think it is shared by many. 

This is the single most significant 
issue facing the entire question of pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons, and it 
holds the key for good or bad, depend-
ing on your perspective, on every other 
aspect of our strategic defenses. 

So it is, to me, not reasonable. The 
chairman has been very straight-
forward with me—and I respect him for 
it—in the many urgings I have made to 
him to have hearings. He said to me: 
Joe, we will have hearings if the fol-
lowing things occur. 

He lays it out. He said: We will have 
hearings if we first do ABM, if we first 
do the Kyoto treaty, if we first do 
other things. He has set priorities. He 
has been straightforward, honest, and 
up front about it for the last 2 years. 
This is the only thing he and I have 
had a real disagreement on. 

But the idea that we have had hear-
ings on this treaty is not true. I am not 
suggesting that the chairman is inten-
tionally misleading the Senate. He 
may think in terms of since we have 
had hearings that implicate other as-
pects of our strategic defenses and our 
strategic offensive capability that we 
have done this, but we haven’t. 

The Government Affairs Committee, 
I thought, had some hearings on it re-
lating particularly to the stockpiling 
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issue and the testing of the stock-
piling. And I think maybe even the 
Armed Services Committee may have 
had hearings on it. 

But I want to get something straight. 
I am going to sound to the public like 
a typical Washingtonian Senator. The 
only outfit that has jurisdiction over 
this is the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee—the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. That is one of our principal 
functions. 

With all due respect to my col-
leagues, we haven’t had hearings. 

Let me say one word in conclusion. 
I am willing and anxious to have an 

up-or-down vote on this because, as the 
majority leader said, if we don’t vote, 
the treaty loses anyway. I would rather 
everybody be counted. I want every-
body on the line. I want every Senator 
voting yes or no on this treaty so we 
all can put ourselves in line so that, if 
India and Pakistan end up—while we 
are pleading with them to ratify this 
treaty, while we are pleading with 
them not to deploy—if they end up de-
ploying nuclear weapons, I am going to 
be on the floor reminding everybody 
what happened and the sequence of 
events. I will not be able to prove that 
is why they did it. But I can sure make 
a pretty strong case. 

I want everybody coming up this 
next year—everybody from the Presi-
dential candidates to all of our col-
leagues running for reelection—to be 
counted on this issue. 

That is why I am willing—I am in the 
minority—to have the vote today. I am 
willing to go ahead. I am not the lead-
er. But I will tell you, I think this is a 
critical issue. We have had no hearings. 

It makes sense what my friend from 
North Carolina says—that we should 
have hearings, and we should do it in 
an orderly fashion. We should proceed 
this way. Apparently, we are not going 
to proceed this way; therefore, we will 
have to do it in a way in which the 
committee system was not designed to 
function. If that is the only way we can 
get a vote, fine. 

I conclude by saying that I don’t 
doubt for a second the intensity with 
which my friend from North Carolina 
believes this treaty is against the in-
terests of the United States any more 
than he doubts for a second my deep- 
seated belief that it is in the ultimate 
interest of the United States. 

But these are the issues over which 
people should win and lose. These are 
the big issues. These are the issues 
that impact upon the future of the 
United States and the world. This is 
the stuff we should be doing instead of 
niggling over whether or not you know 
somebody smoked marijuana or did 
something when they were 15. This is 
what this body is designed to do. This 
is our responsibility, and I am anxious 
to engage it. 

If it is 10 hours, 2 hours, or 20 hours, 
the longer the better to inform the 
American public. Hearings would be il-
luminating. 

But since that is probably not going 
to happen, I say to my friend from 

North Carolina that I am ready to go. 
I expect he and I will be going toe to 
toe on what is in the interest of Amer-
ica. I respect his view. I thank God for 
him. I love him. But he is dead wrong 
on this. But I still love him. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum so I can get 
my records over here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

The Senator from Georgia. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. I ask unanimous consent 
that the quorum call be suspended, and 
that at the conclusion of Senator 
CLELAND’s remarks I be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I shall not ob-
ject, I ask that I be recognized fol-
lowing the remarks of the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. HELMS. I ask that I be recog-
nized. 

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

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, my dear 
friends from the other side of the aisle 
are refusing to agree to a unanimous 
consent agreement to bring the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty to the Sen-
ate floor for debate and a vote on Octo-
ber 7, 1999. 

Having said that, I ask unanimous 
consent it be in order for me to request 
Senator CLELAND be recognized for 
whatever time he needs and at the con-
clusion of his remarks I be recognized 
again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Reserving the right to 
object, Mr. President, the Senator from 
North Carolina objected to my being 
recognized following his statement on 
the floor. The Senator from North 
Carolina, as I understand, is pro-

pounding a unanimous consent request 
that the Senator from Georgia be rec-
ognized, following which he be recog-
nized. I ask consent I be recognized fol-
lowing the Senator from North Caro-
lina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent, first, to yield to 
our colleague from Georgia for pur-
poses of a request and then for pur-
poses of making a unanimous consent 
request that has to do with estab-
lishing my order in the line to offer an 
amendment relative to the pending leg-
islation. 

Mr. HELMS. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Did the Senator from 

North Carolina object? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, he 

did. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Would the Senator 

from North Carolina object if my mo-
tion was to yield to the Senator from 
Georgia for purposes of the motion he 
wishes to make? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I think 
the RECORD will show I already rec-
ommended Senator CLELAND be recog-
nized at the conclusion of which I shall 
have the floor; is that not the case? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAHAM. I am asking unani-
mous consent to yield to the Senator 
from Georgia for the purposes of the 
motion of the Senator from Georgia; is 
there objection to that? 

Mr. HELMS. I do object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Carolina added to that 
he be recognized immediately after the 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I accept that if I could 
be recognized between the Senators 
from Georgia and North Carolina for 
purposes of my procedural motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I don’t 
understand the request. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The request is, first, 
that the Senator from Georgia be rec-
ognized for the purposes of a motion, 
and I be recognized for a unanimous 
consent that will only ask my amend-
ment be taken up as the next Demo-
cratic amendment relative to the pend-
ing legislation; and then the third step 
is the Senator from North Carolina 
would be recognized. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, I say to my friend from Florida, 
we already have a Democratic amend-
ment that is mine; we are waiting to do 
that. That is the next one. 

Mr. HELMS. We can’t have a col-
loquy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ob-
ject to the request of the Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard. The Senator from 
Florida has the floor. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:07 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S30SE9.REC S30SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11669 September 30, 1999 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I want 

to yield to the Senator from Georgia. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

an objection? 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object, who gets the floor 
when the Senator from Georgia has fin-
ished his remarks? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The floor 
is open. 

Mr. HELMS. I object unless it is rec-
ognized by all that I get the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
an objection? 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I don’t object to 
the Senator from Georgia speaking. I 
don’t object to the Senator from North 
Carolina speaking. I simply ask if the 
Senator from North Carolina gets con-
sent to be recognized, that I get con-
sent to be recognized following his 
presentation. As I understand it, he has 
objected to that; is that the case? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. Is there an objection to his re-
quest now? 

Mr. DORGAN. Whose request? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yours. 
Mr. DORGAN. I will certainly not ob-

ject to my request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

an objection? 
Mr. GRAHAM. Reserving the right to 

object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia is recognized. 
f 

BIRTHDAY GREETINGS TO JIMMY 
CARTER 

Mr. CLELAND. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Senate Reso-
lution 192 introduced earlier by myself 
and the distinguished senior Senator 
from Georgia, Mr. COVERDELL. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

A resolution (S.Res. 192) extending birth-
day greetings and best wishes to Jimmy Car-
ter in recognition of his 75th birthday. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, Henry 
David Thoreau once said ‘‘If one ad-
vances confidently in the direction of 
his dreams, and endeavors to live the 
life which he has imagined, he will 
meet with a success unexpected in 
common hours.’’ I rise before my col-
leagues today to reflect on the suc-
cesses of one of our nation’s great lead-
ers and to pay tribute on the occasion 
of his 75th birthday, President Jimmy 
Carter. 

James Earl Carter, Jr. was born Oc-
tober 1, 1924, in Plains, Georgia. Peanut 
farming, talk of politics, and devotion 
to the Baptist faith were mainstays of 
his upbringing. Upon graduation in 1946 
from the United States Naval Academy 
in Annapolis, Maryland, he married 
Rosalynn Smith. The Carters have 
three sons, John William (Jack), James 

Earl III (Chip), Donnel Jeffrey (Jeff), 
and a daughter, Amy Lynn. 

After seven years’ service as a naval 
officer, Jimmy Carter returned to 
Plains. In 1962 he entered state politics, 
and eight years later he was elected 
Governor of Georgia. Among the new 
young southern governors, he attracted 
attention by emphasizing the environ-
ment, efficiency in government, and 
the removal of racial barriers. I was 
pleased to serve in the Georgia State 
Senate during his Governorship and to 
support his reform agenda. 

Jimmy Carter announced his can-
didacy for President in December 1974 
and began a two-year campaign that 
quickly gained momentum. At the 
Democratic National Convention, he 
was nominated on the first ballot. He 
campaigned hard, debating President 
Ford three times, and won the Presi-
dency in 1976 by 56 electoral votes. One 
of the greatest honors of my life was 
when President Carter chose me to lead 
the Veterans’ Administration. In fact, I 
was President Carter’s first scheduled 
appointment—it was not more than a 
couple hours after the inauguration 
when he asked me to be a part of his 
administration. It remains one of my 
proudest moments. 

As President Jimmy Carter worked 
hard to combat the continuing eco-
nomic woes of inflation and unemploy-
ment by the end of his administration, 
he could claim an increase of nearly 
eight million jobs and a decrease in the 
budget deficit, measured as a percent-
age of the gross national product. He 
dealt with the energy shortage by es-
tablishing a national energy policy and 
by decontrolling domestic petroleum 
prices to stimulate production. He 
prompted Government efficiency 
through civil service reform and pro-
ceeded with deregulation of the truck-
ing and airline industries. 

President Carter also sought to im-
prove the environment in many ways. 
His expansion of the National Park 
System included protection of 103 mil-
lion acres of Alaskan wilderness. To in-
crease human and social services, he 
created the Department of Education, 
bolstered the Social Security system, 
and appointed record numbers of 
women, African-Americans, and His-
panics to jobs in the Federal Govern-
ment. 

In foreign affairs, Jimmy Carter set 
his own style. His championing of 
human rights was coldly received by 
the Soviet Union and some other na-
tions. In the Middle East, through the 
Camp David agreement of 1978, he 
helped bring amity between Egypt and 
Israel. He succeeded in obtaining ratifi-
cation of the Panama Canal treaties. 
Building upon the work of prede-
cessors, he established full diplomatic 
relations with the People’s Republic of 
China and completed negotiation of the 
SALT II nuclear limitation treaty with 
the Soviet Union. 

Remarkably fit and compulsively ac-
tive, President Carter remains a lead-
ing figure on the world stage. After 

leaving the White House, Jimmy Car-
ter returned to Georgia, where in 1982 
he founded the nonprofit Carter Center 
in Atlanta to promote human rights 
worldwide. The Center has initiated 
projects in more than 65 countries to 
resolve conflicts, prevent human rights 
abuses, build democracy, improve 
health, and revitalize urban areas. 

His invaluable service through his 
work at the Carter Center has earned 
him a record that many regard as one 
of the finest among any American ex- 
President in history. Jimmy Carter’s 
high-profile, high-stakes diplomatic 
missions produced a cease-fire in Bos-
nia and prevented a United States in-
vasion of Haiti. He supervised elections 
in newly democratic countries and has 
aided in the release of political pris-
oners around the world. 

Jimmy Carter and his wife, 
Rosalynn, still reside in Plains, Geor-
gia and enjoy their ever-growing fam-
ily which now includes 10 grand-
children. I ask my colleagues today to 
join with Mrs. Carter, Jack, Chip, Jeff, 
and Amy to honor President Carter on 
his 75th birthday. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
rise today to offer a few comments on 
the occasion of the 75th birthday of our 
Nation’s 39th President and fellow 
Georgian, James Earl Carter. 

I have known President Carter and 
his lovely wife Rosalynn since my days 
in the Georgia State Senate, and I have 
always known him to be a very gra-
cious, forthright, and effective public 
official. Jimmy Carter has dedicated 
his life to his country—graduate of the 
United States Naval Academy, member 
of the Georgia State Senate, Governor 
of Georgia, and of course, President of 
the United States. 

Many former Presidents choose a 
slower and more relaxed lifestyle once 
they leave office. But not Jimmy Car-
ter. Since leaving office, he has been a 
leading advocate for democracy, peace, 
and human rights throughout the 
world. The Carter Center, 
headquartered in Atlanta, is one of the 
most renowned organizations in the 
area of promoting health and peace in 
nations around the globe. 

Mr. Carter has also been a leader in 
our country’s struggles to end poverty. 
In 1991 he launched the Atlanta 
Project, an initiative aimed at attack-
ing social problems associated with 
poverty. 

Besides the Atlanta Project, Mr. and 
Mrs. Carter are regular volunteers for 
Habitat for Humanity, a charitable or-
ganization dedicated to ending home-
lessness throughout the world. As two 
of Habitat’s most well-known volun-
teers, each year they lead the Jimmy 
Carter Work Project, a week-long 
event that brings together volunteers 
from around the world for this noble ef-
fort. 

Mr. President, the resolution brought 
forward by my colleague Mr. CLELAND 
and myself will express the Senate’s 
best wishes to President Carter on his 
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75th birthday. I can not think of some-
one more deserving of this honor. I 
wish Jimmy and his wife Rosalynn well 
on this occasion, and encourage my 
colleagues to do likewise. I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. CLELAND. I ask unanimous con-
sent the resolution and the preamble 
be considered and agreed to en bloc, 
the motion to reconsider be laid upon 
the table without intervening action, 
and any statements relating to the res-
olution be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 192) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 192 

Whereas October 1, 1999, is the 75th birth-
day of James Earl (Jimmy) Carter; 

Whereas Jimmy Carter has served his 
country with distinction in the United 
States Navy, and as a Georgia State Senator, 
the Governor of Georgia, and the President 
of the United States; 

Whereas Jimmy Carter has continued his 
service to the people of the United States 
and the world since leaving the Presidency 
by resolutely championing adequate housing, 
democratic elections, human rights, and 
international peace; 

Whereas in all of these endeavors, Jimmy 
Carter has been fully and ably assisted by his 
wife, Rosalynn; and 

Whereas Jimmy Carter serves as a living 
international symbol of American integrity 
and compassion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) extends its birthday greetings and best 

wishes to Jimmy Carter; and 
(2) directs the Secretary of the Senate to 

transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution 
to Jimmy Carter. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent I be the next Demo-
cratic Senator to be recognized for pur-
poses of an amendment after Senator 
REID of Nevada. 

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

The Senator from North Carolina is 
recognized. 

f 

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN 
TREATY 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I said a 
moment ago, and I repeat for emphasis, 
I am absolutely astonished our friends 
across the aisle refuse to agree to the 
majority leader’s unanimous consent 
agreement to bring the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty to the Senate floor for 
debate and vote on October 7. 

I think this refusal is significant be-
cause of the incessant grandstanding 
that has been going on by the adminis-
tration and some Senators and, of 
course, the liberal media that are not 
going to tell the facts about the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty—all clam-
oring that there is such an urgent need 
for immediate Senate action on the 
CTBT. It has been proclaimed con-
stantly that the Senate absolutely 
must ratify the treaty so the United 
States can participate in the October 6 

through 8 conference in Vienna. Yet 
when the majority leader offered a 
unanimous consent agreement to bring 
the treaty to a vote in time for that 
conference, the same people clamored 
for more action, running for the hills 
and demanding more time and making 
other demands. 

If it were not so pitiful, this behavior 
would be amusing. I am not going to 
let Senators have it both ways. The 
same people who have been criticizing 
the Foreign Relations Committee for 
inaction on the CTBT are now refusing 
to a date certain, and a timely vote on 
the CTBT. 

Of course, some are hiding behind the 
idea that more hearings are needed for 
a full Senate vote. Hogwash. For the 
record, the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations has held in the past 2 years 
alone 14 hearings in which the CTBT 
was extensively discussed. Most folks 
don’t show up for the hearings—the 
train was too late or whatever. This 
number of 14 does not include an even 
larger number of hearings held by the 
Armed Services Committee and the In-
telligence Committee on CTBT rel-
evant issues, nor does this include 
three hearings by the Governmental 
Affairs Committee on the CTBT and 
relevant issues. 

I ask unanimous consent this list 
documenting each Foreign Relations 
Committee hearing be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

FOREIGN RELATIONS COMMITTEE HEARINGS 
DURING WHICH THE CTBT WAS DISCUSSED 
February 10, 1998—(Full Committee/ 

Helms), 1998 Foreign Policy Overview and 
the President’s Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Re-
quest. (S. Hrg. 105–443.) 

May 13, 1998—(Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
Crisis in South Asia: India’s Nuclear Tests. 
(S. Hrg. 105–620.) 

June 3, 1998—(Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
Crisis in South Asia, Part 2: Pakistan’s Nu-
clear Tests. (S. Hrg. 105–620.) 

June 18, 1998—(Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Congres-
sional Views of the U.S.-China Relationship. 

July 13, 1998—(Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), India and Pakistan: What Next? (S. 
Hrg. 105–620.) 

February 24, 1999—(Full Committee/ 
Helms), 1999 Foreign Policy Overview and 
the President’s Fiscal year 2000 Foreign Af-
fairs Budget Request. 

March 23, 1999—(Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), U.S. 
China Policy: A Critical Reexamination. 

April 20, 1999—(Full Committee/Hagel), 
Current and Growing Missile Threats to the 
U.S. 

April 27, 1999—(Full Committee/Helms), 
Nonproliferation, Arms Control and Political 
Military Issues. 

May 5, 1999—(Full Committee/Hagel), Does 
the ABM Treaty Still Serve U.S. Strategic 
and Arms Control Objectives in a Changed 
World? 

May 25, 1999—(Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), Po-
litical/Military Developments in India. 

May 26, 1999—(Full Committee/Helms), Cor-
nerstone of Our Security?: Should the Senate 

Reject a Protocol to Reconstitute the ABM 
Treaty with Four New Partners? 

June 28, 1999—(Full Committee/Hagel), 
Nomination (Holum). 

September 28, 1999—(Full Committee/ 
Helms), Facing Saddam’s Iraq: Disarray in 
the International Community. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at least 
17 respected witnesses have discussed 
their views on both sides of the CTBT 
question in the past 2 years. The ad-
ministration itself has included this 
treaty in testimony on five occasions. 
More than 113 pages of committee tran-
script text are devoted to this subject. 
I have a stack of papers here that are 
CTBT testimony and debate within the 
committee. A record can be made of 
how this has been delayed and by 
whom. 

Mr. President, I find it puzzling that 
some in the Senate are objecting to the 
unanimous-consent request of the ma-
jority leader. The Foreign Relations 
Committee has thoroughly examined 
this matter. We have heard from ex-
perts on this very treaty. Let me share 
this with the Senate, the people listen-
ing, and the news media—that have not 
covered hearings on this matter but 
whose editors have said it is a disgrace 
that a vote has not been allowed on the 
CTBT treaty. Here are the people who 
have discussed the CTBT before the 
Foreign Relations Committee. 

Let me point out, we have hearings 
fairly early in the morning, maybe too 
early for some to come. But I look on 
both sides of the aisle, and I have seen, 
sometimes, nobody on one side. Any-
way, here is a list of the people I recall 
having discussed the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty with the Committee 
on Foreign Relations: 

The Honorable Madeleine K. Albright, Sec-
retary of State; 

The Honorable Karl F. Inderfurth, Assist-
ant Secretary of State for South Asian Af-
fairs; 

Mr. Robert Einhorn, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Nonproliferation; 

The Honorable R. James Woolsey, Former 
Director, Central Intelligence Agency; 

Dr. Fred Ikle, Former Director, Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency; 

The Honorable Stephen J. Solarz, Former 
U.S. Representative from New York; 

The Honorable William J. Schneider, 
Former Under Secretary of State for Secu-
rity Assistance, Science and Technology; 

Dr. Richard Haass, Former Senior Direc-
tor, Near East and South Asia, National Se-
curity Council; 

The Honorable Stanely O. Roth, Assistant 
Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific 
Affairs; 

The Honorable James R. Schlesinger, 
Former Secretary of Defense; 

The Honorable Eric D. Newsom, Assistant 
Secretary of State for Political-Military Af-
fairs; 

The Honorable Ronald F. Lehman, Former 
Director, Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. 

Parenthetically, I might say, not one 
word, as I recall, has been published by 
the same newspapers that have been pi-
ously declaring there must be action 
on the CTBT. 

To continue the list: 
General Eugene Habiger, Former Com-

mander-in-Chief, U.S. Strategic Command; 
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The Honorable Frank G. Wisner, Vice 

Chairman, External Affairs, American Inter-
national Group; 

Dr. Stephen Cohen, Senior Fellow, Foreign 
Policy Studies, The Brookings Institution; 

The Honorable Henry A. Kissinger, Former 
Secretary of State; and 

The Honorable Richard Butler, Former Ex-
ecutive Chairman United Nations Special 
Commission on Iraq (UNSCOM). 

I think this record will show—it 
should—that the Foreign Relations 
Committee has thoroughly examined 
this matter. We have pleaded for mem-
bers of the committee, several of them, 
to come to a meeting once in a while. 
I have done everything I could to get 
this thing orderly presented to the 
Senate. All I have received are commu-
nications from Senators with a veiled 
threat if I did not proceed in some 
other way. We have certainly talked 
about this treaty in more depth than 
many other treaties, to my knowledge. 

Those who are objecting, and ob-
jected to the majority leader’s propo-
sition this morning, don’t want more 
hearings; what they want is more 
delay. You see, until a few minutes 
ago, until the majority leader offered 
his unanimous consent request, the 
same people who are now demanding 
more hearings were ready to dispense 
with further debate and go to a vote. 
Let me tell you what I mean. 

The American people may recall, if 
they were watching C-SPAN, that 
President Clinton, in his State of the 
Union Address on January 27, 1998, de-
clared: ‘‘I ask the Senate to approve it″ 
—the CTBT—and he said ‘‘this year’’ in 
mournful tones. 

In other words, the President was 
ready for a vote in 1998. Then a year 
later, the President said: 

I ask the Senate to take this vital step: 
Approve the Treaty now. 

‘‘Approve it now,’’ he said. He did not 
say approve the CTBT after more hear-
ings. 

On July 23, 1998, the Vice President, 
Mr. GORE, asked the Senate to ‘‘act 
now’’ on the CTBT, and all the while 
the New York Times and the Wash-
ington Post, et cetera, et cetera, et 
cetera, have been saying that HELMS is 
holding up this treaty. 

In February, Secretary Albright 
asked for approval of the CTBT ‘‘this 
session.’’ And in April she said: 

. . . the time has come to ratify the CTBT 
this year, this session, now. 

On January 12, 1999, the National Se-
curity Adviser, Sandy Berger, declared: 

. . . it would be a terrible tragedy if our 
Senate failed to ratify the CTBT this year. 

The point I am making is that the 
list goes on and on. 

Mr. President, 45 Democratic Sen-
ators wrote to me asking me to allow a 
vote: 

. . . with sufficient time to allow the 
United States to actively participate [sic] in 
the Treaty’s inaugural Conference of Ratify-
ing States. . . . 

That conference begins next week. 
At a recent press conference for the 

cameras, Senator SPECTER, my friend, 
declared: 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty was 
submitted to the Senate months ago, and it 
is high time the Senate acted on it. 

Senator MURRAY called for: 
. . . immediate consideration of the Com-

prehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

Senator DORGAN said that: 
. . . we must get this done at least by the 

first of October. 

I must observe that the distinguished 
Democratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, 
also had very strong words on this mat-
ter. Just 6 days ago, he proclaimed: 

Senate Republicans have permitted a small 
number of Members from within their ranks 
to manipulate Senate rules— 

I wonder how we did that when I was 
not looking. No rules have been manip-
ulated, and I resent the inference. But 
to continue his quote— 

from within their ranks to manipulate 
Senate rules and procedures to prevent the 
Senate from acting on the CTBT. . . . I 
would hope we would soon see some leader-
ship on the Republican side of the aisle to 
break the current impasse and allow the full 
Senate to act on the CTBT . . . That effort 
must begin today. 

Mr. President, I hope when we get to 
the debate, however long it lasts, that 
we will not have the spectacle of Sen-
ator KENNEDY again and again offering 
his minimum wage amendment. He 
keeps it in his hip pocket all the time 
and pulls it out anytime he can stick it 
up, and he will debate it for an hour or 
2. We have to have some understanding 
about what we are going to debate, 
when we do debate, and I hope we will 
debate on the terms the Senator from 
Mississippi, the majority leader, of-
fered. 

I think all this speaks well of the ma-
jority leader, and I congratulate him. 

I congratulate him for having the 
will to do this because this has been in-
sulting on many occasions as a polit-
ical issue, which it is not. 

I hope the Senate Democrats will re-
consider their refusal to agree to a 
CTBT vote after having demanded it so 
often. 

Let me go back in time a little bit. I 
have been waiting for the President of 
the United States to follow up on his 
written commitment to me that he will 
send up the ABM Treaty, and I have 
been hoping to see a treaty on two or 
three other things. 

I am not in the mood to leave the 
American people naked against a very 
possible missile attack, and that has 
been my problem. The President of the 
United States has insisted on keeping 
the ABM Treaty alive when that would 
forbid anything happening in terms of 
defending the security of the American 
people. I was unwilling to do that until 
he followed through on his written 
guarantee to me that he would send 
the ABM Treaty to me and to the Sen-
ate. 

I trust in the future that the media 
will, for once, acknowledge some of 
their statements regarding the CTBT 
for what they have really said because 
it is inaccurate and misleading to the 
American people. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I say to 

my colleague from North Carolina, for 
whom I have great respect, it is not 
and will never be my intention to pre-
vent him from speaking on the floor. 
That was not the purpose of the unani-
mous consent request or the objec-
tions. 

I have talked to him personally 
about this issue. He feels very strongly 
about it, as the Senator from Delaware 
indicated. The Senator, who is the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations 
Committee, has a right to feel very 
strongly about his position. I respect 
that very much. This is an issue that is 
very important to this country and, in 
my judgment, to the world. 

We have a circumstance where 154 
countries have become signatories to 
something called the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. Forty-seven 
countries have ratified the Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. This 
country has not. 

Mr. President, 737 days ago or so, this 
treaty was sent to the Senate by this 
administration; 737 days later we have 
not acted on this treaty. Some feel 
very strongly this treaty is not good 
for our country. The majority leader 
made that case. The chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina, makes that 
case. They have strong feelings about 
it. I respect that. Other people have 
strong feelings on the other side, in-
cluding myself. 

I believe strongly this country has a 
moral responsibility in the world to 
lead on the question of the non-
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Not 
many countries have access to nuclear 
weapons or possess nuclear weapons. 
Many would like to. How do we prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons in this 
world, at a time when the shadow of 
nuclear tests recently made by India 
and Pakistan suggest there is an appe-
tite for acquisition of nuclear weapons 
and testing of nuclear weapons? Two 
countries that do not like each other 
and share a common border explode nu-
clear weapons literally under each oth-
er’s chins. Shouldn’t that tell us there 
are serious challenges ahead with re-
spect to nuclear weapons and the 
spread of nuclear weapons? I think so. 

A unanimous consent request was 
propounded by the majority leader to 
bring up the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty next week. As far as I am con-
cerned, it is all right with me. I have 
been suggesting it ought to be brought 
up for a debate. It probably would be 
better if there was a hearing first and 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs and 
other respected folks came and set out 
their views and then, a couple of days 
later, debate it and vote on it. That 
would probably be a better course. 

Even in the absence of that, as far as 
I am concerned, bring it up. The Demo-
cratic leader said he thought 10 hours 
was probably not enough time. The ma-
jority leader said in response we can 
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perhaps lengthen that. Maybe, based on 
that discussion, there can be an agree-
ment today. I hope so. This ought to be 
brought up for a vote. I do not think 
the objection by the Democratic leader 
was an objection to say it ought not be 
brought up. He was concerned about 
time. It occurred to me from the re-
sponse of the majority leader that can 
be worked out. In any event, as far as 
I am concerned, bring it up next week. 
Let’s have a debate next week and a 
vote next week. 

Twenty-one nations have ratified 
this treaty since the beginning of this 
year. Most of our allies have ratified 
this treaty, but we have not. Some say 
it is dangerous, as the majority leader 
alleged today, using the term ‘‘dan-
gerous’’ for this country. Others say it 
is not in this country’s interest, that it 
will weaken this country, leave us un-
protected. 

Let me describe some of the support 
for this treaty, going back to President 
Eisenhower who pushed very hard in 
the final term of his Presidency to get 
a treaty of this type. General Shelton, 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, supports this treaty and testified 
recently again in support of the treaty. 
Four previous Chairmen of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff—General Shalikashvili, 
Gen. Colin Powell, Admiral Crowe, and 
Gen. David Jones—also endorse that 
same position, that the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty is good for 
this country and ought to be ratified 
by this Senate. 

Does anyone really feel Gen. Colin 
Powell, General Shalikashvili, and 
General Shelton would take a position 
that they think will weaken this coun-
try? Are they the extreme left? Are 
they the folks who, on the extreme of 
politics in this country, believe we 
ought to disarm? I do not think so. The 
Secretary of Defense supports this 
treaty and believes it ought to be rati-
fied. I would not expect that he and 
Colin Powell and Admiral Crowe and 
all of those folks would do so unless 
they felt very strongly that this treaty 
is in this country’s interest. 

A former Member of this body, Sen-
ator Hatfield, someone for whom I have 
the greatest respect, offered some 
sound advice on this subject. Senator 
Hatfield, incidentally, was one of the 
first servicemen to walk in the streets 
of Hiroshima after the nuclear strike 
on that city. I want to read what 
former Senator Hatfield said to us. He 
said: 

It is clear to me that ratifying this treaty 
would be in the national interest, and it is 
equally clear that Senators have a responsi-
bility to the world, to the Nation and their 
constituents to put partisan politics aside 
and allow the Senate to consider this treaty. 

He, perhaps better than anybody in 
this body, understands the horror of 
nuclear weapons, having walked the 
streets of Hiroshima after the strike on 
that city. 

I quoted the other day Nikita Khru-
shchev of the Soviet Union who warned 
that in a nuclear war the living would 
envy the dead. 

The question for this country is, Will 
we stand and provide world leadership 
on the issue of the nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons or will we decide it is 
not our country’s responsibility; it is 
someone else’s responsibility? Let Eng-
land do it. Let France do it. Let Ger-
many do it. Let Canada do it. 

We are the only country in the world 
with the capability of providing signifi-
cant leadership in this area. We must, 
in my judgment, ratify this treaty. 

There are safeguards in this treaty. I 
will not spend much more time dis-
cussing it right now because we are on 
another piece of legislation, and that is 
important, too. But I make these com-
ments because the safeguards in this 
treaty are quite clear. 

This is not a case where this country 
will ratify a treaty that, in effect, dis-
arms us. We are not conducting explo-
sive tests of nuclear weapons now. We 
have unilaterally decided—7 years 
ago—we are not exploding nuclear 
weapons. 

What contribution would be made by 
a test ban treaty? Simply this: If you 
cannot test your weaponry, you have 
no notion and no certainty that any 
weapons you develop are weapons that 
work. We have known for 30 and 40 
years that the ability to suppress the 
testing of nuclear weapons will be the 
first step, albeit a moderate step, in 
halting the spread of nuclear weapons. 
This, in my judgment, in fact, is not a 
moderate step—this is a baby step. 

If we cannot take this baby step on 
this important treaty, how on Earth 
are we going to do the heavy lifting 
that is necessary following this that 
will lead to the mutual reduction in 
the stockpile of nuclear arms? Tens of 
thousands of nuclear arms—30,000 nu-
clear weapons between us and Russia 
alone. 

How are we going to reduce the 
stockpile of nuclear weapons and halt 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other 
countries and reduce the threat that 
comes from the nuclear weapons tests 
that occurred in Pakistan and India? 
How on Earth are we going to provide 
the leadership that is necessary, the 
tough leadership that is necessary in 
these areas if we cannot take this 
small step to ratify a treaty that has 
been signed by 154 countries now, and 
that makes so much sense, and that 
our Joint Chiefs of Staff have said rep-
resents this country’s interests? How 
on Earth are we going to do the tough 
work if we cannot take this first step? 

I have a lot more to say on this sub-
ject. I have expressed to the chairman 
of the Foreign Relations Committee, it 
is not my intention to be an irritant to 
anybody in this Chamber personally. I 
do not ever intend to suggest that 
someone who believes differently than 
I do is taking that position for any 
other reason except for the passion 
they have about this country and the 
policies they think will strengthen it. 

But we have a very significant dis-
agreement about this issue. It is a very 
significant and important issue. I be-

lieve in my heart very strongly this 
country has a responsibility to lead in 
the right way on this matter. 

My hope is the unanimous consent 
request propounded by the majority 
leader—if there is more time needed; 
and the majority leader indicated that 
he was agreeable to that—my hope is 
that before the end of today we will 
have an agreement on when it will be 
brought to the floor, and then let’s 
have a robust, aggressive, thoughtful 
debate so the country can understand 
what this means. Then let’s have a 
vote and decide whether this country 
decides to ratify this important treaty 
that has been discussed for some 40 
years—whether this country will take 
the first step that will help halt the 
spread of nuclear weapons around the 
world. 

Mr. WARNER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. Of course I will yield. 
Mr. WARNER. First, I wish to com-

mend our colleague for the very forth-
right way in which he has, for some pe-
riod of time, expressed his strong 
views, the need for this treaty to be 
considered by the Senate. I strongly 
support the request of the majority 
leader, and I share with you the hope 
that our leadership can work this out 
and we can move expeditiously. 

I assure my colleague, I have just had 
the opportunity to speak with my dis-
tinguished ranking member, Senator 
LEVIN. The Armed Services Committee 
will promptly conduct hearings regard-
ing that area for which we have over-
sight responsibility. 

The point I wish to make to my col-
league is, it is going to require the 
most careful consideration by all Sen-
ators to reach this vote. Much of the 
relative material that convinces this 
Senator to oppose the treaty simply 
cannot be disclosed in open. I am going 
to urge our colleagues, and I am sure 
with the assistance of our leadership, 
we can provide more than one oppor-
tunity for each Senator to learn the 
full range of facts regarding this treaty 
and its implications for this Nation. 

Yes, I want to see America lead, but 
I want to make certain that leadership 
role that exists today can exist a dec-
ade hence, 15 years, 20 years hence. 
That is the absolute heart of this de-
bate: What steps do we take now to en-
sure that our country can maintain its 
position of world leadership in the dec-
ades to come? 

We shall develop the facts, those of 
us who are most respectful of your 
viewpoint, as I am sure you are of 
mine. It will be a historic vote for this 
Chamber. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the comments of the Senator 
from Virginia. One of my deep regrets 
is that he does not support this treaty 
because I have great respect for him 
and have worked with him on a number 
of matters. He truly knows this area 
and studies this area. There is room for 
disagreement. 
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But I say, again, that Secretary of 

Defense Bill Cohen, former Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs Colin Powell, Gen-
eral Shalikashvili, General Shelton, 
and so many others have reviewed all 
of the same material—much of it secret 
material, secret documents—and have 
come to a different conclusion, believ-
ing that this treaty is very important 
for this country and that it is very im-
portant to ratify this treaty. 

But my hope mirrors that of Senator 
WARNER, that when we have this de-
bate, we will have a debate about ideas 
and about the kind of public policy 
that will benefit this country and the 
world, the kind of public policy that 
will allow us to continue to be strong, 
to have the capability to defend our 
liberty and freedom, but the kind of 
policy that will also provide leadership 
so this country can help prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons in the years 
ahead. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
I first acknowledge the leadership of 

my colleague from North Dakota, Sen-
ator DORGAN, who has called the atten-
tion of this Congress and this Senate to 
this important issue. I hope his efforts 
will prevail in bringing this issue to 
the floor of the Senate. 

In my lifetime, it is interesting to 
look back and reflect on things which 
were so commonplace and now are so 
rare. I can recall, as a child in the 
1950’s, in my classroom when we were 
being instructed about the need to 
‘‘duck and cover,’’ the possibility that 
there might be an attack on the United 
States of America. That was generated 
by the fact that the Soviets had deto-
nated a nuclear weapon. We were tech-
nically emerging into a cold war, and 
there was a belief that we had to be 
prepared for the possibility of an at-
tack. 

In my hometown of Springfield, IL, 
when my wife and I bought a little 
house, the first house we ever owned— 
1600 South Lincoln Avenue; an appro-
priate name in Springfield, IL—we 
moved into the house and went in the 
basement and were startled to find a 
fallout shelter that had been built to 
specifications. Someone had believed in 
the 1960s this was an appropriate thing 
to put in a house in Springfield, IL, be-
cause of the possibility that we may 
face some sort of attack, a nuclear at-
tack on the United States. 

You can remember the monthly air 
raid sirens that used to call our atten-
tion to the fact that we had a system 
to warn all of America of a potential 
attack. You may remember, not that 
many years ago, movies on television 
and long debates about a ‘‘nuclear win-
ter,’’ what would happen with a nuclear 
holocaust. 

That conversation was part of daily 
life in America for decades. Then with 
the end of the cold war, and the dis-

integration of the Soviet Union, and 
the Warsaw Pact nations not only leav-
ing the Soviet domination but gravi-
tating toward the West—with countries 
such as Poland and Hungary and 
Czechoslovakia coming to join NATO— 
many of us have been lulled into a false 
sense of security that the threat of nu-
clear weapons is no longer something 
we should take seriously. In fact, we 
should. 

In fact, we are reminded, from time 
to time, that the so-called nuclear 
club—the nations which have nuclear 
capability—continues to grow. That is 
why this particular treaty and this de-
bate are so important. 

One of the most compelling threats 
we in this country face today is the 
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction. Threat assessments regu-
larly warn us of the possibility that 
North Korea, Iran, Iraq, or some other 
nation may acquire or develop nuclear 
weapons. Our most basic interest in re-
lations with Russia today is to see that 
it controls its nuclear weapons and 
technology and that Russian scientists 
do not come to the aid of would-be nu-
clear proliferators. In other words, in a 
desperate state of affairs, with the Rus-
sian economy, we are concerned that 
some people will decide they have a 
marketable idea, that they can go to 
some rogue nation and sell the idea of 
developing a nuclear weapon, adding 
another member to the nuclear club, 
increasing the instability in this world. 

Congress spends millions of dollars to 
fight nuclear proliferation, to stop the 
spread of nuclear weapons worldwide, 
and to support the Nunn-Lugar Cooper-
ative Threat Reduction Program. 

For the past several years, I have 
been involved in an Aspen Institute ex-
change, which has opened my eyes to 
the need for our concern in this area. 
Senator LUGAR is a regular participant 
as well, and Senator Nunn has been 
there in the past, when we have met 
with members of the Russian Duma 
and leaders from that country and have 
learned of the very real concern they 
have of the stockpile of nuclear weap-
ons still sitting in the old Soviet 
Union, a stockpile of weapons which, 
unfortunately for us, has to be minded 
all the time for fear that the surveil-
lance, the inspection, and the safety 
would degrade to the point that there 
might be an accidental detonation. 
Those are the very real problems we 
face, and we vote on these regularly. 

Yet we in the Senate, despite all of 
these realities, have had languished in 
the committee one of the most effec-
tive tools for fighting nuclear pro-
liferation—the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty, a treaty which, as the Sen-
ator from North Dakota indicated, has 
been ratified by over 130 nations but 
not by the United States of America. 

The idea of banning nuclear tests is 
not a new one. It is one of the oldest 
items on the nuclear arms control 
agenda. Test bans were called for by 
both Presidents Eisenhower and Ken-
nedy. Steps were taken toward a ban in 

the Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963, 
but other incremental steps were es-
chewed in favor of a comprehensive 
treaty. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
is a key piece of the broader picture of 
nuclear nonproliferation and arms con-
trol. Consider this: When nonnuclear 
countries—those that don’t have nu-
clear weapons—agree they are not 
going to have a nuclear arsenal and 
sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation 
Treaty, an essential part of that bar-
gain for the smaller nations, the non-
nuclear powers, and those that have it, 
was that nuclear countries were going 
to control and reduce the number of 
nuclear weapons. 

An integral part of that effort is this 
treaty. It is virtually impossible to 
make qualitative improvements in nu-
clear weapons or develop them for the 
first time without testing. Just a few 
months ago, the Senate overwhelm-
ingly voted to reorganize the Depart-
ment of Energy because of our deep 
concern about what secrets may have 
been stolen from our nuclear labs. The 
potential damage from this espionage 
is disturbing. 

In the case of China, the entry into 
force of this treaty could help mitigate 
the effect of the loss of our nuclear se-
crets. More than old computer codes 
and blueprints would be needed to de-
ploy more advanced nuclear weapons. 
Extensive testing would be required. In 
the cases of India and Pakistan, U.S. 
ratification of this treaty would pres-
sure both countries to sign the treaty, 
as they pledged to do following their 
nuclear test last year. 

In fact, the leadership role of the 
United States is essential to encourage 
the ratification of the treaty by many 
other nations. If the leading nuclear 
power in the world, the United States 
of America, fails to ratify this treaty 
to stop nuclear testing, why should any 
other country? The United States has a 
responsibility of moral leadership. 
Many who take such pride in our Na-
tion and its role and voice in the world 
tremble when faced with the burden of 
leadership. The burden of leadership 
comes down to our facing squarely the 
need to ratify this treaty. 

The United States has declared that 
its own nuclear testing program has 
been discontinued, but it is still abso-
lutely in our national interest to be 
part of a multinational monitoring and 
verification regime. That way we can 
shape and benefit from that same re-
gime. The Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty says if the treaty has not been 
entered into force 3 years after its 
being open for signing, the states that 
have ratified it may convene a special 
conference to decide by consensus what 
measures consistent with international 
law can be taken to facilitate its entry 
into force. 

Only those states that have ratified 
it would be given full voting privileges. 
The special conference is going to take 
place this fall. It will set up moni-
toring and verification of nuclear test-
ing worldwide so the components will 
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be operating by the time the treaty 
does enter into force. This regime will 
include the International Data Center 
and many other elements that are im-
portant for success. 

The United States should be part of 
that process, but it will not be, because 
the Senate has not voted on this trea-
ty. This country certainly conducts its 
own monitoring for nuclear tests, but 
if we participate in an international re-
gime, our country can benefit from a 
comprehensive international system. It 
is important to recall that if China or 
Russia were to resume testing, the 
United States, under this treaty, would 
have the right to withdraw and resume 
our own, if that is necessary for our na-
tional defense. 

If the United States does not ratify 
the treaty in the first place, however, 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
may never enter into force. We would 
be faced with the prospect, once again, 
of a major nuclear power’s resuming 
nuclear testing. When President Eisen-
hower and President Kennedy called 
for a nuclear test ban, a major impetus 
was the public outcry over environ-
mental damage caused by these tests. 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at this 
point a letter I received from major na-
tional environmental organizations 
supporting the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty and decrying the environ-
mental damage to both our national se-
curity and our planet if the treaty is 
not ratified. 

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

COMPREHENSIVE TEST BAN TREATY, 
Washington, DC, June 30, 1999. 

Hon. RICHARD DURBIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Re: Major national environmental organiza-

tions’ support of Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty 
DEAR SENATOR DURBIN: We urge the Senate 

to give its consent to ratification of the nu-
clear test ban treaty this year. The timing is 
critical so that the United States can par-
ticipate in this fall’s special international 
conference of Treaty ratifiers. 

We support the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty (CTBT) because it is a valuable in-
strument in stemming the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and reducing the environ-
mental and security threats posed by nuclear 
arms races. Under the CTBT, non-nuclear 
weapons states will be barred from carrying 
out the nuclear explosions needed to develop 
compact, high-yield nuclear warheads for 
ballistic missiles and confidently certify nu-
clear explosive performance. The Treaty is 
therefore vital to preventing the spread of 
nuclear missile capability to additional 
states. In addition, the Treaty will limit the 
ability of the existing nuclear weapons 
states to build new and destabilizing types of 
nuclear weapons. 

Since 1945, seven nations have conducted 
over 2,050 nuclear test explosions—an aver-
age of one test every 10 days. Atmospheric 
tests spread dangerous levels of radioactive 
fallout downwind and into the global atmos-
phere. Underground nuclear blasts spread 
highly radioactive material into the earth 
and each one creates a permanent nuclear 
waste site. This contamination presents 
long-term hazards to nearby water sources 

and surrounding communities. Also, many 
underground tests have vented radioactive 
gases into the atmosphere, including some of 
those conducted by the United States. Of 
course, the ultimate threat to the environ-
ment posed by nuclear testing is the con-
tinuing and possibly increasing risk of nu-
clear war posed by proliferating nuclear ar-
senals. 

In addition to protecting the environment, 
the CTBT will enhance U.S. security with its 
extensive monitoring system and short-no-
tice, on-site inspections. These will improve 
our ability to discourage all states from en-
gaging in the testing of nuclear weapons. 

Ending nuclear testing has been a goal of 
governments, scientists, and ordinary citi-
zens from all walks of life for over forty 
years. The CTBT has already been ratified by 
many other nations, including France, the 
United Kingdom, and Japan. The vast major-
ity of Americans support approval of the 
CTBT. The effort in this country to stop nu-
clear testing that began with public outrage 
about nuclear fallout and has been pursued 
by American Presidents since Dwight Eisen-
hower can now be achieved. With U.S. leader-
ship on the CTBT, entry into force is within 
reach. It is vital that the U.S. set the exam-
ple on this important environmental and se-
curity issue; with your leadership and sup-
port, the CTBT can finally be realized. 

Yours sincerely, 
Rodger Schlickeisen, President, Defend-

ers of Wildlife; Mike Casey, Vice-Presi-
dent for Public Affairs, Environmental 
Working Group; Matt Petersen, Execu-
tive Director, Global Green USA; John 
Adams, Executive Director, Natural 
Resources Defense Counsel; Amy Coen, 
President Population Action Inter-
national; James K. Wyerman, Execu-
tive Director, 20/20 Vision; Brian Dixon, 
Director of Government Relations, 
Zero Population Growth; Fred D. 
Krupp, Executive Director, Environ-
mental Defense Fund; Brent 
Blackwelder, President, Friends of the 
Earth; Phil Clapp, President, National 
Environmental Trust; Robert K. Musil, 
Executive Director, Physicians for So-
cial Responsibility; Carl Pope, Execu-
tive Director, Sierra Club; Bud Ris, Ex-
ecutive Director, Union of Concerned 
Scientists. 

This is a letter that has been cir-
culated and signed by the leaders of at 
least a dozen major environmental 
groups. I note in the letter it states 
that since 1945, the last 54 years, seven 
nations in this world have conducted 
2,050 nuclear test explosions, an aver-
age of 1 test every 10 days, leaving nu-
clear fallout, radioactive gases, in 
many instances, in our atmosphere. We 
certainly never want to return to that 
day again. Unless the United States is 
a full partner in this international ef-
fort to reduce nuclear testing, that is a 
possibility looming on the horizon. 

Senator HELMS, who spoke on the 
floor earlier, has said he puts this trea-
ty in line behind amendments to the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and the 
Kyoto Protocol to the U.N. convention 
on global climate change, both of 
which the President has not yet sub-
mitted to the Senate. My colleague 
says that ABM changes are essential 
for the national missile defense to 
move forward, which is true. But na-
tional missile defense does not yet 
work. We don’t have this technology to 
build an umbrella of protection over 

the United States so that any nuclear 
missile fired on us can somehow be 
stopped in the atmosphere without 
danger to the people living in this 
country. 

If we decide to deploy such a defense, 
we will need to negotiate more ABM 
Treaty changes. That is something in 
the future. We have time to address 
that. But we also need to accept the 
immediate responsibility of ratifying 
this treaty. Not too many months ago 
in this Chamber, we passed a resolution 
which says if the national missile de-
fense system or so-called star wars sys-
tem should become technologically 
possible, we will spend whatever it 
takes to build it. I have to tell you 
that I voted against it. I thought it was 
not wise policy. 

Quite honestly, the idea that we are 
somehow going to insulate the United 
States by building this umbrella and 
therefore don’t have to deal with the 
world and its problems in nuclear pro-
liferation, in my mind, is the wrong 
way to go. We should be working dip-
lomatically as well as militarily for 
the defense of the United States. When 
we have the support of the commanders 
of the Nation, of course, and those who 
are in charge, the Joint Chiefs, time 
and again for this treaty, it is evidence 
to me that it is sound military policy. 

In short, Mr. President, I conclude by 
saying, we must not delay any longer. 
We must ratify the Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I know 
my colleagues are anxious to get to the 
business at hand. I assure the floor I 
will take only 5 minutes. If the clerk 
will let me know when I am headed to-
wards 5 minutes, I would appreciate it. 

I will refrain from responding and 
speaking to the Test Ban Treaty at 
length at this moment. 

The chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee is not only a col-
league, but he is a personal friend. We 
have strong disagreements on this 
issue. 

I don’t mean to nickel and dime this, 
but we haven’t had any hearings on the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

At the outset, I send to the desk a 
list of all the hearings the Senate For-
eign Relations Committee had for the 
105th and 106th Congress’s since sub-
mission of the CTBT. 

I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

ACTIVITIES 

January 8, 1999, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

January 27, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export, and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), IMF Reform and the Glob-
al Financial Crisis. 

January 29, 1999, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

February 5, 1999, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 
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February 24, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 

1999 Foreign Policy Overview and the Presi-
dent’s Fiscal Year 2000 Foreign Affairs Budg-
et Request. 

February 24, 1999 (Subcommittee on Euro-
pean Affairs/Smith), Anti-Semitism in Rus-
sia. (S. Hrg. 106–6.) 

February 25, 1999 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Asian 
Trade Barriers to U.S. Soda Ash Exports. 

March 2, 1999 (Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics and Ter-
rorism/Coverdell), U.S. Relief Efforts In Re-
sponse to Hurricane Mitch. (S. Hrg. 106–5.) 

March 3, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), Commercial Viability of a 
Caspian Sea Main Export Energy Pipeline. 

March 4, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/Grams), FY 2000 Admin-
istration of Foreign Affairs Budget. 

March 9, 1999 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Post Election 
Cambodia: What Next? 

March 9, 1999 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
U.S. Policy Toward Iraq. (S. Hrg. 106–41.) 

March 10, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Castro’s Crackdown in Cuba: Human Rights 
on Trial. (S. Hrg. 106–52.) 

March 11, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Embassy Security for a New Millennium. 

March 12, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

March 17, 1999 (Full Committee, jointly 
with Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee/Helms and Murkowski), New Pro-
posals to Expand Iraqi Oil for Food: The End 
of Sanctions? (S. Hrg. 106–86.) 

March 17, 1999 (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
The Convention on Nuclear Safety. 

March 17, 1999 (Full Committee/Grams), 
Nomination (Seiple). 

March 18, 1999 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Indo-
nesia: Countdown to Elections. (S. Hrg. 106– 
76.) 

March 23, 1999 (Subcommittee on African 
Affairs/Frist), Sudan’s Humanitarian Crisis 
and the U.S. Response. 

March 23, 1999 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), U.S. 
China Policy: A Critical Reexamination. 

March 23, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

March 24, 1999 (Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics and Ter-
rorism/Coverdell), Colombia: The Threat to 
U.S. Interests and Regional Security. 

March 24, 1999 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), The European Union: Inter-
nal Reform, Enlargement, and the Common 
Foreign and Security Policy. (S. Hrg. 106–48.) 

March 25, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
U.S. Taiwan Relations: The 20th Anniversary 
of the Taiwan Relations Act. (S. Hrg. 106–43.) 

April 13, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Trade vs. Aid: NAFTA Five years Later. (S. 
Hrg. 106–80.) 

April 14, 1999 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
The Continuing Crisis in Afghanistan. 

April 15, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), U.S. 
Vulnerability to Ballistic Missile Attack. 

April 16, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

April 19, 1999 (Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics and Ter-
rorism/Coverdell, closed session), Targeting 
Assets of Drug Kingpins. 

April 20, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), Cur-
rent and Growing Missile Threats to the U.S. 

April 20, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), The 
War in Kosovo. 

April 21, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Markup of Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act FY 00–01. 

April 21, 1999 (Full Committee/Smith), 
NATO’s 50th Anniversary Summit. (S. Hrg. 
106–144.) 

April 22, 1999 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), The Forgotten 
Gulag: A Look Inside North Korea’s Prison 
Camps. 

April 27, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nonproliferation, Arms Control and Political 
Military Issues. 

April 29, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), International Software 
Piracy: Impact on the Software Industry and 
the American Economy. 

April 30, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. (S.J. Res. 20.) 

May 4, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), Bal-
listic Missile Defense Technology: Is the 
United States Ready for a Decision to De-
ploy? 

May 5, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), Does 
the ABM Treaty Still Serve U.S. Strategic 
and Arms Control Objectives in a Changed 
World? 

May 6, 1999 (Full Committee/Coverdell and 
Frist, closed session), The Growing Threat of 
Biological Weapons. 

May 7, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

May 11, 1999 (Full Committee/Ashcroft), 
U.S. Agriculture Sanctions Policy for the 
21st Century. 

May 12, 1999 (Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics and Ter-
rorism/Coverdell), The State of Democracy 
and the Rule of Law in the Americas. 

May 13, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), ABM 
Treaty, START II and Missile Defense. 

May 25, 1999 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), Po-
litical/Military Developments in India. 

May 25, 1999 (Full Committee/Ashcroft), 
The Legal Status of the ABM Treaty. 

May 26, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), Cor-
nerstone of Our Security?: Should the Senate 
Reject a Protocol to Reconstitute the ABM 
Treaty with Four New Partners? 

May 27, 1999 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), The Chinese 
Embassy Bombing and Its Effects on U.S.- 
China Relations. 

May 27, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Nominations (Sandalow and Harrington). 

June 8, 1999 (Subcommittee on African Af-
fairs/Frist), The Central African Wars and 
the Future of U.S.-Africa Policy. 

June 9, 1999 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Bandler, Einik, Keyser, 
Limprecht, Morningstar, Napper, Miller and 
Pressley). 

June 9, 1999 (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
Nominations (Garza, Almaguer, Hamilton 
and Bushnell). 

June 11, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

June 16, 1999 (Full Committee/Frist), Nomi-
nations (Carson, Dunn, Erwin, Goldthwait, 
Leader, Metelits and Myrick). 

June 17, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Holbrooke). 

June 22, 1999 (Subcommittee on Western 
Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics and Ter-
rorism/Coverdell), Confronting Threats to 
Security in the Americas. 

June 22, 1999 (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
Nomination (Clare). 

June 22, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Holbrooke). 

June 23, 1999 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
U.S. Policy Toward Iraq: Mobilizing the Op-
position. 

June 23, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), Nom-
ination (Sandalow). 

June 24, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Holbrooke). 

June 24, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), U.S. Satellite Export Con-
trols and the Domestic Production/Launch 
Capability. 

June 28, 1999 (Full Committee/Hagel), Nom-
ination (Holum). 

June 30, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

July 1, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), The 
Role of Sanctions in U.S. National Security 
Policy. 

July 1, 1999 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Hong Kong Two 
Years After Reversion: Staying the Course, 
Or Changing Course? 

July 16, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

July 20, 1999 (Full Committee/Thomas), 
Nominations (Burleigh, Gelbard, Siddique 
and Stanfield). 

July 20, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/Grams, closed session), 
U.N. International Criminal Court: Prospects 
for Dramatic Renegotiation. 

July 21, 1999 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Recent Strains 
in Taiwan-China Relations. 

July 21, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), The 
Role of Sanctions in U.S. National Security 
Policy, Part 2. 

July 21, 1999 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Fredericks, Griffiths, Miles, 
Spielvogel and Taylor). 

July 22, 1999 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asia Affairs/Brownback), Iran: 
Limits to Rapprochement. 

July 22, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Anderson). 

July 23, 1999 (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
Nomination (Sheehan). 

July 26, 1999 (Full Committee/Grams), 
Nomination (Lieberman). 

July 27, 1999 (Subcommittee on African Af-
fairs/Frist), Barriers to Trade and Invest-
ment in Africa. 

July 28, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), Busi-
ness Meeting. 

July 28, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), The Agency for Inter-
national Development and U.S. Climate 
Change Policy. 

July 29, 1999 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), Prospects for Democracy in 
Yugoslavia. 

July 30, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/Grams), U.S. Policy To-
wards Victims of Torture. 

August 4, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms), S. 
693: The Taiwan Security Enhancement Act. 

August 4, 1999 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion, jointly with Subcommittee on 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs/Hagel and 
Thomas), Economic Reform and Trade Op-
portunities in Vietnam. 

August 5, 1999 (Full Committee/Frist), 
Nominations (Bader, Brennan, Elam, John-
son, Kaeuper, Kolker, Lewis, Nagy and 
Owens-Kirkpatrick). 

August 6, 1999, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

September 8, 1999 (Full Committee/Helms, 
closed session), Proliferation Activities of a 
Certain Russian Company. 

September 9, 1999 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs, jointly with House 
Subcommittee on Asia and the Pacific/ 
Thomas and Bereuter), The Political Futures 
of Indonesia and East Timor. 

September 10, 1999, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

September 14, 1999 (Subcommittee on 
Western Hemisphere, Peace Corps, Narcotics 
and Terrorism/Coverdell), An Overview of 
U.S. Counterterrorism Policy and President 
Clinton’s Decision to Grant Clemency to 
FALN Terrorists. 

September 16, 1999 (Full Committee/ 
Helms), Foreign Missile Developments and 
the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United 
States Through 2015. 
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September 23, 1999 (Full Committee/ 

Helms), Corruption in Russia and Recent 
U.S. Policy. 

September 27, 1999 (Full Committee/ 
Helms), Business Meeting. 

September 28, 1999 (Full Committee/ 
Helms), Facing Saddam’s Iraq: Disarray in 
the International Community. 

September 28, 1999 (Full Committee/ 
Smith), U.S.-Kosovo Diplomacy: February 
1998–March 1999. 

September 30, 1999 (Full Committee/ 
Smith), Corruption in Russia and Future 
U.S. Policy. 

September 24, 1997 (Full Committee/Thom-
as), Nominations (Foley, LaPorta and 
Bosworth). 

September 24, 1997 (Full Committee/ 
Helms), Business Meeting. 

September 25, 1997 (Subcommittee on Afri-
can Affairs/Ashcroft), Religious Persecution 
in Sudan. (S. Hrg. 105–280.) 

September 25, 1997 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Maritime Boundaries Treaty with Mexico 
(EX. F, 96–1); Protocol Amending Migratory 
Birds Convention with Canada (Treaty Doc. 
104–28); and Protocol Amending Migratory 
Birds and Game Mammals Convention with 
Mexico (Treaty Doc. 105–26). (Printed in 
Exec. Rept. 105–5.) 

October 1, 1997 (Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), Events in Algeria. 

October 7, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Strategic Rationale for NATO Enlargement. 
(S. Hrg. 105–285.) 

October 7, 1997 (Full Committee/Hagel), Bi-
lateral Tax Treaties and Protocol (Turkey/ 
TDoc. 104–30; Austria/TDoc. 104–31; Luxem-
bourg/TDoc. 104–33; Thailand/TDoc. 105–2; 
Switzerland/TDoc. 105–8; South Africa/TDoc. 
105–9; Canada/TDoc. 105–29; and Ireland/TDoc. 
105–31). (S. Hrg. 105–354.) 

October 8, 1997 (Full Committee/Brown-
back), Proliferation Threats Through the 
Year 2000. (S. Hrg. 105–359.) 

October 8, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

October 9, 1997 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), The Road to Kyoto: Out-
look and Consequences of a New U.N. Cli-
mate Change Treaty. 

October 9, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Pros and Cons of NATO Enlargement. (S. 
Hrg. 105–285.) 

October 10, 1997, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

October 21, 1997 (Full Committee/Thomas), 
Nomination (Green). 

October 21, 1997 (Full Committee/Ashcroft), 
Nominations (Schermerhorn, Schoonover 
and Twaddell). 

October 22, 1997 (Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), The Situation in Afghanistan. 

October 23, 1997 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Fried, Tufo, Rosapepe, 
Vershbow, Miller, Johnson and Hall). 

October 23, 1997 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), U.S. Economic and Stra-
tegic Interests in the Caspian Sea Region: 
Policies and Implications. (S. Hrg. 105–361.) 

October 24, 1997 (Full Committee/Cover-
dell), Nominations (Ashby, Carney, Curiel, 
McLelland and Marrero). 

October 28, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Costs, Benefits, Burdensharing and Military 
Implications of NATO Enlargement. (S. Hrg. 
105–285). 

October 28, 1997 (Full Committee/Brown-
back), Nominations (Celeste, Donnelly, Ga-
briel, Hume, Kurtzer, Larocco and Walker). 

October 29, 1997 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Nominations (Babbitt, Bondurant, Brown, 
Fox and Robertson). 

October 29, 1997 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Montgomery, Pifer, Proffitt, 

Olson, Hormel, Hermelin, Presel, Escudero 
and Pascoe). 

October 29, 1997 (Full Committee & Senate 
Caucus on International Narcotics Control/ 
Coverdell & Grassley), U.S. and Mexico 
Counterdrug Efforts Since Certification. (S. 
Hrg. 105–376.) 

October 30, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
NATO/Russia Relationship, Part 1, (S. Hrg. 
105–285.) 

October 30, 1997 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
NATO/Russia Relationship, Part 2, (S. Hrg. 
105–285.) 

October 31, 1997 (Full Committee/Grams), 
Nominations (French, King, Moose, Oakley, 
Rubin and Taft). 

November 4, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

November 5, 1997 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Public Views on NATO Enlargement. (S. Hrg. 
105–285.) 

November 6, 1997 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Commercial Activities of China’s People’s 
Liberation Army (PLA). (S. Hrg. 105–332.) 

November 6, 1997 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/ Grams), The United Na-
tions at a Crossroads: Efforts Toward Re-
form. (S. Hrg. 105–386.) 

November 7, 1997, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

December 9, 1997, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

January 9, 1998, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

February 3, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
the Military Implications of the Ottawa 
Land Mine Treaty. (Protocol II to Treaty 
Doc. 105–1.) 

February 6, 1998, Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

February 10, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
1998 Foreign Policy Overview and the Presi-
dent’s Fiscal Year 1999 Budget Request. (S. 
Hrg. 105–443.) 

February 11, 1998 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Implications of the Kyoto Protocol on cli-
mate Change. (S. Hrg. 105–457.) 

February 12, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
International Monetary Fund’s Role in the 
Asia Financial Crisis. 

February 24, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Administration Views on the Protocols to 
the North Atlantic Treaty on Accession of 
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic. (S. 
Hrg. 105–421.) 

February 25, 1998, (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel) Implementation of U.S. 
Policy on Construction of a Western Caspian 
Sea Oil Pipeline. 

February 25, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Grey). 

February 26, 1998 (Subcommittee on East 
Asia and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Are U.S. 
Unilateral Trade Sanctions an Effective Tool 
of U.S. Asia Policy? 

February 26, 1998 (Subcommittee on West-
ern Hemisphere and Peace Corps Affairs/ 
Coverdell), Drug Trafficking and Certifi-
cation. 

March 2, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
Iraq: Can Saddam Be Overthrown? (S. Hrg. 
105–444.) 

March 3, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

March 4, 1998 (Subcommittee on East Asia 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), The WTO Film 
Case and Its Ramifications for U.S.-Japan 
Relations. 

March 6, 1998, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

March 10 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), The 
Plight of the Montagnards. (S. Hrg. 105–465.) 

March 11, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

March 11, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), Developments in the Middle East. 

March 12, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms, 
closed session), Chinese Nuclear Cooperation 
with Various Countries. 

March 12, 1998 (Subcommittee on African 
Affairs/Ashcroft), Democracy in Africa: The 
New Generation of African Leaders. (S. Hrg. 
105–559.) 

March 18, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy and Trade Pro-
motion/Hagel), The Role of the IMF in Sup-
porting U.S. Agricultural Exports to Asia. 

March 24, 1998 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affaris/Thomas), the 
Present Economic and Political Turmoil in 
Indonesia: Causes and Solutions. 

March 25, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), S. 1413, the Enhancement 
of Trade, Security, and Human Rights 
Through Sanctions Reform Act. 

April 3, 1998, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

May 6, 1998 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), the Crisis in Kosovo. (S. Hrg. 
105–649.) 

May 7, 1998 (Full Committee/Brownback), 
Nominations (Burns and Crocker). 

May 7. 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), Oversight of the Overseas 
Private Investment Corporation. 

May 8, 1998, Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

May 12, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), S. 
1868, The International Religious Freedom 
Act of 1998. (S. Hrg. 105–591.) 

May 13, 1998 (Full Committee/Hagel), EX. 
B, 95–1, Montreal Protocol No. 4 to Amend 
the Convention for the Unification of Certain 
Rules Pertaining to International Carriage 
by Air; Treaty Doc. 104–17, International 
Convention for the Protection of New Vari-
eties of Plants; Treaty Doc. 105–4, Grains 
Trade Convention and Food Aid Convention; 
Treaty Doc. 104–36, Convention on the Inter-
national Maritime Organization; and Treaty 
Doc. 105–35, Trademark Law Treaty. (Hear-
ing on EX. B, 95–1 Printed in Exec. Rept. 105– 
20.) 

May 13, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
Crisis in South Asia: India’s Nuclear Tests. 
(S. Hrg. 105–620.) 

May 14, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), U.S. 
Interest at the June U.S.-China Summit. (S. 
Hrg. 105–568.) 

May 14, 1998(Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
U.S. Policy Toward Iran. (S. Hrg. 105–611.) 

May 18, 1998 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Present Polit-
ical in Indonesia. 

May 19, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), Busi-
ness Meeting. 

May 20, 1998 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), Overview of Russian Foreign 
Policy and Domestic Policy. 

May 20, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/Grams), The Secretary’s 
Certification of a U.N. Reform Budget of 
$2.533 Billion. (S. Hrg. 105–682.) 

May 21, 1998 (Full Committee, jointly with 
Energy and Natural Resources Committee/ 
Helms and Murkowski), Iraq: Are Sanctions 
Collapsing? (S. Hrg. 105–650.) 

May 21, 1998. (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
Nomination (Davidow). 

June 3, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
Crisis in South Asia, part 2: Pakistan’s Nu-
clear Tests. (S. Hrg. 105–620.) 

June 5, 1998 Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

June 9, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), Con-
vention on Combating Bribery of Foreign 
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Public Officials in International Business 
Transactions (Treaty Doc. 105–43). (Printed 
in Exec. Rept. 105–19.) 

June 10, 1998 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas) U.S. Policy 
Strategy on Democracy in Cambodia. 

June 11, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), Chi-
nese Missile Proliferation, (S. Hrg. 105–841.) 

June 11, 1998 (Full Committee/Coverdell), 
Nominations (Crotty, O’Leary and 
Schechter). 

June 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), The 
Panama Canal and U.S. Interests. (S. Hrg. 
105–672) 

June 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Ashcroft), 
Nominations (Barnes, Clarke, Derryck, 
Haley, Peterson, Stith and Swing). 

June 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Cejas, Edelman, Ely-Raphel, 
Lemmon, Perina, Romero, Schneider and 
Yalowitz). 

June 17, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), S. 
1868, The International Religious Freedom 
Act: Views from the Religious Community. 
(S. Hrg. 105–591.) 

June 18, 1998 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Congressional 
Views of the U.S.-China Relationship. 

June 23, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Business Meeting. 

June 24, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), The Asian Financial Cri-
sis: New Dangers Ahead? 

June 24, 1998 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), U.S. Policy in Kosovo. (S. 
Hrg. 105–649.) 

June 25, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms, 
closed session), Chinese Missile Prolifera-
tion. 

July 8, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Economic Policy, Export and Trade 
Promotion/Hagel), Implementation of U.S. 
Policy on Caspian Sea Oil Exports. (S. Hrg. 
105–683.) 

July 10, 1998 Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

July 13, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near East-
ern and South Asian Affairs/Brownback), 
India and Pakistan: What Next? (S. Hrg. 105– 
620.) 

July 14, 1998 (Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), KEDO and the 
Korean Agreed Nuclear Framework: Prob-
lems and Prospects. (S. Hrg. 105–652.) 

July 15, 1998 (Subcommittee on European 
Affairs/Smith), Estonia, Latvia and Lith-
uania, and United States Baltic Policy. (S. 
Hrg. 105–651.) 

July 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Nominations (Parmer and West). 

July 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Brownback), 
Nominations (Craig, Kattouf, McKune, 
Satterfield and Milam). 

July 16, 1998 (Full Committee/Smith), 
Nominations (Homes, Mann, Swett and 
Wells). 

July 20, 1998 (Full Committee/Thomas), 
Nominations (Hecklinger, Kartman and Wie-
demann). 

July 22, 1998 (Full Committee/Grams), 
Nominations (Carpenter, Edwards and 
Spalter). 

July 23, 1998 (Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations/Grams), Is a U.N. Inter-
national Criminal Court in the U.S. National 
Interest? (S. Hrg. 105–724.) 

July 23, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), Busi-
ness Meeting. 

July 23, 1998 (Full Committee/Ashcroft), 
Nominations (Felder, Ledesma, Melrose, Mu, 
Perry, Robinson, Staples, Sullivan, Swing 
and Yates). (S. Hrg. 105–674.) 

August 7, 1998 Informal State Department 
Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

September 3, 1998 (Full Committee, jointly 
with Armed Services Committee/Lugar and 
Thurmond), U.N. Weapons Inspections in 
Iraq: UNSCOM At Risk. 

September 9, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), U.S. Policy in Iraq: Public Diplomacy 
and Private Policy. (S. Hrg. 105–725.) 

September 10, 1998 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
World Intellectual Property Organization 
Copyright Treaty and World Intellectual 
Property Organization Performances and 
Phonograms Treaty (Treaty Doc. 105–17). 
(Printed in Exec. Rept. 105–25.) 

September 10, 1998 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Recent 
Developments Concerning North Korea. (S. 
Hrg. 105–842.) 

September 11, 1998 Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

September 15, 1998 (Full Committee/ 
Grams), Extradition, Mutual Legal Assist-
ance and Prisoner Transfer Treaties. (S. Hrg. 
105–730.) 

September 15, 1998 (Subcommittee on Euro-
pean Affairs/Smith), Crisis in Russia: Policy 
Options for the United States. 

September 16, 1998 (Full Committee, joint-
ly with Caucus on International Narcotics 
Control/Coverdell and Grassley), U.S. Anti- 
Drug Interdiction Efforts and the Western 
Hemisphere Drug Elimination Act. (S. Hrg. 
105–844.) 

September 17, 1998 (Subcommittee on 
International Operations, jointly with Inter-
national Affairs Task Force of the Senate 
Budget Committee/Grams and Smith), Ex-
amination of Major Management and Budget 
Issues Facing the Department of State. (S. 
Hrg. 105–806.) 

September 23, 1998 (Full Committee/ 
Smith), Nominations (Jones, Finn, Shattuck 
and Sullivan). 

September 25, 1998 (Full Committee/Thom-
as and Brownback), Nomination (Randolph). 

September 25, 1998 (Full Committee/Thom-
as), Nominations (Pascoe and Watson). 

September 25, 1998 Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

September 29, 1998 (Full Committee/Cover-
dell), Nominations (Beers and Ferro). 

October 1, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
United States Responses to International 
Parental Abduction. (S. Hrg. 105–845.) 

October 2, 1998 (Subcommittee on East 
Asian and Pacific Affairs/Thomas), Cam-
bodia: Post Elections and U.S. Policy Op-
tions. (S. Hrg. 105–846.) 

October 2, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
Nomination (Johnson). 

October 2, 1998 (Full Committee/Hagel), 
Nomination (Loy). 

October 5, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms, 
closed session), START Treaty Compliance 
Issues. 

October 6, 1998 (Full Committee/Helms), 
The Ballistic Missile Threat to the United 
States. (S. Hrg. 105–847.) 

October 7, 1998 (Full Committee/Grams), 
Nominations (Bader, Koh and Welch). 

October 8, 1998 (Subcommittee on Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs/Brown-
back), Events in Afghanistan. 

November 6, 1998 Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

December 4, 1998 Informal State Depart-
ment Briefing on Peacekeeping. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I can un-
derstand why the Senator may think 
we have had hearings because we have 
had hearings on other subjects that im-
plicate the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. It is mentioned by witnesses. 
But we have never had a hearing on the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty—a 
treaty of great consequence to the 
United States and the world—con-
ducted in the traditional way. We 
never had a hearing where we said this 
is what we are going to talk about. We 

need a hearing where we bring up the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Defense, or 
major voices in America who oppose 
this treaty—fortunately, I think there 
are not that many—or significant fig-
ures and scientists who have spoken 
and know about this issue. We haven’t 
had one of those hearings at all. 

I submit for the RECORD, again, a let-
ter from the chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee sent to the Presi-
dent of the United States on January 
21, 1998, with a concluding paragraph, 
which reads as follows: 

Mr. President, let me be clear. I will be 
prepared to schedule Committee consider-
ation of the CTBT only after the Senate has 
had an opportunity to consider and vote on 
the Kyoto Protocol and the amendments to 
the ABM Treaty. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

Washington, DC, January 21, 1998. 
The PRESIDENT, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: As congress prepares 
to reconvene shortly, I am convinced that it 
is important to share with you the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee’s agenda relat-
ing to consideration of treaties during the 
second year of the 105th Congress. 

There are a number of important treaties 
which the Committee intends to take up dur-
ing 1998, and we must be assured of your Ad-
ministration’s cooperation in making cer-
tain that these treaties receive a comprehen-
sive examination by the Senate. 

Mr. President, the Committee’s first pri-
ority when Congress reconvenes will be to 
work with you and Secretary Albright to se-
cure Senate ratification of NATO expansion. 
The expansion of the Atlantic Alliance to in-
clude Poland, Hungary and the Czech Repub-
lic is of critical importance, and we have 
come a long way in resolving some of the 
concerns that I, and other Senators, had 
raised about various details of this expansion 
(e.g., ensuring an equitable distribution of 
costs, limiting Russian influence in NATO 
decision making, et al.) 

While much work remains to be done, I am 
confident that if we continue to work to-
gether, the Senate will vote to approve the 
expansion of the Atlantic Alliance early this 
Spring. 

Following the vote on NATO expansion, 
the Committee will turn its attention to sev-
eral other critical treaties which could affect 
both the security of the American people and 
the health of the United States’ economy. 
Chief among these are the agreements on 
Multilateralization and Demarcation of the 
1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, 
and the Kyoto Protocol to the UN Conven-
tion on Climate Change. 

Mr. President, I feel obliged to make clear 
to you my concern that your Administration 
has been unwisely and unnecessarily engaged 
in delay in submitting these treaties to the 
Senate for its advice and consent. 

Despite your commitment, made nearly 
eight months ago, to submit the amend-
ments to the ABM Treaty to the Senate, we 
have yet to see them. As our current stand- 
off with Iraq clearly demonstrates, the dan-
ger posed by rogue states possessing weapons 
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of mass destruction is growing—and, with it, 
the need for a robust ballistic missile de-
fense. 

The Senate has not had an opportunity to 
consider the rationale behind the ABM Trea-
ty since that treaty was ratified nearly 26 
years ago, in the midst of the Cold War. The 
world has changed a great deal since then. It 
is vital that the Senate conduct a thorough 
review of the ABM Treaty this year when it 
considers and votes on the ABM 
Multilateralization and Demarcation agree-
ments. 

Similarly, the Senate is forced to continue 
to wait for any indication that your Admin-
istration intends to submit the Kyoto Pro-
tocol for the Senate’s advice and consent. In-
deed, I have heard a great deal of discussion 
from supporters of this treaty indicating 
that the Administration may attempt to cir-
cumvent both the Senate—and the American 
people—by simply imposing the treaty’s re-
quirements on U.S. businesses by executive 
order. Mr. President, I must respectfully 
counsel this would be extremely unwise. 

This treaty clearly requires the advice and 
consent of the Senate. further, because the 
potential impact of the Kyoto Protocol on 
the American economy is so enormous, we 
owe it to the American people to let them 
know sooner, rather than later, whether they 
will be subject to the terms of this treaty. 

Ironically, while the Administration has 
delayed in submitting these vital treaties to 
the Senate, some in your Administration 
have indicated that the White House will 
press the Senate for swift ratification of the 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) im-
mediately following the vote on NATO ex-
pansion. 

Such a deliberate confrontation would be 
exceedingly unwise because, Mr. President, 
the CTBT is very low on the Committee’s 
list of priorities. The treaty has no chance of 
entering into force for a decade or more. Ar-
ticle 14 of the CTBT explicitly prevents the 
treaty’s entry into force until it has been 
ratified by 44 specific nations. One of those 
44 nations is North Korea, which is unlikely 
to ever ratify the treaty. Another of the 44 
nations—India—has sought to block the 
CTBT at every step: vetoing it in the Con-
ference on Disarmament so that it could not 
be submitted as a Conference document. 
India has opposed it in the United Nations. 
And, India has declared that it will not even 
sign the treaty. 

By contrast, the issues surrounding the 
ABM Treaty and the Kyoto Protocol are far 
more pressing (e.g., the growing threat posed 
by nuclear, biological, or chemical tipped 
missiles, and the potential impact of the 
Kyoto Protocol on the U.S. economy). 

Mr. President, let me be clear: I will be 
prepared to schedule Committee consider-
ation of the CTBT only after the Senate has 
had the opportunity to consider and vote on 
the Kyoto Protocol and the amendments to 
the ABM Treaty. 

When the Administration has submitted 
these treaties, and when the Senate has com-
pleted its consideration of them, then, and 
only then, will the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee consider the CTBT. 

Mr. President, please let’s work together, 
beginning with the effort to secure Senate 
ratification of NATO expansion this Spring, 
and then with your timely transmittal of 
these treaties. 

Sincerely and respectfully, 
JESSE HELMS. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the chair-
man has been true to his word. He has 
had no hearings because that has not 
been done yet. 

I think I understand how the Senator 
from North Carolina connects the ra-

tionale of these treaties, and he thinks 
the orderly way to do it is to do it only 
after we do other things, but that 
makes the point. We have had no hear-
ings on this treaty. 

I think the public may be surprised 
to know this treaty calls for no more 
nuclear testing by the United States 
and other nations. We haven’t been 
testing. There is a moratorium on nu-
clear testing. That occurred in 1992 in 
the Bush administration. 

What we are talking about doing that 
my friends are talking about is so dan-
gerous and damaging to U.S. interests; 
that is, to sign a treaty to say we will 
not test, we are not testing now. The 
United States made a unilateral deci-
sion not to test. 

Now we have the rest of the world 
ready to sign up, and we are saying we 
are not going to ratify, or up to now we 
are saying we are not even going to 
have a hearing on this subject. 

Again, I will get into the merits of 
the treaty later because I am confident 
the leadership of the Senate will come 
up now with the proposal as to how to 
proceed. 

But I urge my friend from North 
Carolina, and I urge my colleagues to 
urge my friend from North Carolina, to 
hold hearings. Bring the experts up. 
Bring the military up. 

By the way, one last substantive 
thing I will say about the treaty is that 
we are the only nation in the world 
that has spent billions of dollars and 
committed billions in the future to a 
method by which we can take our ex-
isting stockpile of nuclear weapons and 
test them for their continued utility 
without ever exploding them. I will ex-
plain in detail later what I mean by the 
stockpiling program we have. 

We, of all nations in the world, are 
the one best prepared and best suited 
for taking the last chance of any na-
tion in the world to promise not to test 
because we are one of the few nations 
in the world with certainty that can 
guarantee that even if we don’t test 
weapons we can test, by exploding 
them, their continued utility by very 
complicated, very sophisticated sci-
entific computer models that we have 
designed. We have committed that we 
will continue in the future to fund to 
the tune of billions of dollars this pro-
gram. 

In a strange way, if you went out to 
the public at large and said: By the 
way, do you think we should sign a 
treaty that says we can’t test nuclear 
weapons if the rest of the world signs a 
treaty that says you can’t test nuclear 
weapons, knowing that we can detect 
all but those kinds of explosions that 
will not have any impact on another 
nuclear capability, when we have al-
ready decided not to test unilaterally, 
and we are the only nation in the world 
that has the sophistication and capac-
ity to test by means other than explod-
ing our nuclear arsenal; what do you 
think the public would say? 

I conclude by saying this: We have 
had no hearings. There is a legitimate 

debate about whether or not we should 
do this. 

This is a thing for which the Senate 
was conceived—to make big decisions 
such as this. 

This is the reason the founders wrote 
in a provision in the U.S. Constitution 
that said a treaty can be negotiated by 
a President, but it can only come into 
effect after the Senate has ratified it. 
It didn’t say the House. It didn’t say a 
referendum. It didn’t say the American 
people. It said the Senate. Other than 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States, in a decision of who should sit 
on it, there is no other function that is 
of greater consequence that the Senate 
performs than determining whether to 
ratify or reject a treaty with the 
United States of America. 

It seems to me that when we exercise 
that function, we should do it respon-
sibly and thoroughly. 

We have never done it on a matter of 
grave consequence without thoroughly 
investigating it through the hearing 
process and through one of the oldest 
committees that exists in the Senate— 
the Foreign Relations Committee—the 
unique function of which is to rec-
ommend to this body what our bipar-
tisan considered opinion is after hear-
ing the details of the treaty. 

I look forward to the debate. 
I have urged the President of the 

United States—I will urge him person-
ally—and have urged the administra-
tion, if this date is set, that the Presi-
dent take this case directly to the 
American people on a nationally tele-
vised broadcast and lay out for them 
what the stakes are. 

This is no small decision. This is a 
vote that I promise you, whether you 
are for it or against it, your children 
and your grandchildren and history 
will know how you cast it. I am not so 
smart to know exactly what the out-
come will be in history’s judgment, but 
I am certain of one thing: You are not 
going to be in a position where you can 
say at a later date this was a vote of 
little consequence. 

Mr. President, as folks back home in 
Delaware say, this is what we get paid 
the big bucks for. This is why we are 
here. This is the purpose of our being 
here. 

It is true. The amendments we are 
going to discuss on legislation that is 
before us are important. It is true that 
some of it will affect the lives of hun-
dreds or thousands of Americans. But I 
can’t think of anything we will do in 
this entire Congress or have done in 
the previous Congress that has the po-
tential to have as much impact on the 
fate of the world as this treaty. I can-
not think of anything. I defy anyone to 
tell me, whether they are for or against 
this treaty, what we could be dis-
cussing of greater consequence than 
how to deal with the prospect of an ac-
cidental or intentional nuclear holo-
caust. 

Tell me if there is anything more im-
portant to discuss than whether or not 
over the next days, weeks, months, 
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years, and decades we should make a 
judgment from both a survival as well 
as environmental standpoint that we 
will or will not continue to blow up, in 
the atmosphere or underground, nu-
clear weapons. I defy anyone to tell me 
what is more important to discuss. 

That is not to suggest that those who 
think this treaty is a bad idea are mo-
tivated by anything other than good 
intentions. As my dear mother would 
say and as the nuns used to make me 
write on the blackboard after school 
when I misbehaved: The road to hell is 
paved with good intentions. 

Failure to ratify this treaty, I firmly 
believe, paves the road to hell—to nu-
clear hell. I don’t know whether it will 
work, but I am virtually certain in my 
mind—just JOE BIDEN, my mind—that 
if we do not ratify this treaty, we vir-
tually lose any ability to control the 
proliferation of nuclear capability. 

They talked about when the Russians 
detonated their first hydrogen bomb. I 
am not sure, but I think it was Edward 
Teller who said: Now we have two scor-
pions in the bottle. I am here to tell 
my colleagues what they already know. 
We have many more than two scor-
pions in that bottle now. If we do not 
begin to take a chance, a very small 
chance, on a treaty that says no more 
detonation of nuclear weapons, we will 
have dozens of scorpions in that bottle 
with not nearly as much to lose as the 
former Soviet empire and the United 
States. 

There was one advantage when there 
was a Soviet empire: They had as much 
to lose as they had to gain. The only 
person I worry about in a contest of 
any kind—athletic, political, or as a 
representative of the Federal Govern-
ment of the United States of America 
with another country—I don’t like 
dealing with someone else who has lit-
tle to lose but has significant capacity 
to inflict a vast amount of damage. 

While I have the floor, I thank my 
friend from Pennsylvania, Senator 
SPECTER. My friend from Pennsylvania 
has been one of the most outspoken 
proponents of bringing up this treaty. I 
am sure it will be before the Senate be-
cause of his advocacy. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. If I may have the at-

tention of the Senator from Delaware, 
I do believe it is important for the Sen-
ate to consider the treaty. I support it. 
I believe it is very difficult for the 
United States to use moral suasion on 
India and Pakistan not to have nuclear 
tests if we have not moved forward on 
the ratification process. 

However, I ask my colleague from 
Delaware about the problems of consid-
ering the treaty on this state of the 
record where we have been looking for 
some expert guidance on some ques-
tions which are outstanding as to 
whether there can be an adequate de-
termination of our preparedness with-
out having tests. 

One thing we have to consider very 
carefully is whether the interests of 
disarmament will be promoted by 

pressing to bring the treaty now, which 
may result without the two-thirds rati-
fication, as opposed to trying to clear 
up some concerns which some have ex-
pressed. 

I am prepared to vote in favor of the 
treaty. 

Mr. BIDEN. If I may respond to the 
Senator, he raised the $64 question. He 
and I have been discussing how to get 
this up for a long time, over 2 years. He 
will recall, last year, I was of the view 
I did not want to take a chance of hav-
ing the treaty up for fear it could be 
defeated before we had the ability to 
get all the data before the Senate that 
I believed would persuade Senators to 
overwhelmingly support the treaty. 

I changed my mind. The reason I 
changed my mind is—I have great re-
spect for my friend from North Caro-
lina, Senator HELMS—I have learned 
one thing: When he says something 
ain’t going to happen, it ain’t going to 
happen on his watch. He made it very 
clear, there will be no hearings on this 
treaty. I have been with him for 27 
years. We are truly personal friends. I 
know when he says it, he means it, 
which means I have lost any hope that 
he will be persuaded, or be persuaded 
by his Republican colleagues in the 
caucus, to have hearings. 

I then reached the second conclusion: 
We are hurtling toward a disaster on 
the subcontinent with India and Paki-
stan, and with Korea. As the Senator 
knows, if they arm, if they deploy, we 
will see China making a judgment to 
increase its nuclear arsenal and we will 
see the likelihood that Korea will not 
be able to be leveraged. 

Here is the point. I have made the 
judgment, for me—and I may be 
wrong—if we don’t agree to this pro-
posal, we will get no vote on this trea-
ty for 2 years and the effect will be the 
same. 

I am being very blunt. I believe I am 
looking for the political God’s will to 
have people have a little bit of an altar 
call. It is one thing to say privately 
you are against the treaty or to say 
you are for it but there is no vote on it. 
It is another thing to be the man or 
woman who walks up in that well and 
casts the 34th vote against the treaty 
and kills the treaty. They will have on 
their head—and they may turn out to 
be right—and they will be determining 
by their vote the single most signifi-
cant decision made relative to arms, 
nuclear arms, that has been made since 
the ABM Treaty. I think they may 
begin to see the Lord. If they don’t, 
then I think the American public will 
make a judgment about it. The next 
President—whether it be Bush, GORE, 
or MCCAIN—will be more likely to send 
back another treaty. 

I am at a point where it is time to 
bring in the sheep. Let’s count them, 
and let’s hold people responsible. That 
is as blunt as I can be with my friend. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 
from Delaware for responding, and I 
will not ask another question because I 
want to move on to the next amend-
ment. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that 
whatever technical information is 
available on some of the outstanding 
questions will be made available to the 
Senators before the vote so we can 
have that determination made with all 
the facts available. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is 
appalling that our Republican friends 
will use any means necessary to kill 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 
We need time to debate this Treaty in 
a responsible manner, especially since 
the Foreign Relations Committee has 
still not held a single hearing devoted 
solely to the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. 

On September 24, 1996, President 
Clinton became the first world leader 
to sign the Comprehensive Test Ban 
Treaty. On that day, President Clinton 
praised the treaty as the ‘‘longest- 
sought, hardest—fought prize in the 
history of arms control.’’ 

Today, we stand on the verge of los-
ing this valuable prize. For almost two 
years, the Treaty has languished in the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee— 
with no action, no debate, and no re-
sults. Now, with the September 23 al-
ready passed, the United States may 
well forfeit its voice on the treaty if 
the Senate does not act quickly, and in 
a responsible way, to ratify it. 

We have a unique opportunity in the 
Senate to help end nuclear testing once 
and for all. Other nations look to the 
United States for international leader-
ship. President Clinton has done his 
part, in signing the Treaty and submit-
ting it to the Senate for ratification, as 
the Constitution requires. Now the 
Senate should do its part, and ratify 
the Treaty. Ratification is the single 
most important step we can take today 
to reduce the danger of nuclear war. 

Withholding action on this treaty is 
irresponsible and unacceptable. The 
Treaty is in the best interest of the 
United States and the global commu-
nity. Ratification of this agreement 
will increase the safety and security of 
people in the United States, and across 
the world. But, until the Senate rati-
fies this treaty, it cannot go into force 
for any nation, anywhere. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
is in the interest of the American peo-
ple and it has widespread public sup-
port. Recent bipartisan polls found 
that over 8 out of 10 Americans support 
its ratification. These statistics cut 
across party lines and are consistent in 
all geographic regions. The Treaty also 
has the strong support of present and 
past military leaders, including four 
former Joint Chiefs of Staff—David 
Jones, William Crowe, Colin Powell, 
and John Shalikashvili—and the cur-
rent JCS, Hugh Shelton. 

The United States has already 
stopped testing nuclear weapons. En-
suring that other nations follow suit is 
critical for our national and inter-
national security. Particularly in the 
wake of recent allegations of Chinese 
nuclear espionage, it is essential that 
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we act promptly to ratify this agree-
ment. China is a signatory of the Trea-
ty, but like the United States, China 
has not yet ratified it. Prompt Senate 
ratification of the Treaty will encour-
age China to ratify, and discourage 
China from creating new weapons from 
stolen nuclear secrets. 

In 1963, after President Kennedy had 
negotiated the landmark Limited Test 
Ban Treaty with the Soviet Union to 
ban tests in the atmosphere, he spoke 
of his vision of a broader treaty in his 
commencement address at American 
University that year. As he said: 

The conclusion of such a treaty, so near 
and yet so far, would check the spiraling 
arms race in one of its most dangerous areas. 
It would place the nuclear powers in a posi-
tion to deal more effectively with one of the 
greatest hazards which man faces in 1963, the 
further spread of nuclear arms. It would in-
crease our security—it would decrease the 
prospects of war. Surely this goal is suffi-
ciently important to require our steady pur-
suit, yielding neither to the temptation to 
give up the whole effort nor the temptation 
to give up our insistence on vital and respon-
sible safeguards. 

In 1999, those words are truer than 
ever. 

I commend President Clinton and my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
who have joined together to speak out 
on this issue, and I urge the Senate to 
act responsibly on this very important 
treaty. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join a number of our col-
leagues in support of prompt Senate 
consideration of the Comprehensive 
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty the CTBT. 

The issue of arms proliferation is at 
the heart of our national—and inter-
national—security. In the post-cold 
war world we are no longer faced with 
a military threat posed by the Soviet 
Union, but in some ways the world now 
is a more dangerous place than it was 
just a decade ago, with many smaller, 
unpredictable threats taking the place 
of a single large one. U.S. and inter-
national security are now threatened 
by transfers of nuclear, conventional 
and non-conventional materials among 
numerous states. Nuclear testing last 
year by India and Pakistan, the at-
tempts of other states to obtain nu-
clear and ballistic missile technology, 
and the growing threat of weapons of 
mass destruction reinforce the need for 
a comprehensive international effort to 
end nuclear testing and curb the illicit 
transfer and sale of nuclear, ballistic, 
and other dangerous technology. 

I have been a strong supporter of 
prompt Senate action on the CTBT 
since President Clinton submitted the 
treaty to the Senate for its advice and 
consent on September 22, 1997—2 years 
ago last week. As a member of the Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
continue to feel strongly that the com-
mittee should have thorough hearings 
specifically on this important treaty at 
the earliest possible date. I know that 
the chairman of the committee and I 
do not agree on the importance of the 
CTBT, but I hope he will agree that the 

Senate must fulfill its advice and con-
sent obligations with respect to this 
treaty. 

I continue to hear from numerous 
Wisconsin residents who favor prompt 
Senate action on—and ratification of— 
the CTBT. 

The CTBT, which has been signed by 
more than 150 nations, prohibits the 
explosion of any type of nuclear device, 
no matter the intended purpose. India 
and Pakistan’s nuclear tests only un-
derscore the importance of the CTBT, 
and serve as a reminder that we should 
redouble our efforts to bring the entire 
community of nations into this treaty. 
While I am pleased that both of those 
countries have agreed to sign the trea-
ty, I regret that they did so only after 
intense international pressure, and 
only after they conducted the tests 
they needed to become declared nu-
clear states. 

We must do more to ensure that no 
further tests take place. 

The United States must lead the 
world in reducing the nuclear threat, 
and to do that we must become a full 
participant in the treaty we helped to 
craft. I am deeply concerned that the 
third anniversary of the date the CTBT 
opened for signature, September 24, 
1996, passed last week without Senate 
advice and consent to ratification. This 
failure to act by the United States Sen-
ate means that, according to the trea-
ty’s provisions, the United States will 
not be able to participate actively in 
the upcoming conference, which is re-
served for only those countries who 
have deposited their instruments of 
ratification. That conference is cur-
rently scheduled to begin on October 6, 
1999. Because we cannot participate, 
the United States will be at a severe 
disadvantage when it comes to influ-
encing the future of the treaty and en-
couraging other countries to sign or 
ratify. 

Mr. President, I again urge the Sen-
ate to act on this important treaty at 
the earliest possible date. The credi-
bility and leadership of the United 
States in the arms control arena is at 
stake. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

wish to take a few moments today to 
offer some remarks on a matter of ex-
treme importance to this Nation and to 
the world—the matter of preventing 
the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons among the nations of the 
world through ratification and imple-
mentation of the Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty. 

Two weeks ago—September 10—was 
the third anniversary of the United Na-
tion’s overwhelming vote to approve a 
treaty banning the testing of nuclear 
weapons. The General Assembly voted 
158 for to 3 against the treaty, with a 
handful of abstentions. 

Last week, on September 24, the 
United States observed the third anni-
versary of signing that treaty and, on 
September 22, marked the second anni-
versary of its receipt by the Senate for 
our advice and consent. 

In accordance with article 14 of the 
treaty, preparations are now underway 
to convene an international conference 
of states which have ratified the treaty 
to negotiate measures to facilitate its 
implementation. I’m sorry to say, Mr. 
President, that unless the Senate acts 
immediately to ratify this treaty, the 
United States—an original signatory to 
the treaty and a leader in the global 
movement to stop the testing of nu-
clear weapons—will not take part in 
that conference. 

Our absence sends a troubling mes-
sage to the international community 
looking for our leadership. 

Mr. President, I am very sorry to say 
that essentially nothing has happened 
since President Clinton signed the 
treaty on behalf of the United States 
on September 24, 1996, and sent it to 
the Senate for consideration on Sep-
tember 22, 1997. 

There have been no hearings, there 
has been no debate on the Senate floor, 
there has been no vote on ratification. 
This is an extremely important treaty 
that I believe, and the great majority 
of Americans agree, would help to pre-
vent the proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons during the coming millennium. 
And yet the Senate has not even begun 
the debate. 

Mr. President, I believe the United 
States and the nations of the world 
have come to a historic crossroads—a 
crossroads that symbolizes America’s 
view of the future and the potential di-
rection of the international system re-
garding the control and eventual eradi-
cation of nuclear weapons. 

The Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty 
lies at the center of the crossroads, and 
provides us with two basic options. 

We could elect to ratify the treaty 
and seek its broadest implementation 
in order to prevent the further pro-
liferation of nuclear weapons; 

Or, we could elect not to ratify the 
treaty, having decided as a body that 
permitting the testing of nuclear weap-
ons by all current and future nuclear 
powers is in the interest of safety and 
security of the United States and the 
world. 

If we chose not to ratify the treaty, 
that choice would permit us to pursue 
future avenues for nuclear superiority 
in response to nuclear weapons devel-
oped by our real or potential adver-
saries. 

Mr. President, I believe that our Na-
tion has already been down that road. 
It was called the nuclear arms race. It 
cost the Nation over a trillion dollars 
according to a recent study by the 
Brookings Institution. And that’s just 
money. It doesn’t include the oppor-
tunity cost of brainpower and skills 
not used to address other national 
problems such as medical and environ-
ment science or education. 

The fact is, Mr. President, that the 
way things stand, we are not being per-
mitted to make either choice. Despite 
repeated requests by Members of the 
Senate to address this vital national 
and international security issue, the 
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Senate has done nothing to move this 
treaty forward and debate it. 

The Foreign Relations Committee 
has taken no action with respect to the 
treaty and is preventing the Senate 
from debating and voting in this most 
critical issue to the future of world 
peace. By his actions, the chairman of 
the committee is preventing the Sen-
ate from carrying out its constitu-
tional duties and obligations to give 
advice and consent regarding the 
CTBT. 

Mr. President, I support the call to 
hold hearings and bring this treaty to 
the floor for a debate and a vote. The 
American people strongly support this 
treaty and deserve to have that view 
represented and debated in the Halls of 
Congress. 

Will the treaty be an effective means 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weap-
ons? Let’s debate the point. 

Will the treaty be verifiable? Let’s 
hear from the experts on that crucial 
issue. 

Will the CTBT serve America’s na-
tional security interest? Let’s examine 
that from every angle. 

As I mentioned at the outset of my 
remarks today, Mr. President, I believe 
the Nation and the world stand at a 
historic crossroads with respect to the 
spread of nuclear weapons. I believe it 
is our duty and obligation to the Amer-
ican people to choose the proper road 
to take. The key word, Mr. President, 
is ‘‘Choose.’’ The Senate is currently 
being prevented from making a 
choice—and in so doing, a choice is 
being made for us—by a few individuals 
seeking to advance an unrelated polit-
ical agenda. 

I’m certain I share an abiding faith 
in our democratic system with the 
Members of this body. If that’s so, a de-
bate, discussion, and vote on perhaps 
the most critical security issue facing 
our Nation today should be placed be-
fore the Senate as soon as possible. 
Failure to permit such a debate and 
vote suggests to me either a lack of 
faith in the democratic process or a 
disdain for its importance or validity. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support efforts to bring 
the CTBT to the floor. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to add a few thoughts for today’s 
debate regarding consideration of the 
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Trea-
ty. 

I strongly believe that the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty—or C-T-B- 
T—is in our Nation’s national security 
interests. But before I discuss my rea-
sons for supporting the treaty, let me 
first say why the Senate—even those 
who are unsure of the treaty-should 
support its consideration by the Sen-
ate. 

The Senate should hold hearings and 
consider and debate the treaty. The 
Senate should vote on the treaty by 
March of next year. 

Let me now mention some history of 
this issue and mention some of the 
major milestone along the road to end-

ing nuclear weapons testing. In fact, 
next month, the month of October, is 
the anniversary of many important 
events. 

On October 11, 1963, the Limited Test 
Ban Treaty entered into force after 
being ratified by the Senate in an over-
whelming, bipartisan vote of 80–14 just 
a few weeks earlier. This treaty paved 
the way for future nuclear weapons 
testing agreements by prohibiting tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space, and 
underwater. It was signed by 108 coun-
tries. 

Our nation’s agreement to the Lim-
ited Test Ban Treaty marked the end 
of our above ground testing of nuclear 
weapons, including those at the U.S. 
test site in Nevada. We now know, all 
too well, the terrible impact of explod-
ing nuclear weapons over the Nevada 
desert. Among other consequences, 
these tests in the 1950’s exposed mil-
lions of Americans to large amounts of 
radioactive Iodine-131, which accumu-
lates in the thyroid gland and has been 
linked to thyroid cancer. ‘‘Hot Sports,’’ 
where the Iodine-131 fallout was the 
greatest, were identified by a National 
Cancer Institute report as receiving 5– 
16 rads of Iodine-131. The ‘‘Hot Spots’’ 
included many areas far away from Ne-
vada, including New York, Massachu-
setts and Iowa. Outside reviewers have 
shown that the 5–16 rad level is only an 
average, with many people having been 
exposed to much higher levels, espe-
cially those who were children at the 
time. 

To put that in perspective Federal 
standards for nuclear power plants re-
quire that protective action be taken 
for 15 rads. To further understand the 
enormity of the potential exposure, 
consider this: 150 million curies of Io-
dine-131 were released by the above 
ground nuclear weapons testing in the 
United States, above three times more 
than from the Chernobyl nuclear power 
plants disaster in the former Soviet 
Union. 

Mr. President, it is all too clear that 
outlawing above-ground tests were in 
the interest of our nation. I strongly 
believe that banning all nuclear test is 
also in our interests. 

October also marked some key steps 
for the Comprehensive Test Ban Trea-
ty. On October 2, 1992, President Bush 
signed into law the U.S. moratorium 
on all nuclear tests. The moratorium 
was internationalized when, just a few 
years later, on September 24, 1996, a 
second step was taken—the CTBT, was 
opened for signature. The United 
States was the first to sign this land-
mark treaty. 

President Clinton took a third impor-
tant step in abolishing nuclear weap-
ons tests by transmitting the CTBT to 
the Senate for ratification. Unfortu-
nately, the Senate has yet to take the 
additional step of ratifying the CTBT. I 
am hopeful that we in the Senate will 
debate and vote on ratification of the 
Treaty, and continue the momentum 
toward the important goals of a world-
wide ban on nuclear weapons testing. 

Many believed we had conquered the 
dangerous specter of nuclear was after 
the Cold War came to an end and many 
former Soviet states became our allies 
Unfortunately, recent developments in 
South Asia remind us that we need to 
be vigilant in our cooperative inter-
national efforts to reduce the dangers 
of nuclear weapons. 

The CTBT is a major milestone in 
the effort to prevent the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. It would establish 
a permanent ban on all nuclear explo-
sions in all environments for any pur-
pose. Its ‘‘zero—yield’’ prohibition on 
nuclear tests would help to halt the de-
velopment amd development of new nu-
clear weapons. The treaty would also 
establish a far reaching verification re-
gime that includes a global network of 
sophisticated seismic, hydro-acoustic 
and radionuclide monitoring stations, 
as well as on-site inspection of test 
sites to deter and detect violations. 

It is vital to our national security for 
the nuclear arms race to come to an 
end, and the American people recognize 
this. In a recent poll, more than 80% 
percent of voters supported the CTBT. 

It is heartening to know that the 
American people understand the risks 
of a world with nuclear weapons. It is 
now time for policymakers to recog-
nize this as well. There is no better 
way to honor the hard work and dedi-
cation of those who developed the 
LTBT and the CTBT than for the Sen-
ate to immediately ratify the CTBT. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000 —Continued 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
distinguished manager, Senator HAR-
KIN, and I had talked yesterday about a 
time limit on sending of amendments. I 
believe that has been worked out now. 

On behalf of Senator LOTT, the ma-
jority leader, I ask unanimous consent 
that all first-degree amendments in 
order to the Labor-HHS-Education ap-
propriations bill must be filed at the 
desk by 2 p.m. on Thursday, today, and 
all second-degree amendments must be 
relevant to the first-degree amend-
ments they propose, and in addition 
thereto, each leader may offer one 
first-degree amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I am not objecting 
other than to add to the unanimous 
consent request that in addition to the 
two leaders, each manager will also 
have the right to offer an amendment. 

Mr. SPECTER. I accept that adden-
dum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SPECTER. I understand the dis-

tinguished Senator from Nevada, Mr. 
REID, has an amendment which he 
wishes to submit. I have discussed a 
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time limit with Senator REID, and I 
ask unanimous consent the time limit 
be 30 minutes equally divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. I ask the pending amend-
ment be set aside since it is my amend-
ment. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1820 
(Purpose: To increase the appropriations for 

the Corporation for Public Broadcasting) 

Mr. REID. I send an amendment to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. REID] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 1820. 
On page 66, line 16, strike $350 million and 

replace with $475 million. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, ‘‘Prairie 
Home Companion’’: My wife and I have 
enjoyed many Sunday afternoons lis-
tening to this great program on public 
radio. It lasts 2 hours; there is music, 
comedy, drama. It is a great program. 
It comes on public radio. 

On public television, we all watched 
the series on the Civil War. I don’t 
know if there was a more dramatic, a 
more effective presentation of history 
ever made on public broadcasting than 
of the Civil War. 

It was tremendous. 
Then several years later, the same 

person who produced the Civil War se-
ries produced a magnificent series on 
baseball, the history of baseball. It had 
pictures we had never seen, stories we 
had never heard, all on public broad-
casting, all without any type of com-
mercial interruption of any kind. 

I watched on public broadcasting, 
public television, a presentation about 
the city of New York. I have been to 
the city of New York numerous times. 
Never did I see New York as it was 
shown in that program. I saw parts of 
New York I would never, ever be able 
to see. I understand New York better 
than I would have ever been able to un-
derstand New York as a result of that 
program on public television. 

I am a fan of public broadcasting. I 
think America is a fan of public broad-
casting. We can look back to the mid- 
1990s when Newt Gingrich took control 
of the House of Representatives and 
publicly proposed cutting all public 
broadcasting funds. 

There has been an effort by public 
broadcasters to do all kinds of things 
to be able to meet the demands of their 
viewers. One of the things they have 
done—there is report language in this 
bill that I think is important, and that 
is to stand up and say what they have 
done as far as selling lists of their sub-
scribers is wrong. We have public 
broadcasting selling lists to Demo-
cratic organizations; we have public 
broadcasting selling lists to Republican 
organizations. They were put up to bid, 
in effect, and that is wrong. The report 
that accompanies this bill says, in very 
strong terms, that was wrong. 

It was wrong. I acknowledge that 
without any question. But we have to 
decide whether we want to have a pub-
lic broadcasting system or not have a 
public broadcasting system. Either we 
fund the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting so they can exist or we decide 
to end it. I prefer the former. I prefer 
that we fund the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting. I suggest we increase 
funding as indicated in this amend-
ment, this year, by $125 million. 

I think it is important we talk about 
public broadcasting, what it does for 
this Nation. As long as the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting is leery of Con-
gress cutting their funds—and cer-
tainly they should be—I suspect they 
will begin to sound more and more like 
private broadcasting stations. 

There was one article in the Wash-
ington Post, written by a man named 
Frank Ahrens, in which there was sub-
stantial research about what has hap-
pened to public broadcasting. We find 
there has been a 700-percent increase in 
corporate funding over just the past 
few years, since Congressman Gingrich 
got involved in this. It is not just lis-
teners who are noticing the change. 
Private stations, which are not tax ex-
empt as are these public broadcasters, 
are voicing their concern about an in-
creasingly uneven playing field—as 
well they should. 

Why do they do that? They do it be-
cause corporate support has shifted 
radically in the past several years. In 
fact, at WAMU, which is a station here 
in Washington, the broadcasts of which 
we hear all over the country, the sta-
tion president said it has gone up sig-
nificantly. That is an understatement. 

Bob Edwards, for those of us who lis-
ten to public broadcasting—and I listen 
to it in the morning more than any 
other time; I listen to the morning edi-
tion—he is even more blunt. Bob 
Edwards says: 

Underwriting has kept us alive. 
It has cut into our air time. If you have to 

read a 30-second underwriter credit, that’s 
less news you can do. 

That is an understatement. There is 
much less news that is done. Under-
writing spots sound like commercials, 
a trend that troubles listeners, and re-
cent surveys show this. 

As this article indicates, the public is 
getting upset about this. In Boston, a 
radio station called WBUR has aggres-
sively pursued corporate underwriting, 
as many stations around America 
have—in fact, they have all done this. 
It lists 315 corporate sponsors on its 
web site—1 radio station. 

The corporations love to advertise on 
public radio. They believe demographi-
cally they have an audience that lis-
tens to their messages, understands 
their messages; many times they are 
well-educated, upper-middle-class lis-
teners who have expensive tastes and, 
some say, the money to indulge them. 
Moreover, they trust public radio much 
more than listeners trust, perhaps, 
commercial radio. 

We know on WAMU and other public 
radio stations, the Nuclear Energy In-

stitute, the lobbying arm for the atom-
ic power industry, has done a lot of ad-
vertising. This comes not from the 
Senator from Nevada but from this ar-
ticle from the Washington Post. With 
its ads, the Nuclear Energy Institute 
says, by using their slogan, ‘‘Nuclear 
technology contributes to life in many 
ways you probably never thought of.’’ 

This upset listeners. There was a lot 
of complaining. As Bob Edwards, the 
host of the program indicated, there 
was an e-mail campaign suggesting 
NPR was in the pocket of the nuclear 
industry. I personally do not think 
they are. But when this advertising 
takes place, people do not have to 
stretch really far to come to that con-
clusion. 

The same radio station, WAMU, de-
cided several years ago they were going 
to do a show sponsored by the National 
Agricultural Chemical Association 
which advertised its products as safe. 
People complained because some peo-
ple do not like these chemicals that are 
put on crops. Calls came in suggesting 
the radio station was in the pocket of 
this chemical company. That is really 
not true, but people can draw that con-
clusion because of the advertising that 
takes place on public radio. 

Still, public radio managers are con-
cerned and they are inventing all kinds 
of ways to get around FCC rules. They 
are creating promotions with adjec-
tives and lengthy explanations: ‘‘the 
blue-chip company,’’ ‘‘18 million cus-
tomers worldwide,’’ and ‘‘converting 
natural gas to sulfur-free synthetic 
fuels.’’ These are some of the catch-
words they are using to try to get 
around some of the FCC rules. 

In this Congress, earlier this year, 
Congressman MARKEY from Massachu-
setts and Congressman TAUZIN from 
Louisiana drafted a bill that would 
tighten the FCC rules and also increase 
spending by as much as 60 percent for 
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. They were—I should not say 
forced; they decided on their own, I am 
sure, but as a result of all the publicity 
that was engendered as a result of 
learning these public broadcasting or-
ganizations were selling their sub-
scribers’ lists, they backed off this leg-
islation. They said they were going to 
go forward with it soon. There is a sen-
timent all over America that we have 
to have either public broadcasting or 
commercial broadcasting. This mix is 
not working because the mix is coming 
out as commercial broadcasting. 

It is not just lawmakers and listeners 
who are concerned and taking note of 
this advertising policy, but commercial 
radio stations are concerned. Public 
broadcasting is tax free. Commercial 
broadcasters believe it is unfair that 
public stations can air essentially the 
same advertising they do and not have 
to pay the same taxes. They are com-
peting in a way that is unfair to com-
mercial broadcasters. ‘‘It’s not an even 
playing field,’’ says Jim Farley, the 
vice president for news at WTOP here 
in Washington. 
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I listen to WTOP. It is a great news 

station. I think if we are going to have 
public broadcasting, it should be public 
broadcasting. People should not have 
to guess whether or not it is a commer-
cial station or it is public broad-
casting. I agree with Jim Farley. It is 
not an even playing field. 

The increased presence of corporate 
underwriters has led some listeners and 
even those within public radio to fear 
underwriters might influence the news 
coverage in segments they sponsor. 
There are not many other conclusions 
you can reach if, in fact, you are adver-
tising some commercial product. 

The reason people can come to that 
conclusion without a lot of stretch is, 
for example, ‘‘Marketplace,’’ which is a 
public radio program, aired stories 
about General Electric being indicted 
for price fixing but ignored a 1990 boy-
cott of the company by the people who 
objected to its participation in the nu-
clear weapons industry. 

Why did some people come to that 
conclusion? Because General Electric 
provides more than 25 percent of the 
funding for this program. There was no 
other conclusion one could reach. The 
show’s general manager now calls the 
fact they did not run stories about this 
boycott a lapse, a mistake. I submit, 
we should not have these problems 
with public broadcasting. 

My amendment simply says if we are 
going to have public broadcasting, we 
should have public broadcasting. Even 
though this money I am suggesting we 
vote for is not enough to solve all the 
problems, it is a step in the right direc-
tion and will take some of the pressure 
off public broadcasting. 

This is money well spent. It is impor-
tant we in America feel good about our 
public broadcasting. I submit that pro-
grams such as ‘‘Prairie Home Com-
panion,’’ the series on the Civil War 
and baseball and New York and a mul-
titude of other programs we have all 
enjoyed should continue without com-
mercial interruption. 

I believe we should adequately fund 
this organization. Whether it is ade-
quate funding or not is something we 
can all debate, but it is at least a step 
in the direction of giving public broad-
casting a shot in the arm, funding 
which has been taken from them as a 
result of the activities of Congress 
since 1995. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania 
is recognized. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that no second-de-
gree amendment be in order prior to 
the vote on or in relation to the pend-
ing amendment. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I op-
pose the amendment offered and argued 
by the Senator from Nevada because 
the subcommittee worked out a very 
carefully crafted set of priorities, 
joined in by the Senator from Iowa, 
Mr. HARKIN, my distinguished ranking 
member. In structuring a bill of $91.7 
billion, we had to take into account 
many programs, some 300 programs. 
There is difficulty in having this bill 
accepted with 51 votes considering the 
expenditures involved. 

We have given priority to items such 
as education where the bill is $500 mil-
lion in excess of the President’s re-
quest. We have given priority to pro-
grams for the National Institutes of 
Health and raised $2 billion. We have 
had to cut some programs which I, 
frankly, did not like to see cut. But we 
have established the priorities. 

With respect to the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, we have increased 
their funding by $10 million, from $340 
million to $350 million. This year’s al-
location of $340 million was an increase 
from $300 million the year before and 
an increase from $250 million the year 
before that. It is true that back in 1992, 
the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting had an allocation of $327 mil-
lion and it has gradually been built up. 
I have been supportive of public broad-
casting. The question is on priorities, 
and it is my judgment that in a tight 
fiscal year with tight budget con-
straints that we have been reasonably 
generous with the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting. 

On another matter I think ought to 
be commented upon, although it is not 
the reason for opposing the amendment 
by the Senator from Nevada, is the 
finding by the inspector general of the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting 
that 53 of the 591 public broadcasting 
grantees exchanged donor lists with or 
rented them to political organizations, 
which is a matter of some consequence. 
Earlier this year, the Boston Globe re-
ported that the local public television 
station in Boston, WGBH, exchanged 
its donor list with the Democratic 
Party. There were other media reports 
about exchanges involving public 
broadcasting with WNET in New York, 
WETA in Washington, DC, and WHYY 
in Philadelphia. 

Steps have been taken by the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting to 
stop that practice, but I do think it is 
a factor which ought to be in the public 
record and ought to be commented 
upon at this time. 

It would be a curious reward if, in the 
face of a problem this year of this mag-
nitude, we had a proportionately large 
increase in the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. These factors were con-
sidered very carefully when our bill 
was crafted. I do listen to public broad-
casting myself, and I do concur with 
Senator REID that it is a very useful in-
strumentality, given the consider-
ations on commercial broadcasting. 
But we have gone about as far as we 
can go in allocating a $10 million in-

crease which brings the corporation up 
to $350 million. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
ager of this bill and the Senator from 
Iowa have done a good job in con-
structing this $91.7 billion bill, and 
they have included things regarding 
health and education. There is nothing 
more educational for the American 
public than to do a good job for public 
broadcasting. 

As I said earlier, the sales of the 
donor lists were brought about because 
of the financial pressure on these insti-
tutions. I do not condone that, and I 
agree with the language of the report 
which does not condone that. 

I suggest this is money well spent 
out of $91.7 billion. This money is a 
mere pittance and it would be very im-
portant to spend to help the American 
public. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ac-
tual vote on this amendment not take 
place until there is an agreement be-
tween the two leaders as to when it 
should take place. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada for that observation. It is 
my hope we can stack the votes until 
late this afternoon. We find that the 
votes set for 15 minutes with a 5- 
minute leeway go much longer. We 
have an amendment lined up by the 
Senator from Arkansas, Mr. HUTCH-
INSON, to start in 10 minutes, and be-
hind that—in sequencing we have had 
two amendments from that side of the 
aisle, so we are looking for another Re-
publican amendment behind Senator 
HUTCHINSON. Then we will have Senator 
GRAHAM of Florida. 

We wish to move this bill expedi-
tiously giving ample time with time 
agreements. So we will be looking to 
stack the votes very late this after-
noon. Then we have lined up an amend-
ment on ergonomics to come late this 
afternoon. It is anticipated there will 
be considerable debate on that. But we 
want to move through the ‘‘meat’’ of 
the day, so to speak, getting as much 
done as we can. So I concur with what 
Senator REID has had to say about 
stacking the votes later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the Senator’s request? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. I also say, while we are 

waiting for Senator HUTCHINSON to 
come to the floor, that we have the 2 
o’clock cutoff for the submission of 
amendments. We hope Members will 
come forward with amendments as 
quickly as possible, recognizing we are 
trying to move this bill along as quick-
ly as we can. So we hope everyone, es-
pecially the staffs who are listening, 
will take that into consideration, as I 
am sure they are—that consideration 
will be given to the submission of 
amendments, working under the time 
constraints we have. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative assistant proceeded 

to call the roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, while 
not an enormous matter, while we are 
waiting for the next amendment to be 
offered, the issue has arisen as to 
whether the lists were made available 
to which political parties. I have been 
furnished, by staff, with a response by 
the inspector general of the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting to Con-
gressman DINGELL’s questions in the 
House of Representatives. 

This is one question: 
When stations made donor lists available 

to Democratic organizations either directly 
or through list brokers/managers, were the 
lists made available to Republican organiza-
tions as well? 

Answer by the inspector general, as 
represented to me here: 

Although, none of the identified exchanges 
or rentals of donor names from public broad-
casting stations involved Republican organi-
zations, we could not conclude that such 
names were not available to them. In this re-
gard, we found no indications or evidence 
that Republican organizations had ever 
sought or been turned down for names re-
quested from public broadcasting stations. In 
addition in visiting two stations, we were ad-
vised that when they learned that names 
were being exchanged with or rented to 
Democratic organizations, they had proposed 
exchanges with Republican organizations to 
their direct mail consultant or list broker. 
These stations were later advised that such 
exchanges were turned down. 

I think it advisable, having read from 
part of these responses, that the full 
text of the responses to Congressman 
DINGELL’s questions be printed in the 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent that 
the full text of the responses be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC
BROADCASTING, 

Washington, DC, September 24, 1999. 
Hon. JOHN D. DINGELL, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Com-

merce, Room 2125, Rayburn House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN DINGELL: The Office of 
Inspector General appreciates the oppor-
tunity to clarify any questions Congress has 
resulting from our recent report on Public 
Broadcasting Stations exchange or rental of 
membership/donor names with political or-
ganizations. We have accordingly prepared 
Attachment 1 which contains the office’s 
conclusions regarding the questions raised in 
your September 20, 1999 letter. 

If your staff wishes to discuss these mat-
ters further, please have them contact me at 
(202) 879–9660. 

Sincerely 
KENNETH A. KONZ, 

Inspector General. 

ATTACHMENT 1 
RESPONSES TO CONGRESSMAN DINGELL’S 

QUESTIONS 
1. Is there any evidence to suggest that any 

donor list transactions between stations and 
Democratic organizations were politically 
motivated? 

No. Stations across the country univer-
sally denied that any decisions to exchange 
donor lists or rent names to any outside or-
ganization were politically motivated. Addi-
tionally, top management officials were not 
aware that such exchanges were being made. 
Instead, such exchanges seem to grow from 
the need to utilize direct mail solicitation as 
a basis for raising membership revenue for 
the station. Because dealing with political 
organizations was such a minor part of their 
direct mail solicitation process, we con-
cluded that political motivations were not 
considered. 

2. When stations made donor lists available 
to Democratic organizations either directly 
or through list brokers/managers, were the 
lists made available to Republican organiza-
tions as well? 

Although none of the identified exchanges 
or rentals of donor names from public broad-
casting stations involved Republican organi-
zations, we could not conclude that such 
names were not available to them. In this re-
gard, we found no indications or evidence 
that Republican organizations had ever 
sought or been turned down for names re-
quested from public broadcasting stations. In 
addition in visiting two stations, we were ad-
vised that when they learned that names 
were being exchanged with or rented to 
Democratic organizations, they had proposed 
exchanges with Republican organizations to 
their direct mail consultant or list broker. 
These stations were later advised that such 
exchanges were turned down. 

3. Were any contacts with political organi-
zations initiated directly by station rep-
resentatives? What role did list brokers/man-
agers play in these transactions? 

Based on the responses we got to the sur-
vey and our visits to stations, we found that 
all arrangements with political organiza-
tions were made by direct mail consultants 
or list brokers. Generally, such consultants 
developed plans for direct mail campaigns. 
Given the number of solicitations planned, 
the consultant proposed various lists from 
which names could be exchanged or acquired 
based on the demographics of the target au-
dience and success in using, such lists in pre-
vious direct mail solicitations. The stations 
simply saw the names of the proposed lists 
and were given the opportunity to eliminate 
those organizations they did not want to ex-
change with. Therefore, they usually went 
along with the lists recommended. In cases 
where political organizations desired ex-
changes, they would go to the list broker 
who (in some cases) had authority to ex-
change names or who, if they did not have 
authority, would get back to the stations to 
obtain authorization or rejection. 

4. Is there any evidence of a station, or list 
broker/manager acting on behalf of a station, 
refusing a request for a list exchange or rent-
al from either a Republican organization or 
a list broker/manager known to be acting on 
behalf of a Republican organization? 

We saw no indication that exchanges or 
rentals from Republican organizations were 
turned down. On the other hand, we saw 
some exchanges with Democratic organiza-
tions were turned down because the stations 
had a policy of not exchanging with political 
organizations. 

As a general rule, we saw stations looking 
for names for use in direct mail solicita-
tions. In this regard, in reviewing acquisi-
tion of names, stations obtained names not 

only from apparent Democratic organiza-
tions, but also from apparent Republican or-
ganizations. For the stations we visited, 
more than one third of the stations got sig-
nificant portions (20 percent or more) of such 
names from apparent Republican organiza-
tions. Thus, we have no basis to conclude 
that exchanges sought by Republican organi-
zations would have received any different 
consideration from those sought by Demo-
cratic ones. 

5. In your judgment, did any station vio-
late any Federal of State law or regulation 
in conducting these donor list transactions? 

Our office did not find clear evidence of 
any violation of Federal or State laws or reg-
ulations. CPB has the authority for making 
grants to public broadcasters under section 
396 of the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended. In examining the provisions of the 
Act, as well as CPB grant terms and condi-
tions in affect at the time of grant award, we 
noted that no specific restrictions existed re-
lated to direct mail solicitations and the ex-
change of membership/donor lists with other 
organizations. Since we were unable to find 
evidence showing political motivation to 
support particular parties or candidates, we 
did not identify any violations of existing 
CPB statutes or regulations. 

Our office is not an expert in all the Fed-
eral or State laws or regulations which 
might govern the exchange of rental of mem-
bership/donor lists. we have in this instance 
heard that questions have been raised re-
garding the possibility that stations may 
have violated provisions of the Internal Rev-
enue Service (IRS) requirements concerning 
non profit organizations. We understand the 
IRS was looking into the situation. They 
would be the appropriate organization to in-
dicate whether there were any violations to 
that law. 

6. How did stations benefit from list ex-
changes or rentals with political organiza-
tions? 

In our opinion, stations did not obtain any 
extraordinary benefit from exchanges or 
rentals with political organizations. While 
on one hand the stations did get names from 
such organizations, they paid for them just 
like other exchanges with or rentals from 
non profit organizations or even commercial 
entities. In both cases, the cost of direct 
mail solicitations was reduced when names 
were acquired through exchanges, rather 
than rentals. 

In evaluating benefits to the station, we 
noted that successful lists only averaged one 
contribution or membership for every 100 di-
rect mail solicitations (1 percent). Further-
more, only a small proportion of the names 
used in direct mail solicitations were derived 
from political organizations. For the sta-
tions we visited names from apparently po-
litical organizations, ranged from only .3 
percent to 6.4 percent of the names acquired 
for direct mail solicitations. Thus, we con-
cluded that involvement with political orga-
nizations in this process did not provide ma-
terial benefits to public broadcasting sta-
tions. 

Mr. SPECTER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator would withhold. 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I did not 

want to get into a ‘‘who did this; who 
did not do that.’’ I acknowledge, selling 
the lists was wrong. The fact is, 
though, that PBS stations made these 
lists available to both parties. Without 
getting too partisan, we know the Bush 
family has made their lists available to 
groups, also. These groups include the 
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Citizens for a Sound Economy and the 
Heritage Foundation. These are cer-
tainly if not Republican organizations, 
I would clearly say, Republican-leaning 
organizations. 

I also think it is important to note 
we are talking about the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting. And the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting has a 
policy—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
requested by the Senator has expired. 

Mr. REID. Yes. We are not on the 
Senator’s time now. We are waiting for 
Senator HUTCHINSON to come. I got the 
floor on my own. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We have 
a time agreement on the amendment. 
There is a current time agreement. If 
the Senator wishes to—— 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield time from my 
side to the Senator from Nevada. 

I ask the Senator, how much time 
would you like? 

Mr. REID. Just a few minutes, a cou-
ple minutes. 

Mr. SPECTER. Two minutes. We 
only have about 4 minutes left. If you 
take 2 minutes, I will have 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 6 minutes 
20 seconds remaining. 

Mr. SPECTER. Take 3. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-

tinguished Senator from Nevada is rec-
ognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting now 
has a policy. We do not need to talk 
about what has gone on before. We all 
recognize it was wrong and is wrong. 

I again state I approve whole-
heartedly with the language in the re-
port that was submitted by the man-
ager and the ranking member of this 
bill and which I understand had the full 
committee chairman’s undying sup-
port; that is, the Senator from Alaska 
was also upset about the trading of 
lists, which we all agree is wrong. 

I support the present policy. If you 
want to sell your list to a political 
party, you are not going to get any 
funding from the Corporation for Pub-
lic Broadcasting. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on the 

Senate floor we do not frequently have 
the quality of evidence which assures 
authenticity, unlike a courtroom 
where you have to have witnesses who 
saw, observed, or documentation which 
is authenticated. 

I have marveled, from time to time, 
during my tenure in the Senate how 
many representations of fact are made 
which have no authentication. We had 
a little time left over from the debate, 
so the Senator from Nevada and I have 
talked a little bit about these lists 
being made available to political par-
ties. 

You have the inspector general’s re-
port which will be made a part of the 
RECORD which says what it says. I have 
already stated that. I am not going to 

repeat it. But what we say on this Sen-
ate floor is viewed by a lot of people. I 
am sure the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting will be looking very 
closely at what Senator REID and I 
have had to say. And other public insti-
tutions will be on notice, as well, that 
when there is public money involved, it 
is a public trust and not to be partisan 
for either Democrats or Republicans, 
and that we will take a look at it. 

Again, I repeat that, notwithstanding 
this concern, we did not seek to have 
that influence our determination as to 
what the funding should be. We added 
$10 million. We know the problem has 
been rectified, but we want the Cor-
poration for Public Broadcasting, and 
everyone else, to be on notice that the 
Congress will not tolerate partisanship 
or political activity of either party 
with public money, which is a Federal 
trust. 

Mr. President, I move to table the 
pending amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

will be postponed. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 

hour of 12:30 has arrived. We expect the 
offerer of the next amendment to be 
here within a very short period of time. 
In the interim, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, in a 
moment, the next amendment will be 
offered in the queue by the Senator 
from Arkansas. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be awarded 
one hour of debate, equally divided, 
with no second-degree amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The Senator from Iowa. 
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Tom 
Hlavacek, a fellow in my office, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing consideration of this appropria-
tions bill. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Arkansas is 
recognized. 

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

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, par-

liamentary inquiry. A unanimous con-
sent was asked. Was there approval 
that there be a time limit on this 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. HARKIN. The time limit is what? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. One hour 

of debate equally divided with no sec-
ond-degree amendments. 

Mr. HARKIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1812 
(Purpose: To transfer amounts appropriated.) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), for himself, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. ALLARD, 
Mr. THOMAS, Mr. CRAPO, and Mr. HELMS, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1812. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title I, add the following: 
TRANSFER OF FUNDS FOR THE CONSOLIDATED 

HEALTH CENTERS 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this Act, $25,472,000 of the amounts 
appropriated for the National Labor Rela-
tions Board under this Act shall be trans-
ferred and utilized to carry out projects for 
the consolidated health centers under sec-
tion 330 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 254b). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to add Sen-
ators DEWINE, ALLARD, THOMAS, 
CRAPO, and HELMS as cosponsors of the 
amendment. 

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

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to offer this amendment to 
the appropriations bill on Labor-HHS. I 
think it is one that should be easy for 
Members to support. Let me very basi-
cally explain it, and then I will go into 
more detail. 

This would shift $25.472 million from 
the National Labor Relations Board to 
the Consolidated Health Centers Pro-
gram. The $25.472 million is the in-
crease in spending that has been added 
to the budget of the NLRB. I will ex-
plain this in further detail, but this 
would take that expense and shift it to 
what is a critical program for under-
served areas in health care in this 
country. 

The NLRB requested an increase of 
$25.472 million in funding for the fiscal 
year 2000. Their argument is they need 
that increase in funding to reduce their 
backlog in cases. However, when one 
looks at the situation at the NLRB and 
looks at their own statistics provided 
by the National Labor Relations Board, 
justification for an increase is simply 
not there. 

In its annual report, the NLRB stated 
the number of cases that were pending 
before the NLRB declined from 37,249 in 
fiscal year 1997 to 34,664 in fiscal year 
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1998. The NLRB further reported the 
number of cases the NLRB is receiving 
declined from 39,618 in fiscal year 1997 
to 36,657 in fiscal year 1998. 

From their own statistics, it is clear 
that the National Labor Relations 
Board can fulfill its statutory mandate 
to administer the National Labor Rela-
tions Acts without the better than $25 
million increase in funding. In fact, the 
NLRB did not receive an increase last 
year and was not only able to fulfill 
their mandate but achieved these re-
sults which I have cited in seeing a de-
crease in the number of cases. 

How is that possible? When adjusted 
for inflation, from 1980 to 1998, while 
the NLRB budget declined by 21 per-
cent, the number of charges received 
and processed has declined by 31 per-
cent. While the NLRB can rightly say 
they have had a declining budget, if 
you look at the number of charges they 
have received and processed, it has had 
an even more dramatic decline. 

In his statement before the House 
Subcommittee on Labor-HHS, on 
March 25, the NLRB general counsel, 
Fred Feinstein, stated that the NLRB 
has adopted a program called Impact 
Analysis through which the NLRB has 
moved beyond the first-in-first-out ap-
proach in an effort to assure that the 
cases it gets to first are those that are 
central to its core mission. 

He further stated that the Impact 
Analysis Program has allowed the 
NLRB to assure that its backlog con-
sists of lower priority cases. Not only 
has the backlog decreased but the cases 
that are in their own system are not of 
a lower priority. 

The NLRB estimates that of the 
35,000 total charges filed each year, 
only approximately one-third—or 
10,500—are found to have merit. The 
NLRB further estimates that of the 
10,500 charges each year that are found 
to be meritorious, 86 percent—or 9,030— 
are settled. 

Therefore, the NLRB adjudicates 
only approximately 4 percent—or 
1,470—of the charges it receives each 
year. So over 35,000 total charges, less 
than 4 percent, or about 4 percent, are 
ever adjudicated. So from the NLRB’s 
own numbers, only 10,500 of the 35,000 
charges have merit and 65 percent of 
all unfair labor practice charges are 
dismissed or withdrawn. 

Let me reiterate. Sixty-five percent 
of all unfair labor charges are dis-
missed or withdrawn because they are 
found to be without merit. 

Where does that leave us as a body? 
How do we justify funding their request 
at better than a $25 million increase at 
a time that the number of cases is de-
creasing and the number of adjudica-
tions is down 40 percent? How do we 
justify that? 

I know. I simply can’t justify that. I 
think many of my colleagues will 
agree. 

If a society can be judged by how it 
treats its less fortunate, if a society is 
judged by how it treats its most vul-
nerable members, then we must and 

the NLRB must make better use of re-
sources and decide that we will tip the 
scales this time in favor of individuals, 
particularly children, who need health 
care. 

That is why my amendment will shift 
$25.472 million from the NLRB to the 
Consolidated Health Centers. It is not a 
cut in NLRB funding but a shifting of 
what would have been an increase in 
their funding to a critically urgent pro-
gram, the Consolidated Health Centers. 

The Consolidated Health Centers 
Program is a Federal grant program 
funded under section 330 of the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for pri-
mary care health services in medically 
underserved areas throughout the 
United States. 

I suspect that the occupant of the 
chair, the Senator from Kansas, knows 
well about these kinds of underserved 
areas. In my home State of Arkansas— 
we have many in the Mississippi Delta 
region—they are desperately in need of 
these kinds of community health clin-
ics. Specifically, this program makes 
grants to public and nonprofit private 
entities for the development and oper-
ation of community, migrant, and 
homeless health centers. 

Key to the mission of the Consoli-
dated Health Centers Program is its 
recognition of the contours of our 
country and its diverse geography. 
Health care is needed in areas where 
economic, geographic, and cultural 
barriers limit access to primary health 
care for a substantial portion of the 
population. It might surprise a lot of 
folks, but today one-fifth of Americans 
live in rural areas. And many are in 
desperate need of health care. 

I grew up in a little town of 894. It is 
now up to 1,300. It is in a rural part of 
Arkansas. I wouldn’t trade that place 
for growing up for any place in the 
world. But I know that while we have 
serenity, we have low crime—we had 
wide open spaces to run on the farm, 
and it was a wonderful place to grow 
up—there are also a lot of amenities 
most people take for granted which we 
didn’t have. Whether it is in Kansas or 
Arkansas or Iowa, people living in 
those rural areas may be willing for 
the benefits they receive not to have 
the metro system, not to have a nice 
theater, not have the grand malls, and 
some of the things we enjoy so much in 
the Nation’s Capital. 

However, the tragedy is not only do 
they give up those amenities but too 
often in Iowa, Kansas, Arkansas, across 
the Mississippi Delta and other rural 
areas, they also give up opportunities 
because of the economic deprivation of 
some of the areas that have good qual-
ity health care. Indeed, some don’t 
have adequate health care facilities at 
all, while we take for granted such 
areas as the Pentagon City Mall, 
Tysons Corner, full service hospitals, 
dental centers, podiatrists, chiroprac-
tors, virtually a doctor for every part 
of your body. 

But that does not happen in the Mis-
sissippi Delta, rural Kansas, or Iowa. 

These health centers provide access to 
basic yet essential health services, in-
cluding preventive health and dental 
services, acute and chronic care serv-
ices, appropriate hospitalization, and 
specialty referrals. These centers are 
the safety net providers for those who 
fall through the cracks in our current 
health insurance marketplace. We may 
fight and we may argue on the floor of 
this Senate as to what we should do 
about managed care reform, what we 
should do about providing health care 
for those uninsured, but we don’t need 
to argue about the need to increase 
funding for these vital community 
health centers. They are the ultimate 
safety net in our society. 

Health centers provide health care to 
people regardless of their ability to 
pay. By law they serve anyone who 
walks in through their doors—rich or 
poor, insured or not. Of the clients re-
ceived by community health centers, 44 
percent are children, 66 percent have 
incomes below poverty level. That is 
the issue before the Senate in this 
amendment: Are we going to fund more 
bureaucracy at the NLRB at a time 
they have a declining number of cases 
or are we going to shift the increase for 
small rural communities desperately in 
need of greater health care? In Arkan-
sas alone, 41 health centers currently 
serve 80,000 Arkansans. Once again, 44 
percent are children and two-thirds 
have incomes below the poverty level. 

Last month, during our August re-
cess, I had the opportunity to visit 13 
counties in the delta region. They are 
the poorest of the poor. They don’t 
need a handout, but they need a help-
ing hand, especially in the area of 
health care. I recently visited a new 
health clinic in Parkin, AR, made pos-
sible through a grant in this program, 
Consolidated Health Centers Program. 
I commend all the dedicated public 
servants and health care professionals 
at the Parkin Medical Clinic and all of 
the health centers in Arkansas for the 
invaluable contributions they make to 
their communities and commitment to 
improving public health. 

At a time when the number of unin-
sured in our country is over 40 million 
and growing, the community health 
centers play a pivotal role in providing 
care to those who need it most, the un-
insured. By spending $25 million more 
for the health centers, we will enable 
them to serve 83,000 more people. That 
won’t cover the expected need, but it is 
a step in the right direction. They say 
they need $264 million more to main-
tain current levels of coverage and 
care. Last year, we increased funding 
by $100 million for the health centers. 
Senator SPECTER—and I applaud his ef-
forts in this appropriations bill—in-
creases funding for the health centers 
by $99 million in addition. That is a 
good start, but they say in order to 
maintain current service they need $264 
million. 

I believe this is a good investment 
and it is an easy choice. The choice is 
funding more bureaucracy at the NLRB 
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at a time caseload is falling or shifting 
that increase to the communities, to 
the deprived and neglected commu-
nities of this country in which there is 
a high percentage of uninsured and a 
high percentage of children who don’t 
have access to health care. We can help 
that situation and provide tens of 
thousands of people health care by the 
simple passage of this amendment. 

How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas has 17 minutes 51 
seconds. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time in opposition to the amend-
ment? 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent to make a unanimous- 
consent request. 

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

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, I didn’t hear. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent, 
without it being taken off of the Sen-
ator’s time. 

Mr. HARKIN. I object. If the Senator 
wants to speak, why not have the Sen-
ator yield time? 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
am happy to yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming whatever time he desires. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas. I am Chair of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Employment, 
Safety and Training. I have worked 
closely with Senator HUTCHINSON to as-
sure small businesses are treated fairly 
by the NLRB. I have numbers as well 
that show there is difficulty with that. 

I held a hearing in July that clearly 
illustrated how small business owners 
that win against the NLRB on an ac-
tion against the employer get left with 
thousands of dollars of legal bills. Ag-
gressive actions continue to be brought 
against the small business owners with 
no relief in sight. That has to be 
solved. 

Regarding this movement for com-
munity health centers, regardless of 
how much it takes to take care of the 
present situation, Wyoming doesn’t 
have a community health center. We 
have a need for it equally. I hope that 
is included in the suggestions for where 
this money will be going. I understand 
the need to raise enough funds to be 
able to support the current efforts. 

I ask people to take a look at the 
record of the hearings we held on this 
subject of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board and the unfairness with 
which they have treated some of the 
employers, the huge bills employers 
have been left with, in spite of some of 
them representing themselves before 
the committee. Such practices are 
wrong and need to be stopped. 

We shouldn’t have additional funds 
for a function that is actually decreas-
ing the load. We also find there is a de-
crease in cases going before those peo-
ple. 

Earlier this year at a field hearing 
about the National Labor Relation 
Board’s treatment of small businesses 
by the safety subcommittee, a small 
business employer named Randall 
Truckenbrodt testifies that in one year 
alone, over 36 unfair labor practice 
charges were filed against his com-
pany. After a prolonged legal battle, 
Randall won all 36 charges. The cost of 
defending himself, however, totaled a 
whopping $80,000, a sum which he testi-
fied, ‘‘could have been triple had I not 
represented myself.’’ As a former small 
business owner, I shudder to think that 
such a practice could ever occur—much 
less to a small business—and I am 
dumbstruck by reports that what hap-
pened to Randall happens all the time. 
Such practices are more than wrong, 
they should be stopped. I support this 
amendment, which would allow NLRB 
to focus on their existing responsibil-
ities and not allow additional funds for 
random, meritless claims brought 
against small businesses by the 
NLRB—an intimidating bureaucracy 
that can sometimes strong-arm the lit-
tle guy who doesn’t have the resources 
to defend himself. 

I have great concerns over the ac-
tions of the NLRB against small busi-
nesses, and before we give it 25 million 
additional dollars, I think we need to 
get to the bottom of NLRB’s treatment 
of these smallest of businesses. I sup-
port Senator HUTCHINSON’s amendment 
which would transfer the $25.7 million 
increase for the National Labor Rela-
tions Board to Consolidated Health 
Centers under the Public Health Serv-
ice Act. 

Community health centers play a 
vital role in providing primary care 
services to underserved areas. The 
Labor HHS bill provides a $99 million 
increase for CHCs—Consolidated Com-
munity Health Centers Program—for 
poor, rural areas. HRSA, however, tes-
tified and requested $264 million just to 
maintain levels of coverage and care. 

Health centers serve over 10 million 
people nationwide, over 4 million of 
which are uninsured. By spending $25 
million more for health centers, health 
centers estimate that they will be able 
to serve over 83,000 more people. 

Bottom line, this amendment will 
bring better health care to millions of 
Americans, rather than harming more 
small businesses by allowing the NLRB 
to run wild in filing meritless claims 
against them, and therefore I rise to 
strongly support it. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when 

this bill was crafted with some 300 
items, great care was exercised on the 
establishment of priorities. That is al-
ways a difficult matter. Where is the 
$1.800 trillion in Federal money to be 
spent? We have a bill of $91.7 billion. 
We have had a series of amendments to 
change the allocations and assessments 
of priorities which the ranking member 
and I came to initially with staff, and 
then the subcommittee and then the 
full committee. 

I am inclined to agree with my col-
league from Arkansas about the desir-
ability of having more money in the 
consolidated health centers. He came 
from a small town, as he recited, of 
several hundred that has grown to 
more than 1,000. The town where I went 
to high school was a big city by com-
parison. It had several thousand peo-
ple. Russell, KS, has now 4,998 people. 
It used to have 5,000 until Dole and I 
left town. 

I appreciate what the Senator from 
Arkansas has had to say about the vir-
tues of living in a small town. I have 
appreciated the virtues of living in a 
small town even more since I moved to 
a big city. I knew Russell, KS, was a 
great place to live, but after I moved to 
Philadelphia I concluded Russell, KS, 
was a greater place to live. 

When the Senator from Arkansas 
talks about smalltown life and the 
need for health centers, he is right. 
They are needed not only in Arkansas 
but in Pennsylvania, in Kansas, and ev-
erywhere. 

When we made the allocations, as has 
already been noted by the Senator 
from Arkansas, we paid a very substan-
tial increase to consolidated health 
centers. Consolidated health centers 
were a little over $900 million and we 
added $99.3 million to bring them to 
$1.24 billion. That is, I am advised, $79 
million over the President’s request. 

But, even so, when the Senator from 
Arkansas says he would like to have 
more money, I would not disagree with 
him. But then it is a question of estab-
lishing priorities, as to what we do. I 
listened closely to the statistics which 
were cited by the Senator from Arkan-
sas on the decrease in the backlog. But 
even after the backlog has decreased— 
and I am searching for those exact sta-
tistics myself—there still is an enor-
mous backlog which is pending before 
the National Labor Relations Board. 

When the Senator from Arkansas 
makes a comment about the board es-
tablishing priorities, I think that is to 
the board’s credit. They are not going 
to be able to take all the cases, so they 
ought to establish priorities. I hope 
their priorities are not subject to as 
much challenge as mine are on the 
floor. I am not really too serious about 
that, there haven’t been too many 
challenges. But then the day is not 
over yet, either. We are waiting for all 
the amendments to be filed by 2 o’clock 
this afternoon. 

But I compliment the National Labor 
Relations Board for establishing prior-
ities, to take up the most important 
cases first. The fact that there are a 
great many unmeritorious claims filed 
is not surprising. There are sometimes 
unmeritorious amendments filed—not 
this one. But there are lots of cases 
filed in court or any adjudicatory proc-
ess where there are unmeritorious mat-
ters. But I do not think that can be the 
basis of judgment. My analysis of the 
caseload of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and I am going to put 
these figures into shape during the 
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course of this debate, to be specific and 
put them into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, is that this funding is needed. 

The National Labor Relations Board, 
by word of just a little explanation for 
those who may be watching on C– 
SPAN2, is a board created to take into 
consideration complaints, either by 
labor or by management, as to what is 
happening in a labor practice and to 
identify unfair labor practices and to 
produce labor peace by having an ad-
ministrative remedy which would stop 
people from going into court. 

I know there are others who wish to 
speak who are waiting now, but I think 
a careful analysis of the backlog, of the 
procedures of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, and the entire picture, 
will show that this kind of increase is 
warranted and certainly in consider-
ation of the significant increase ac-
corded to the consolidated health cen-
ters, which I have already noted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. SPECTER. How much time 
would my colleague from Iowa like? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Might I ask my 
colleague from Iowa a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. I do not have the floor 
yet. 

Mr. SPECTER. There is a question 
pending of the Senator from Iowa, how 
much time does he want? 

Mr. HARKIN. Just 5 minutes. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, be-

fore I leave the floor, might I ask my 
colleagues from Iowa and Pennsylvania 
a question? I want to know the par-
liamentary situation. Do we have an 
agreement for no second-degree amend-
ments and this would only be debated 
for an hour? Could I get some informa-
tion about this? 

Mr. SPECTER. If I may respond to 
the question, I was off the floor for a 
moment, actually, in the lunchroom. I 
came back to the floor. A unanimous 
consent request had been propounded 
for an hour time agreement, equally di-
vided, with no second-degree amend-
ments. It was later determined that 
was not really acceptable to the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle. I said to the 
Senator from Iowa, when I came back 
in: If it causes you heartburn, we will 
eliminate it. 

I now ask unanimous consent that 
the part as to ‘‘no second-degree 
amendments’’ be rescinded, but the 
time as to 1 hour equally divided re-
main in effect. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if I 

could make it clear to the Senator 
from Iowa, if there is an objection—I 
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
I think his unanimous consent request 
is very much in the spirit of fairness. 

I say to my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle, if that is not accept-
able, kind of sneaking a unanimous 
consent request in—this is a very im-
portant amendment. There ought to be 
second-degree amendments on every 

single amendment introduced to this 
bill forthwith with no time agreement 
if we are going to play that way. That 
is just not acceptable. We need much 
more time and we certainly should 
have the right to second-degree amend-
ments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. I think 
he was yielded time. 

Mr. HARKIN. I assume I have some 
of my 5 minutes left—I hope? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first, I 
say I thank the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. He is a true gentleman, I think, 
in the spirit of comity on the Senate 
floor, to recognize the unanimous con-
sent request that was proffered earlier 
was not acceptable to this side. I bear 
some responsibility for that. I was en-
gaged in a conversation with my staff 
and did not even hear the unanimous 
consent request propounded, so I bear 
some responsibility for that. 

As I said, in the spirit of comity and 
the smooth functioning of the Senate, 
my friend from Pennsylvania, the 
chairman of the appropriations sub-
committee, came back on the floor and 
said he would move to vitiate that 
unanimous consent agreement, which 
he did, I think, again, in the true spirit 
of comity and smooth functioning of 
the Senate. That then was objected to, 
I guess, by the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. HARKIN. I will yield the floor 
back to the Senator. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, when I 
heard there was a problem—we work 
together on too many matters over too 
long a period of time. If it was inad-
vertently entered into, we are prepared 
not to hold anybody to it. We have a 
lot of work to do. If we did not have a 
lot of work to do, we still would not 
hold them to it if it was inadvertently 
entered into. 

I have just discussed that with my 
colleague from Arkansas. I think we 
can work this out in the course of the 
next few minutes, if the Senator from 
Iowa will take his 5 minutes to argue 
on the merits. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I can have another 5 
minutes to talk about the amendment 
itself? 

Mr. SPECTER. I allocate 10 minutes 
to the Senator from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the 
amendment propounded by the distin-
guished Senator from Arkansas really 
would harm the NLRB drastically. The 
Senator from Arkansas said the case-
load had gone down. That is true, the 
caseload did go down, I assume because 
we increased some of the funding and 
they were able to, then, hire some 
more staff and decrease the caseload. 

If now, however, we cut the funding, 
they are going to have to release those 
people and fire people who were hired; 
therefore we will be right back where 
we started from. 

We keep hearing about the backlog. 
What is the backlog? The NLRB, at the 
end of last fiscal year, had 6,198 cases 
pending at the end of the last fiscal 
year. I understand some of those were 
reduced last year, but we are still in 
the neighborhood of about a 5,500-case 
backlog. So I do not know how the Sen-
ator from Arkansas can argue we are 
making great progress. We are making 
a little bit of progress. But to take the 
$25 million out of the NLRB would put 
us right back where we were before, 
and you would see the backlog start 
going back up again. That may not be 
his intention, but that is exactly what 
would happen. 

At this funding level, the staffing, I 
am told, would have to be reduced by 
at least 100 people below the current 
level. That would be about a 5-percent 
reduction. Again, that would mean the 
backlogs would continue to go up. The 
time to process the claims would grow 
significantly, and that would hurt not 
just the employees but also the em-
ployers. Both sides are harmed when 
they get this kind of backlog at the 
NLRB. Again, they are most effective 
when they can get at this in a hurry. 
Workers who are fired for union orga-
nizing must sometimes wait weeks or 
months for cases to be processed. Then 
when the remedy does come through it 
is too late. People have to move on 
with their lives. They have found other 
jobs, they get the remedy, but it is too 
late to make any kind of difference at 
all. 

Employers are hurt because a delay 
causes back pay to add up until the 
case is resolved. This creates uncer-
tainty. It destabilizes the workplace. I 
have had employers who have con-
tacted my office and said: Can’t you do 
something about NLRB? There is a 
case pending. It is causing us a lot of 
headaches. So it is not just labor, but 
it is also management that is hurt 
when you have this kind of backlog. 

If this amendment goes through the 
funding level right now would put us, 
as I understand it, below the 1993 infla-
tion-adjusted level for the NLRB. Dur-
ing that period of time, the number of 
cases has gone up. So you can see the 
number of cases has gone up. We took 
a little bit out last year because of 
some additional staffing we gave them. 
This budget cut would put us back 
where we were in 1993. 

Of course, not only would the present 
backlog of cases take more time, we 
could see actually more cases piling up 
behind the ones that are there. 

Again, there is some thought that 
the NLRB is a kind of a prolabor orga-
nization. The NLRB is effective be-
cause it is a nonmanagement, 
nonlabor, independent board. It pro-
motes stable and productive labor rela-
tions. If they are not able to do their 
job, our whole society breaks down. 

Let me get to the point. The Senator 
from Arkansas wants to take $25 mil-
lion out of this and put it into commu-
nity health centers. I take a back seat 
to no one in supporting community 
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health centers—consolidated health 
centers I guess they are now called— 
and have worked over the years with 
Senator SPECTER, as a matter of fact, 
to increase funding for our community 
health centers. They do a great job. In 
many cases, they are really the only 
source for a lot of low-income people 
who have no health care insurance. 

We worked very hard—Senator SPEC-
TER, I, and our staffs—to get a $100 mil-
lion increase. We are up to slightly 
over $1 billion now for community 
health centers, and they need the 
money. But I do not think they need 
the money at the expense of taking it 
out of the NLRB. We gave them a $100 
million increase. I believe this will be 
more than sufficient to help get new 
community health centers started next 
year and to adequately fund the ones in 
existence. 

While I support community health 
centers, this is not the way to get 
money for them, by taking it out of the 
NLRB and taking it out of the more 
rapid resolution of the backlog of 
cases. Many times, the workers who 
are waiting to get a case heard are the 
same ones who are low income and 
need to have their cases resolved so 
they can get on with their jobs and 
their lives. 

I yield back whatever remaining 
time I have. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). Who yields time? 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming is recognized. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that Patrick Thompson 
from the HELP Committee staff and 
Mark Battaglini, who is a fellow, be 
granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the debate on S. 1650, the Labor, 
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation Appropriations Act. 

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I want to 
respond to some of the numbers used a 
minute ago in talking about the num-
ber of cases filed and the number of 
cases disposed of in this seemingly in-
verted pyramid of backlog of cases. It 
did not happen that way. 

In 1997, there were 37,000 cases pend-
ing. In 1998, there were 34,000 cases 
pending. That is a decrease in the num-
ber of cases pending. That is not the 
same as the number of cases filed. 
There were 39,000 cases filed in 1997; 
there were 36,000 cases filed in 1998. 
Both of those numbers show a decrease 
in cases—a decrease in the number that 
were pending and a decrease in the 
number that were filed. The Senator 
from Iowa mentioned there was a de-

crease in the backlog, that they were 
working that down. 

Let me tell you how part of that 
backlog happens. In my previous life, 
before I came to the Senate, I was an 
accountant. One of the people I did ac-
counting for received one of these no-
tices of audit from the National Labor 
Relations Board. They came in—it was 
about 10 days work for me—and they 
looked over all of the accounts and de-
cided at the conclusion of that time 
verbally, not in writing, that there was 
no violation. We said: Great; we will 
wait for your letter. It is my under-
standing they are still waiting for that 
letter. 

As far as they know, that is still a 
case pending. All of the work was done, 
a decision was rendered verbally, and 
that ought to dispose of it. I know for 
that year it was still a case pending. 
For an employer, sometimes this gray 
cloud hangs over, even after they have 
been assured there is no problem. That 
shows up in these statistics of the 
backlog. 

The other number presented, the 
number they worked, actually in-
creased; the number pending evidently 
was not pending in the next year. So 
they were working a full 37,000 cases in 
1997, plus a few more to work that 
backlog down. 

This agency has been working the 
cases. They have been eliminating 
extra cases, some of which I do not 
think should have been part of the 
backlog anyway. Now we are talking 
about significantly increasing the 
amount of dollars. There would be an 
appropriate time to do that. 

One of the things we talked about in 
a hearing in the subcommittee was the 
legal fees these businesses have to put 
up when cases are brought, and the 
cases, in some instances, are frivolous. 
At any rate, the decision ought to be 
on whether the small business wins or 
not, and if they win, they ought to get 
back the costs they have expended on 
this. 

Part of the testimony in that hearing 
was from some other employers who 
would never take a case to the NLRB 
because they know it is going to be 
more expensive to fight it than to pay 
it. That is not the way the American 
Government is supposed to work. Busi-
nesses are not supposed to live in fear 
of expensive litigation by their Federal 
Government with their tax money. 

Perhaps an increase ought to accom-
pany making a change where there is 
some reimbursement for these small 
business employers who win—only 
when they win. But there could be a de-
gree of fairness built in this at the 
same time there is an increase. Until 
that happens, the community health 
centers are the place to put the money. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 

first I will speak to procedure and then 
to substance. 

I apologize to my friend from Arkan-
sas, for whom I have a lot of respect 
even though we do not agree on all 
issues. I used the words ‘‘sneak 
through,’’ and I should not have said 
that. He is above board, and I know 
that. However, I do want to make it 
clear, my very good friend, Senator 
HARKIN, was talking to someone when 
that happened and therefore was not 
fully aware of this agreement. 

The fact is, on our side we believe 
this goes against our understanding of 
the way we operate. There was no in-
tention of going forward with a unani-
mous consent agreement that would 
limit this to 1 hour with no second-de-
gree amendments. 

I say one more time, I certainly hope 
my colleague from Arkansas will un-
derstand that. I hope he will under-
stand this is above and beyond the de-
bate. We can always debate issues. This 
is generating a lot of anger and indig-
nation. 

For my own part, I am committed to 
doing a second-degree amendment on 
every amendment that comes to the 
floor forthwith, with no time limit at 
all, because I believe this should not 
have gone this way as a unanimous 
consent agreement. 

The reason I feel strongly about the 
procedure is because of the substance 
of what this is about. To me, it is a 
matter of justice delayed is justice de-
nied. I tell you, what is real important 
in our country is that people have the 
right to organize and bargain collec-
tively, to earn a decent living, to give 
their children the care they know they 
need and deserve. 

Frankly, we ought to be doing much 
more by way of labor law reform. But 
when you cut into the NLRB’s budget, 
and you are going to reduce staff by an 
additional 100 women and men, the 
only thing you are doing is you are 
making it impossible for many work-
ing people to have justice. 

I do not even know the figures be-
cause I came rushing to the floor when 
I heard about this, but there are well 
over 10,000 people who are illegally 
fired. And quite often—— 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Will the Senator 
yield for a question? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to 
yield for a question. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Is the Senator 
aware that the amendment does not 
cut the budget for the NLRB, that it 
only flat-lines, it only eliminates the 
increase in funding at a time when 
only 4 percent are being adjudicated 
and the number of cases is falling? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Arkansas, I am well aware 
that it flat-lines, but it is similar to 
what we talk about with the veterans’ 
health care budget. When you flat-line, 
and you do not take into account addi-
tional inflation, then basically the ef-
fect of it is a reduction. 

My understanding is that you have a 
reduction of about 5 percent. If that is 
the effect, and if we cut into the man 
and woman power requirements of the 
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National Labor Relations Board, I am 
unalterably opposed to this because 
working people in this country have a 
right to be able to make an appeal. It 
should not be profitable for companies 
to illegally fire people. It should not be 
easy for companies to break the law. 
When we try to go after the NLRB, 
what we are doing is going after the 
rights of working people. 

So I say to my colleagues, an awful 
lot is at stake here. The National 
Labor Relations Board is all about a 
framework of laws we have set up in 
our country. It is all about making 
sure working people have certain 
rights. I think this amendment guts 
some of those rights by basically strip-
ping away some of our enforcement 
power. 

So I say to my colleague on the other 
side of the aisle that I do not accept 
this choice he presents to us. I think 
my colleague from Iowa probably will 
be talking about what he has heard 
from the community health care clin-
ics. But to pit one group of low-income 
citizens against another group of low- 
and moderate-income people, working- 
income people, I think is simply out-
rageous. 

Knowing the people I have met who 
work at the community health care 
clinics, I doubt the people who work at 
our community health care clinics are 
interested in some additional funding 
for them if that means taking away 
from the rights of working people. We 
are basically talking about the same 
group of citizens—hard working, not 
necessarily making a lot of money, 
hoping that they will get a fair shake, 
hoping that they will get decent health 
care, or hoping that their rights will be 
respected. 

I again say to my colleagues that 
when you flat-line the budget, you ef-
fectively cut the budget. You cut into 
the NLRB’s capacity and ability to rep-
resent working people. There will be 
more and more and more delay. As my 
colleague from Pennsylvania said, jus-
tice delayed is justice denied. That is 
what this amendment is—it is a justice 
delayed/justice denied amendment as it 
affects working people in this country. 

Therefore, I would like to have the 
opportunity—we would like to have the 
opportunity to offer a second-degree 
amendment. I hope my colleague from 
Arkansas will reconsider, given the 
fact that there is, at best, confusion 
about what happened; and we are hop-
ing we can go on together in good 
faith. If not, I say, one more time, that 
for my own part, I will just offer sec-
ond-degree amendments to every single 
amendment offered on the other side of 
the aisle, with no time limit whatso-
ever. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. How much time does 

the Senator from Pennsylvania have 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight 
minutes 40 seconds. 

Mr. HARKIN. If I could have 3 min-
utes. 

Mr. SPECTER. I yield 3 minutes to 
Senator HARKIN. 

Mr. HARKIN. I appreciate the Sen-
ator yielding. 

I hope I can have the attention of 
Senators and the Senator from Arkan-
sas, the proponent of the amendment. 

I just spoke with the National Asso-
ciation of Community Health Centers 
on the phone. They said to me that I 
could say the following things publicly: 

No. 1, they did not ask for nor seek 
this amendment. 

No. 2, they are quite happy with the 
Specter-Harkin increases that came in 
the appropriations bill and hope that 
we can keep it in conference—which I 
publicly assure them and others that 
we will do everything we can to keep 
the $100 million increase. 

And, No. 3, while they appreciate the 
intention of the Senator from Arkan-
sas to get more funding for community 
health centers, they do not want it to 
happen at the expense of the NLRB. 

So I just spoke with the National As-
sociation of Community Health Cen-
ters. I wanted to make that point; that 
they would not want this to happen at 
the expense of the NLRB. 

I yield back my time, I guess. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arkansas. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. If I might just re-

spond to the Senator from Iowa. 
I do not know who he spoke to at the 

health centers. I suppose whoever it 
was is a spokesman for all of them. But 
the ones I would like to speak for are 
the 83,000 people who could be served if 
this amendment were adopted. The $25 
million, it is estimated, would allow 
these health centers to be able to serve 
83,000 more people. Those are the ones 
I am concerned about. I am not so 
much concerned about whoever in 
Washington, DC, decided that the 
NLRB needed a big increase. 

The fact is, the NLRB has said with 
this increased funding they will hire 
122 more people, and they will buy an 
$11 million computer system. So I 
would say to the Senator from Min-
nesota, that is the issue. Do you want 
an $11 million computer system for the 
NLRB and 122 more employees or do 
you want to help 83,000 more people to 
get health care in the delta and the 
poor areas of this country who are cur-
rently not receiving it? 

It is a pretty simple issue. We can try 
to cloud it with parliamentary ques-
tions. We can try to cloud it with ques-
tions about a UC that was adopted. But 
there is a very fundamental question in 
which I believe very strongly. 

I oftentimes hear the Senator from 
Minnesota speak with great passion 
and the Senator from Iowa speak with 
great passion as to how they are pre-
pared to create a problem in the Senate 
in order to further their goals. I admire 

them. I respect them for their commit-
ment. 

I just say, I have a deep belief about 
those who are being served by these 
community health centers. I have vis-
ited them. I see the good work they do. 
I see the fact that poor people can walk 
in and not have to worry about pre-
senting an insurance policy in order to 
get help. I know the value of helping 
those little children in the delta when 
they get preventive health care serv-
ices now and what that is going to save 
us down the line, not only in terms of 
our budget but in terms of the quality 
of life that they are going to be able to 
live. 

Once again, I reiterate the numbers 
concerning the NLRB. We have seen, 
over the last 25 years, their budget cut 
by 21 percent, while the caseloads have 
dropped 31 percent. This isn’t a new 
thing. Last year, we flat-lined their 
budget, and the result was they had 
fewer cases filed and a smaller backlog 
with a flat-line budget. 

I think anybody who will listen to 
the arguments and look at the numbers 
will have a difficult time accepting the 
logic that they need to hire 122 more 
people and buy an $11 million computer 
system, having a $25 million increase 
in their budget at a time we could be 
helping poor people get health care 
around this country. 

So it is a very clear question. I think 
clouding it is not the answer as to how 
we resolve it. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. SPECTER. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

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

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

Mr. SPECTER. I think we have just 
reached an agreement informally, 
which I would like to propound now as 
a unanimous consent request. 

The earlier unanimous consent re-
quest prohibiting a second-degree 
amendment is vitiated. We will now 
proceed to have the Senator from Ar-
kansas offer a second-degree amend-
ment to his first-degree amendment. 
We will have 30 minutes of debate. 

It has now been reduced to writing. I 
will begin again. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the previous consent agree-
ment relating to the pending Hutch-
inson amendment be vitiated. I ask 
consent that prior to a motion to table 
the second-degree amendment to be 
presented forthwith by the Senator 
from Arkansas, the time be limited to 
30 minutes equally divided, and fol-
lowing the disposition of the Hutch-
inson second-degree amendment, Sen-
ator WELLSTONE will be recognized to 
offer a second-degree amendment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Reserving the 
right to object—and I don’t intend to 
object—should the motion on my sec-
ond degree be a motion to table and the 
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tabling motion failed, would my second 
degree still be the pending business? I 
need an up-or-down vote. 

Mr. SPECTER. If it fails, then Sen-
ator WELLSTONE will be recognized for 
offering a second degree. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Should the mo-
tion to table fail, I would assume by 
voice vote my second-degree amend-
ment would be adopted, and then at 
that point Senator WELLSTONE would 
be recognized to offer a second degree. 
Is that the understanding? 

Mr. HARKIN. I could not hear all of 
this. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. My question is, at 
the end of the 30 minutes of debate on 
my second-degree amendment, should 
there be a motion to table my second 
degree, and if the motion to table were 
to fail, my assumption is that we 
would at that point adopt my second 
degree by voice vote, at which point 
Senator WELLSTONE would be recog-
nized to offer his second degree. I just 
wanted that clarified. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. COVERDELL. Reserving the 

right to object, a question to the man-
ager: Wasn’t there a time limit agreed 
to, if there is a Wellstone second de-
gree. I thought we were at 30 or 45 min-
utes equally divided. 

Mr. SPECTER. Will the Senator from 
Minnesota be willing to stipulate now 
to a time agreement, if he is to offer a 
second-degree amendment, say, to 30 
minutes equally divided? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let 
me say, in good faith, that I am not 
going to make it open-ended. I am now 
waiting word from other offices as to 
who will be down here, so I can’t agree 
to a time limit, although I don’t intend 
to extend it for hours. I have to wait 
and see how many people want to 
speak. For right now, I think we should 
leave it as it was and hope my col-
leagues will trust me that I am not 
trying to drag it on and on. I can’t 
agree to that right now. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, a 
question to the Senator from Min-
nesota, it is your anticipation that it 
would be relevant to the first degree? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

an objection to the request of the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SPECTER. No objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement which 
we have propounded with modifica-
tions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. The 
request is agreed to. 

The Senator from Arkansas. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1834 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1812 

(Purpose: To transfer amounts appropriated) 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
have a second-degree amendment at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. HUTCH-
INSON] proposes an amendment numbered 
1834 to amendment No. 1812. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the first word and insert 

the following: 
‘‘OF FUNDS FOR THE CONSOLIDATED HEALTH 

CENTERS 
‘‘SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this Act, $25,471,000 of the amounts 
appropriated for the National Labor Rela-
tions Board under this Act shall be trans-
ferred and utilized to carry out projects for 
the consolidated health centers under sec-
tion 330 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 254b).’’ 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
under the UC, it is my understanding 
that there is no time limit currently 
on the second-degree amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 30 minutes under the unanimous 
consent, equally divided on the Sen-
ator’s second-degree amendment. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. That is fine. 
I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield me a couple minutes? 
Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. HARKIN. I don’t mean to take 

any more time of the Senator from Ar-
kansas. I can’t help poking a little bit 
at him before the vote. 

It is interesting that the Senator 
from Arkansas is trying to take $25 
million out of the NLRB for the com-
munity health centers. Why didn’t the 
Senator from Arkansas try to take $25 
million out of the defense appropria-
tions to help the community health 
centers? Why didn’t he try to take $25 
million out of energy and water or all 
the other 12 appropriations bills that 
came down here? Why go after the 
NLRB? 

As I pointed out, I just spoke with 
the Association of Community Health 
Centers. They said that while they ap-
preciate his intentions of giving them 
more money, they don’t want to do it 
at the expense of the NLRB. I hope the 
amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, 
my staff talked to the community 
health centers, and they clarified that 
they do not oppose this amendment. In 
fact, while they may have concerns 
about how they are getting involved in 
a political fight before the Senate that 
may affect their relationship with the 
appropriators, in fact I think they 
would very much welcome the addi-
tional $25 million for health care in 
rural areas. That is where their heart 
is. They want to help people. They are 
not going to turn away $25 million to 
help. 

The Senator from Iowa is concerned 
about why I didn’t take this from the 
Department of Defense bill or shift it 
from something else, and why we chose 
the NLRB. I think I made that case 
very convincingly. They have done an 
excellent job. They ought to be com-

mended for their priorities and their 
impact analysis system by which the 
most critical cases are taken first. 

They have seen a decrease in the 
backlog. They have seen a decrease in 
the number of cases being filed—all the 
time not seeing an increase in their 
budget. To increase it by $25 million so 
they can buy an $11 million computer 
and hire 122 more people at a time 
when there are tens of thousands of 
people in the poor areas of this country 
being left uninsured and without access 
to basic health care, I think, is a pret-
ty easy call. 

While I think I can make a strong 
case for why we need to increase de-
fense spending, when we have treat-
ment goals failing in virtually every 
branch of the military, with the excep-
tion of the Marines, and when we see 
tens of thousands of our men and 
women in uniform on food stamps, I 
can tell you why I didn’t take it from 
defense. But the more important ques-
tion is why NLRB? Because it is a 
Washington bureaucracy that is going 
to get bigger under that plan to buy a 
computer and hire 122 more people at a 
time when they have seen a decrease in 
the workload. That is why. It is very 
simple. 

I know there is a need in the commu-
nity health centers, and I want to help 
them. This is a little bit of help. It is 
enough help to provide health care for 
an additional 83,000 people nationwide. 
And some of those folks are going to be 
in the delta of Arkansas. 

This is not a difficult amendment to 
vote for. It is a pretty easy case. I have 
had to come down and defend a lot of 
amendments on this floor, but I don’t 
think I have ever had one that I felt 
more strongly about personally or for 
which it was easier to make the case. 

The budget for the NLRB has been 
cut over the years. From 1980 to 1998— 
over that 18-year period—their budget 
declined 21 percent. That sounds pretty 
bad until you realize the number of 
charges received and processed de-
clined 10 percent more than that—31 
percent. 

To stand on the floor of the Senate 
and say we are disenfranchising, that 
we are denying justice by not increas-
ing by $25 million the budget for a 
Washington bureaucracy, I am sorry; I 
don’t think that sells. And I don’t 
think it is too convincing to those who 
are going to be denied health care by 
the defeat of this amendment. 

They have done a good job in reduc-
ing the backlog. They have done a good 
job in seeing a fewer number of 
charges. And they have done so with 
lower budgets over the last 18 years. It 
doesn’t make any sense now to in-
crease it dramatically by $25 million so 
they can hire 122 more people and buy 
an $11 million computer system. 

I suggest that money would be better 
used by people in the poor commu-
nities, in the rural areas of this coun-
try, to ensure that they can walk in— 
44 percent of them are children—and 
not have to worry about presenting in-
surance documentation when they go 
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into these health centers; that they 
can get treatment. Eighty-three thou-
sand more people would be served. I 
ask my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I com-

mented earlier that I would defer to 
the statistics. I am about to put a de-
tailed chart into the RECORD. It is true 
that the backlog went down from about 
6,200 to about 5,500 because we added 
$10 million to the budget. We are now 
proposing to add approximately $24 
million to the budget, which will buy a 
computer, which is not inexpensive. 
Computers are expensive. That will en-
able the NLRB to move part way into 
the latter part of the 20th century, if 
not the 21st century. 

The projection is that the backlog 
would then be reduced to about 1,960 
cases. If this is not done, there are 
many employees who are now at the 
NLRB who would be lost. I think it is 
plain that for the NLRB to keep up 
with the backlog and do its job, they 
need these additional employees. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
chart be printed in the RECORD. 

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

MAJOR WORKLOAD AND OUTPUT DATA 

FY 1998 
actual 

FY 1999 
estimate 

FY 2000 
request 

(1) Regional Offices: 
Unfair Labor Practice (ULP) Cases: 

Situations Pending Preliminary 
Investigation at Start of Year 7,434 6,198 5,487 

Case Intake During Year ............. 1 30,422 30,200 32,000 
Consolidation of Dispositions ..... 1 2,327 2,880 2,880 
Total ULP Proceedings ................ 29,331 29,831 32,647 
Situations Pending Preliminary 

Investigation at End of Year .. 6,198 5,487 1,960 
Representation Cases: 

Case Intake During Year ............. 1 6,215 6,179 6,179 
Dispositions ................................. 3,091 3,012 3,218 
Regional Directors Decisions ...... 769 704 722 

(2) Administrative Law Judges: 
Hearings Pending at Start of Year 1,210 1,106 1,046 
Hearings Closed ............................... 444 521 573 
Hearings Pending at End of Year ... 1,106 1,046 958 
Adjustments After Hearings Closed 0 1 1 
Decisions Pending at Start of Year 216 134 120 
Decisions Issued .............................. 528 538 590 
Decisions Pending at End of Year .. 134 120 107 

(3) Board Adjudication: 
Contested Board Decisions Issued .. 426 532 556 
Representation Election Cases: 

Decisions Issued ......................... 275 237 248 
Objection Rulings ........................ 214 171 187 

(4) General Counsel—Washington: 
Advice Pending at Start of Year ..... 58 129 172 
Advice Cases Received During Year 762 716 760 
Advice Disposed ............................... 691 673 785 
Advice Pending at End of Year ....... 129 172 147 
Appeals Pending at Start of Year ... 980 910 1,077 
Appeals Received During Year ........ 3,316 3,313 3,401 
Appeals Disposed ............................ 3,386 3,146 3,828 
Appeals Pending at End of Year ..... 910 1,077 650 
Enforcement Cases Received During 

Year ............................................. 271 287 304 
Enforcement Briefs Filed ................. 145 152 161 
Enforcement Cases Dropped or Set-

tled .............................................. 63 64 68 

1 Actual figures for FY 1998 are preliminary and still being reconciled. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I had 
announced earlier my hope to stack 
the votes. But in light of the proce-
dural context that we are in now, I am 
advised that there will not be an agree-
ment to set this amendment aside. It is 
my hope that we can vote as promptly 
as possible. 

I move to table the Hutchinson sec-
ond-degree amendment, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I com-

mend the Senator from Arkansas for 
his amendment. 

I have followed the activities of the 
NLRB for many years—since I came to 
the Senate, in fact. It is certainly not 
clear to me that this agency needs a 
$25 million increase over last year’s 
level—particularly when the sub-
committee was forced to be so frugal 
with a number of other high priority 
programs. 

I support the reallocation of these 
funds to the Consolidated Health Serv-
ices account for the Community Health 
Centers. We have long worried about 
access to primary health care for low- 
income families. This amendment is a 
way that we can provide such care for 
83,000 more Americans. 

The Senator from Iowa said that he 
was told the association representing 
community health centers did not re-
quest this amendment. I cam appre-
ciate the rationale of the association. 
They, of course, recognize the hard 
work done by the subcommittee in put-
ting together this bill and wish to sup-
port that by taking a neutral position 
on the Hutchinson amendment. 

However, let’s put the amendment in 
perspective. The NLRB is getting a $25 
million increase—an unprecedented in-
crease—over 10 percent. There has been 
no justification offered for this in-
crease. The caseload has consistently 
declined over the decade. 

Now, the appropriations committee 
has provided an increase for the com-
munity health centers of $99.3 million. 
This is badly needed, comparison with 
the NLRB notwithstanding. 

The additional funds provided by the 
Hutchinson amendment would permit 
health centers to serve 83,000 more peo-
ple. That is the most important point, 
to me. 

Mr. President, let’s compare: $25 mil-
lion for 122 more federal employees and 
new computers versus health care for 
83,000 Americans. This is a no brainer 
for me. 

I hope it is for my colleagues as well. 
I urge Senators to support the Hutch-
inson amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time on the amendment? 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, is there 

still time remaining on the Hutchinson 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is. 
Mr. DURBIN. If that time is allo-

cated to each side, if I might yield to 
the chairman of the subcommittee at 
this point, I don’t want to delay the 
proceedings, if he wants to move to a 
vote. It is my understanding there is 
time remaining on the debate. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as 
manager of the bill, I do wish to move 
to a vote. I would be delighted to hear 
how much time the Senator from Illi-
nois wants, to hear his closing argu-
ment, and then to proceed to a vote on 
the tabling motion. 

How much time would he like? 
Mr. DURBIN. Ten minutes would be 

more than enough. 
Mr. SPECTER. I agree. There is an-

other unanimous consent agreement on 
top of that. I ask unanimous consent 
that after the Senator from Illinois 
speaks for up to 10 minutes, we move 
to a vote on the tabling motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SPECTER. With 2 minutes for 
Senator HUTCHINSON to close. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. I thank the chairman of the sub-
committee, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

This is a difficult choice which is of-
fered to us by the Senator from Arkan-
sas in terms of transferring money be-
cause hardly any Member of the Senate 
will argue that community health cen-
ters should have more resources. We 
opened a new one in my hometown. It 
is very important in many rural areas. 
In smalltown America, these commu-
nity health centers provide health care 
that is not otherwise available. So in 
that regard I applaud his effort. I only 
take exception to his source. 

The National Labor Relations Board 
has been a pain in the side of big busi-
ness for over 60 years because it is a 
mechanism for dealing with disputes 
between employers and employees and 
employees and labor unions. 

There has been an effort by those 
who cannot repeal the law creating 
this agency to reduce the resources of 
the agency and make the delays in the 
backlog so insufferable that the agency 
virtually was stopped in its tracks. Not 
that many years ago there was a hard 
freeze on this agency which resulted in 
slowing down the process for years. 

As I travel around the State of Illi-
nois, and I listen to my colleagues from 
other parts of the Nation, I find that if 
you are trying to organize a plant, for 
example, to bring in a labor union, and 
there is some dispute about whether 
both sides are following the law, it is 
almost impossible to turn to the NLRB 
and expect a timely decision on viola-
tions of the law. As a consequence, the 
whole effort of collective bargaining, 
which has been a recognized legal right 
in this country for decades, is jeopard-
ized because of efforts to strangle this 
agency. 

This is not a voluntary reduction in 
NLRB funds. This is an effort to stop 
its mission. Frankly, I think that is a 
serious mistake because we understand 
as well that some of the rights that are 
protected by the National Labor Rela-
tions Board were rights that were 
fought for over the years by many peo-
ple who gave their blood and their lives 
to make certain that the concept prin-
ciple of collective bargaining would be 
recognized. 

Listen to this about the agency back-
log currently facing the NLRB. Despite 
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the agency’s success in screening out 
tens of thousands of public inquiries 
and voluntarily resolving the vast ma-
jority of its representation in unfair 
labor practice, backlogs continue to 
grow with no concomitant increases in 
staffing. 

I salute the chairman of the sub-
committee, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, and his counterpart on the 
Democratic side, the Senator from 
Iowa. They have recognized it and put 
$25 million into the NLRB. 

When you look to where this money 
is being spent, it is for things that are 
absolutely essential—training the peo-
ple who work there, the attorneys, the 
hearing officers, and the like to make 
sure people get a fair chance and their 
day in court. 

The Senator from Arkansas closes 
out that possibility. He takes the $25 
million away. 

Some of the funds here are used to 
modernize computer equipment to deal 
with the Y2K problem. The Senator 
from Arkansas, by cutting $25 million, 
makes that more difficult to achieve. A 
lot of the money is used for basic ad-
ministration of the agency, relocating 
people where they are needed, where 
the workload is growing. The Senator 
from Arkansas steps in the path of 
that. I suggest to those listening to the 
debate on this amendment, don’t just 
dwell on where the money is going. 
Look to the source of the money. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania very 
eloquently has presented the fact that 
the backlogs are still a problem and, if 
we adopt the approach of the Senator 
from Arkansas, we are going to be, if 
not turning out the lights, dimming 
the lights in a very important agency 
where justice is part of the agenda; in 
fact, it is the reason for the existence 
of the agency. 

Looking at what the NLRB has ac-
complished in a very short period of 
time, one understands why they need 
to be in business and fully staffed. Last 
year, the National Labor Relations 
Board cases resulted in reinstatement 
offers to 4,500 American employees who 
alleged unlawful firing or layoff. They 
also had cases that resulted in back 
pay and other monetary recovery to 
more than 24,000 American workers to-
taling more than $92 million. They also 
held nearly 3,800 representation elec-
tions affecting a quarter million Amer-
ican workers. 

What the Senator from Arkansas 
does with his amendment is restrict 
the power of this agency to do its job, 
to say to America’s workers from one 
coast to the other, they are not going 
to be able to call this agency and ex-
pect it to be there and be responsive. 

If you decide in a democratic election 
by majority vote at your business to 
bargain collectively and to seek rep-
resentation of a union, the Senator 
from Arkansas makes sure your tele-
phone call goes unanswered at NLRB 
when you need a helping hand to re-
solve a dispute between employer and 
employee. If you are someone fired and 

fired illegally or unlawfully, who turns 
to the Federal legal network, the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board, and 
says, I was discriminated against, I was 
unlawfully fired, the Senator from Ar-
kansas makes certain your telephone 
call is not likely to be answered. 

Mr. President, $25 million is taken 
out of the agency, including money for 
computer modernization. On the whole 
question of whether or not you are 
going to have union representation in a 
free and democratic process and wheth-
er you have the National Labor Rela-
tions Board to make sure both sides 
follow the rules, the Senator from Ar-
kansas, with his amendment, takes the 
$25 million out of this agency which is 
necessary for them to keep up with 
their workload. 

I say those who oppose the National 
Labor Relations Board and want to 
close it down should do it in a clean 
vote. Put your amendment on the floor 
to close it down, have it up or down, 
and decide whether American workers 
will have this forum for protection or 
not. But to bleed off from this agency 
$25 million they need to protect work-
ers across the United States in the 
name of helping community health 
centers is a tactic that should be ex-
posed for what it is. It is an effort to 
take away from a very important agen-
cy the resources they need to respond 
to the requests of American workers 
across the Nation. 

I might add for those who think this 
is another labor amendment or 
antilabor amendment, those who dis-
pute the treatment under their labor 
agreements, employees who believe 
labor organizations are not treating 
them fairly, have the National Labor 
Relations Board to turn to as well; it is 
not just the private sector companies. 

American workers’ rights are at 
stake here. This is not just a question 
of health care in rural areas, which I 
support; it is a question of whether or 
not we will protect the hard-fought-for 
rights of American workers across the 
Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
efforts of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. SPECTER, to table this mo-
tion, to stand by this subcommittee, 
and make sure the National Labor Re-
lations Board has the resources it 
needs to do the job that is very impor-
tant to American workers. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

regret that the Senator from Illinois 
implies that I deny the employees of 
this country their right under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. I certainly 
would not imply by his position that he 
supports denying 83,000 Americans 
health care served under the $25 mil-
lion added to the budget of the health 
centers. I wouldn’t make such a sug-
gestion. I regret he made such a sug-
gestion before the Senate. 

If we were denying justice for em-
ployees, I would not offer this amend-
ment. The reality is, we are not cut-
ting a dime from the NLRB. We are 

only eliminating the $25 million in-
crease so they can hire 122 more em-
ployees and a computer system at a 
time when the caseload is decreasing. 
Mr. President, a 31-percent decrease in 
caseload I don’t think justifies a $25 
million increase in funding. 

It is not hard to understand. Make 
that case to the American people. I will 
go out and say this is what we should 
do, flat-line their budget at a time they 
have decreasing workload and put more 
money into community health centers. 
That is what this amendment does. 

If Members want to vote against 
community health centers and vote for 
more bureaucracy, Members have their 
opportunity. I want to serve those 
83,000 people who will receive health 
care because of this $25 million infu-
sion into this very worthwhile pro-
gram. It is bureaucrats at the NLRB— 
122 more employees—or serving people 
who need health care, primarily chil-
dren. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
children of this country, not the bu-
reaucrats in Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Under a previous order, the question 
is on agreeing to the motion to table 
amendment No. 1834. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
VOINOVICH). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 49, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 300 Leg.] 
YEAS—50 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Specter 
Stevens 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—49 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion was agreed to. 
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Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 1812 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the under-
lying first-degree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1812) was re-
jected. 

Mr. HARKIN. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, under 

our sequencing arrangement, Mr. ENZI, 
the Senator from Wyoming, is next on 
the list. We are then going to move to 
the Senator from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM. 
We are trying to get time agreements 
here to move the bill along. We have a 
long list of proposed amendments 
which were filed as of 2 o’clock which 
we are going to try to window here. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Could we have 
order in the Chamber, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will please come to order. 

Mr. SPECTER. May I yield to the 
Senator from Wyoming for a brief 
statement as to his amendment? He 
has already stated a willingness to 
have 30 minutes equally divided. Let’s 
see if we can get a time agreement. 

Mr. REID. We object. We have objec-
tions on our side. There is no chance 
for a time agreement. This deals with 
OSHA? Objection. 

Mr. ENZI. If I could briefly comment, 
this is a change in the OSHA budget. 
But what it does is allocate a portion 
of the —— 

Mr. HARKIN. Regular order, please. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Please, 

the Senate will come to order. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, the Sen-

ate is not in order. I also ask for the 
regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania was last recog-
nized. 

Mr. SPECTER. May I just suggest 
then that the Senator from Wyoming 
send his amendment to the desk and 
proceed since we have had an indica-
tion of the unwillingness to have a 
time agreement. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1846 

(Purpose: To clarify provisions relating to 
expenditures by the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration by authorizing 
50 percent of the amount appropriated that 
is in excess of the amount appropriated for 
such purpose for fiscal year 1999 to be used 
for compliance assistance and 50 percent of 
such amount for enforcement and other 
purposes) 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I call up 
amendment No. 1846. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ENZI] pro-

poses an amendment numbered 1846. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 13, line 14, insert after ‘‘1970;’’ the 

following: ‘‘Provided, That of the amount ap-
propriated under this heading that is in ex-
cess of the amount appropriated for such 
purposes for fiscal year 1999, $16,883,500 shall 
be used to carry out the activities described 
in paragraph (1) and $16,883,500 shall be used 
to carry out paragraphs (2) through (6);’’. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
to have a technical correction from 
what the legislative service drafters 
had, to change ‘‘line 18’’ to ‘‘line 14.’’ 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I would like to ob-
ject until I look at the change in the 
language. 

The wrong page number. I do not ob-
ject. 

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, today as 
Americans head off to work, 17 of them 
will die and 18,600 of them will be in-
jured on the job. All of us on the Labor 
Committee have worked very hard to 
make sure those numbers come down— 
not go up. We do not want an increase; 
we want a dramatic decrease in deaths. 
We want a dramatic decrease in the 
number who are injured. I repeat: 17 
working Americans will not be return-
ing home tonight because they will die 
on the job. 

As chairman of the Worker Safety 
Subcommittee, I feel responsible to 
those families for making sure we are 
doing all we can to prevent those hor-
rible accidents from occurring in the 
first place. I feel responsible for finding 
solutions that will help protect more 
workers from harm. 

The Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, OSHA, is the Govern-
ment agency responsible for regulating 
safety laws in America. The way OSHA 
is supposed to work is that it should be 
providing helpful assistance to the 
overwhelming number of employers 
who are actively pursuing safer work-
places. And I can tell you that accord-
ing to OSHA: 

. . . 95 percent of the employers do their 
level best to try to voluntarily comply with 
OSHA. 

‘‘Voluntarily comply with OSHA’’— 
that was stated by Frank Strasheim, 
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
OSHA. 

Simultaneously, OSHA should be ef-
fectively targeting those employers 
who are willfully disregarding safety 
laws. They should be inspecting them. 
They should be fining them. And they 
should follow up to ensure the bad 
practices are stopped before accidents 
occur. 

But everyone knows that is not what 
is actually happening. What is hap-
pening is that OSHA lumps all employ-
ers together—both the good and the 
bad—treats them the same, and tries to 
inspect and fine them all, no matter 
how small or ridiculous the violation. 
Meanwhile, serious and potentially 
deadly practices go uninspected and 
unstopped. The result is disastrous 
and, unfortunately, often fatal. 

I am not trying to decrease any fund-
ing for OSHA. What this amendment 
does is shift the emphasis so that there 
is some money being spent on consulta-
tion. We have had a lot of hearings. We 
have had a lot of discussion. We have 
said that prevention is where we want 
to be, prevention of an accident, not 
persecution after a death. That is not 
how this is supposed to work. 

As reported in the Associated Press, 
three-quarters of the worksites in the 
United States that had serious acci-
dents in 1994 and 1995 had never been 
inspected by OSHA during this decade. 
The report also showed that even 
OSHA officials acknowledge that their 
inspectors do not get to a lion’s share 
of lethal sites until after accidents 
occur because it takes OSHA, accord-
ing to the AFL–CIO, over 167 years to 
reach every worksite in this country. 
We want them to be able to serve ev-
eryone, but 167 years? That means the 
budget would have to be increased 167 
times to do that. The fact is that OSHA 
neither helps those good-faith employ-
ers who want to achieve compliance 
with the safety laws, nor effectively de-
ters bad employers from breaking the 
law. 

How long does it take to get an in-
spection? That varies quite a bit by 
State. Those that are State plan States 
get a little bit more frequent visits 
than those that are not State plan 
States. So the Federal ones, some of 
them, it will be more than 200 years 
that they have the odds of not getting 
an inspection. 

This point is so important, I will say 
again, because it takes OSHA over 167 
years to reach every worksite in this 
country. The fact is that OSHA neither 
helps those good-faith employers who 
want to achieve compliance with safety 
laws, nor effectively deters bad em-
ployers from breaking the law. OSHA’s 
response has been to ask Congress for 
more and more enforcement dollars. I 
say that response is no response. I say 
that response only begs the question. 
Using OSHA’s framework, the scenario 
would be as follows: Since it takes 167 
years for OSHA to investigate every 
worksite in the country, we would need 
to increase OSHA’s enforcement budget 
167 times in order for OSHA to inspect 
every worksite every year. It doesn’t 
take as long when they are doing con-
sultation, and it reduces accidents. 

Increasing it 167 times would be a 
reckless, unrealistic suggestion that 
doesn’t even get to the heart of the 
problem. That is not even the worst 
part. The worst part is what OSHA’s 
response for more enforcement dollars 
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says to those 95 percent of employers 
who are doing their level best to com-
ply. It says: Hey, Mr. Good-Faith Em-
ployer, we know you are trying to com-
ply, but you are out of luck because 
even if you are trying to be safe, if you 
don’t know what you are doing, or if 
you make a wrong interpretation of 
the statute, we are going to fine you. 
We are going to fine you big. 

Here are the facts: Employers have to 
read through, try to understand and in-
terpret, and implement over 1,200 pages 
of highly technical safety regulations— 
1,200 pages. That is what I have right 
here. Do you know how big numbers 
like that are in Washington? I want to 
make this clear as possible so I brought 
a little show and tell. 

Before I do that, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1885 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1846 
(Purpose: To clarify provisions relating to 

expenditures by the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration by authorizing 
50 percent of the amount appropriated that 
is in excess of the amount appropriated for 
such purpose for fiscal year 1999 to be used 
for compliance assistance and 50 percent of 
such amount for enforcement and other 
purposes) 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

offer a second-degree amendment and 
send it to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Georgia [Mr. COVERDELL] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1885 to 
amendment No. 1846. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the first word and insert 

the following: ‘‘That of the amount appro-
priated under this heading that is in excess 
of the amount appropriated for such pur-
poses for fiscal year 1999, $16,883,000 shall be 
used to carry out the activities described in 
paragraph (1) and $16,883,000 shall be used to 
carry out paragraphs (2) through (6);’’. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I yield the floor. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I was men-

tioning these regulations, these 1,200 
pages of regulations. That is what we 
expect the businessman to know, un-
derstand, and implement. Just imag-
ine, Dodd’s Bootery in Laramie or Cor-
ral West Ranchware in Cheyenne or 
Bubba’s Barbeque in Jackson. They are 
supposed to have understood all five of 
these huge volumes. There are more 
pages in these OSHA regulations than 
‘‘Gone with the Wind’’ or ‘‘The Canter-
bury Tales’’ or even the Old Testament 
and the New Testament combined. 
Adding insult to injury, in many cases 
OSHA’s regulations are so complicated 
and so complex that even if you read 
through it all, deciding one correct in-
terpretation of a rule is nearly impos-
sible. 

Take OSHA’s draft safety and health 
rule, for example. This is the draft one. 
This is one I have a lot of concern 
about. What this draft rule would re-

quire is for almost all employers, re-
gardless of their size or type, to put in 
place a written safety plan. Now, I am 
in favor of safety plans. I know that 
safety plans make a difference in safe-
ty in the workplace. I have watched 
that. But this is a draft rule. It sounds 
right. This is not only mandatory, but 
the elements of the rule are completely 
subjective to human nature. 

For example, the rule requires the 
program, and I quote, to be ‘‘appro-
priate’’ to conditions in the workplace 
and an employer to evaluate the effec-
tiveness of the program. He is supposed 
to evaluate the effectiveness as often 
as necessary, and where appropriate, to 
initiate corrective action. So I throw 
out this question to the Senate: How 
often is as often as necessary? Is it 
once a month? Once a week? Every 
day? I can envision 1,000 different re-
sponses from 1,000 different angles. So 
how on Earth do we expect small busi-
nesses to cope, not only with reading 
these five volumes but also to under-
stand what is meant by them, how 
OSHA would interpret them, and then 
to draw up a safety plan? 

That, however, is exactly what the 
draft rule expects every small business 
in this country to do. The safety sub-
committee, which I chair, has had two 
hearings examining the effects of 
OSHA. The first was a hearing to high-
light how so many good-faith employ-
ers want safe workplaces but are 
drowning in these 1,200 pages of highly 
technical safety regulations. Every sin-
gle one of the employers who came to 
the hearing agreed that they were left 
to their own to comply with every one 
of the thousands of rules without help-
ful assistance from OSHA. 

The second hearing we held was 
about the flip side of that coin, how 
OSHA is not deterring the bad employ-
ers from willfully violating safety laws 
either. The subcommittee heard from 
family members who lost loved ones in 
workplace accidents and how OSHA 
neither helped prevent those accidents 
from occurring nor adequately re-
sponded after the accidents took place. 

To those people who have told me 
that the new OSHA is on the right 
track and that ‘‘if it ain’t broke, don’t 
fix it,’’ I ask them to read through our 
hearing transcript and see if it will 
change their minds. Since I don’t have 
much time, I would like to tell my col-
leagues about one of the witnesses who 
testified before our subcommittee 
whose name is Ron Hayes. 

In 1993, Ron and his family didn’t 
know much about OSHA and were not 
all that active in the worker safety 
scene. But in 1993, Ron’s 19-year-old 
son, Patrick, was killed at his job in a 
grain elevator in Florida after being 
pulled under the grain and suffocated. 
Losing his son changed Ron’s entire 
life. Since that time, Ron has worked 
day in and day out to get answers 
about how to make employees safer 
and healthier. 

Ron and his wife, Dot, struggled to 
understand why more hadn’t been done 

on behalf of their son and what could 
be done in the future to change the tide 
of workers’ injuries and deaths. 

Ron and Dot founded Families In 
Grief Holding Together, called FIGHT. 
It is a project to help other families 
enact changes in the arena of work-
place safety and to work through grief. 
Ron Hayes is one of the most coura-
geous and honest people I have ever 
met in my life, not to mention the fact 
that he has become one of the most 
proficient OSHA experts in the coun-
try. His story continues to inspire me 
and push me forward. 

Reading an excerpt from Ron’s testi-
mony: 

Each year over 10,000 people are killed on 
the job. In 1993, one of those who died was 
our beloved son, Patrick Hayes. I did not 
come here today to rebuke or chastise any-
one. I am simply here to plead—no, to beg 
you great statesmen to work together to 
come up with positive solutions for a better 
agency. No one wants to get rid of OSHA, we 
just want the agency to do its job, protect 
workers, help train and support business. I 
ask you great statesmen to lay down your 
party affiliations and work toward a com-
mon goal. 

I often wonder why the good businesses in 
our country continue to stay safe. Some-
times they are at a disadvantage by their 
own good deeds. These good businesses build 
into their product or bids safety measures 
and are sometimes undercut or underbid by 
other uncaring business owners, so under our 
present OSHA system, where is their benefit? 
The bad companies know OSHA is ineffective 
and because of the length of time it will take 
OSHA to inspect every work site or get 
around to inspecting them, the odds are on 
their side and even if caught, they know 
OSHA will not do much. 

OSHA’s reactive enforcement methodology 
has not and is not working. Letting OSHA 
continue in this manner and giving them 
more and more money each year for enforce-
ment and getting less and less each year is 
just crazy. Someone has to take a stand and 
make some hard decisions for our very fu-
ture. 

Ron’s strong, unwavering stand is 
that OSHA consultation, rather than 
reactive ‘‘find and fine’’ enforcement, 
is the answer that will save workers 
like Patrick from being killed on the 
job. 

I agree with Ron. That is why I am 
here today with this amendment. 

The amendment isn’t to decrease the 
enforcement of OSHA. The amendment 
is to make sure there is an increase in 
consultation, an increase in the people 
who go to the places to look for the 
problem, interpret the problem, sug-
gest the solution, and also make it a 
bigger penalty if they come back later 
and it hasn’t been solved. 

My amendment is simple. It puts half 
of the $33 million increase into OSHA’s 
budget, into a consultation group pro-
gram that helps employers know how 
to comply. The other half is still an in-
crease directed towards OSHA enforce-
ment. 

What is OSHA consultation? OSHA 
consultation is the effective alter-
native to OSHA enforcement. It is 
what is currently working well and is 
highly praised by employees and em-
ployers. It is praised by the agency, 
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and it has been praised by this Con-
gress. 

It allows employers to call OSHA and 
ask them to come in and help them 
read through the five volumes of OSHA 
regulations to see what applies to them 
and how to turn the regulations into 
tangible safety solutions. It allows em-
ployers to ask questions, to get help 
from the inside, and partner with the 
agency, all without threat of fines or 
citations. It makes it a little safer for 
them to ask OSHA questions. That can 
be as intimidating as it would be for a 
person to ask the IRS questions. But 
the consultation function gives them 
that opportunity. They are expected to 
fix what is found. 

Consultation works. The fact is that 
you cannot force an employer to com-
ply with regulations he doesn’t under-
stand or does not know how to imple-
ment. It doesn’t do any good to threat-
en employers to comply when they do 
not know how. If an employer isn’t get-
ting the help he needs, an inspection 
won’t make the difference. The key is 
helping employers to understand what 
the regulations mean and how they 
work. 

Consultation is the answer because it 
puts the emphasis on partnership, co-
operation, and information sharing. 
And if, as OSHA estimates, 95 percent 
of American employers are trying to do 
the right thing, spending money on 
consultation is money well spent be-
cause the vast majority of employers 
will take OSHA’s suggestions to heart 
and become safer without the threat of 
fines and coercion. 

That allows OSHA to concentrate on 
the bad employers, to put some special 
emphasis there, to go after the people 
who don’t make the correction, the 
people who aren’t interested in safety 
and are relying on getting away on 
that 167-year inspection schedule. 

You don’t have to take my word for 
it. Look at what Vice President GORE 
has said about the virtues of consulta-
tion: 

No army of federal auditors descends upon 
American businesses to audit their books; 
the Government forces them to have the job 
done themselves. In the same way, no army 
of OSHA inspectors need descend upon cor-
porate America. 

In his Report on Reinventing Govern-
ment, the Vice President concluded 
that employers should be encouraged 
by OSHA to use private safety profes-
sionals as a way to vastly improve the 
health and safety of American workers 
‘‘without bankrupting the federal 
treasury.’’ Such an approach would 
‘‘ensure that all workplaces are regu-
larly inspected, without hiring thou-
sands of new employees.’’ By estab-
lishing incentives designed to encour-
age workplaces to comply, ‘‘[w]orksites 
with good health, safety, and compli-
ance records would be allowed to report 
less frequently to the Labor Depart-
ment, to undergo fewer audits, and to 
submit to less paperwork.’’ He con-
cluded by saying that ‘‘No army of fed-
eral auditors descends upon American 

businesses to audit their books; the 
government forces them to have the 
job done themselves. In the same way, 
no army of OSHA inspectors need de-
scend upon corporate America.’’ 

I agree with the Vice President’s 
praise for consultation. This amend-
ment simply puts the money where our 
mouths are. 

A few final remarks to remind every-
one what a balanced approach this 
amendment really is. Does this amend-
ment tie OSHA’s hands on the enforce-
ment front? No. It gives OSHA a 50 per-
cent increase over its 1999 budget to 
use for enforcement. That is a lot of 
additional people to hire and train. 
Does this amendment strip OSHA’s 
ability to go after that thin layer of 
bad work sites? No. They have more 
money to go after those work sites 
than they did last year. What it does 
do is help those 95 percent of employers 
who OSHA estimates are doing their 
best to comply with OSHA and to find 
safety solutions that work. 

It helps them out, too. 
This amendment is more of a state-

ment than it is an actual change with-
in the department. Oversight capa-
bility of seeing where the money really 
winds up is pretty limited, but our 
ability to assign it there in the first 
place is not. 

I am pleased that there is an increase 
in the budget for OSHA. I am dis-
appointed they didn’t designate part of 
that for consultation as well. Beefing 
up OSHA’s proactive consultation ap-
proach empowers both OSHA and the 
employer to achieve safer worksites. 

I have seen these consultation pro-
grams work. I have seen people clam-
oring to have the consultation, and I 
have seen them get in long waiting 
lines for it. These are the people who 
want to comply, who understand that 
there are 1,200 pages, and who want to 
do the right thing. But there isn’t 
enough consultation money out there 
to help them get the consultation in a 
timely fashion. All we are doing is say-
ing, please earmark some of that 
money for consultation; don’t put all of 
it into enforcement and persecution. 

By voting in favor of this amend-
ment, OSHA’s own consultation pro-
grams will be extended to even more 
employers who are seeking safety and 
health solutions. The result will mean 
vastly improved safety for America’s 
worksites. 

This is something I have been talking 
about to all of the Members on the 
committee since I came to Washington. 
This is an approach that needs to be 
stated in our appropriations as well. 
Again, it is not an elimination of safe-
ty and not an elimination of inspection 
but a 50-percent increase in the money 
going to enforcement. That is what we 
need to have. But we also need to be 
sure the consultation programs are im-
proving and increasing and are more 
accessible in a timely manner. If peo-
ple have to wait a year for a consulta-
tion, accidents can happen. They are 
interested in doing it. They are ready 

to budget the money to fix it because if 
they don’t, it doesn’t do them any 
good. 

This is an amendment that just 
places some priority. It doesn’t say all 
we are going to do is enforce and that 
all we are going to do is find and beat 
you up and fine you. It says if you will 
ask the questions, if you are serious 
about safety, if you want to help, we 
are going to help. 

I hope you will support me on this al-
location of money to consultation as 
well as an increase in enforcement. 

I yield the floor. I reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, first of all, let me 

point out to all of my colleagues that 
I think the approach we want to take 
here if we want to have more funding 
for consultation is to just simply ad-
vance that by the $9 million. But the 
last thing in the world I want to do is 
take resources away from enforcement, 
which is the backbone of worker safe-
ty. That is really a flaw of this amend-
ment introduced by my colleague from 
Wyoming. 

As a matter of fact, at our March 4 
hearing, a majority of witnesses were 
asked why more small businesses do 
not take advantage of free consultation 
services available in all 50 States. The 
majority of the witnesses said—this is 
not a direct quote, but I will para-
phrase—that many small businesses 
don’t think they will get inspected, so 
it is not economical for them to take 
advantage of these consultations. They 
feel no need to. The two are inter-
related. When businesses really worry 
about this and know that in fact there 
are some enforcement laws we can im-
plement, then they are more likely to 
go to a consultative service. 

Again, I really do not understand. It 
is a little bit similar to the amendment 
we just had where, on the one hand, 
you say you have more money for the 
community health centers and you will 
take it out of NLRB, which has every-
thing to do with workers’ rights to or-
ganize, and making sure equally that 
people who are fired are going to be 
able to have their day in court and 
make their appeal, and there isn’t 
going to be a long delay. In that case, 
justice delayed is justice denied. 

In this case we have an amendment 
introduced by my colleague from Wyo-
ming that basically takes resources 
away from enforcement. Standards and 
regulations are no more than sugges-
tions. They don’t mean anything for 
working people in this country if there 
is not sufficient enforcement to back 
them up. Let me repeat that we can 
have standards and regulations but it 
is empty, it doesn’t mean anything to 
someone if they can’t be backed up 
through enforcement. 

Even with the additions to the Presi-
dent’s budget request, OSHA’s Federal 
enforcement funding will fall $3 million 
below the level it was in 1995. By con-
trast, during the same period, 1995 to 
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2000, OSHA’s State consultation pro-
gram has grown from $31.5 million to 
$40.9 million, an increase of 30 percent. 

So I question the priorities of this 
amendment. The very area where we 
have not kept up and have not made 
adequate investment in inspection is 
the very area from which my colleague 
from Wyoming takes funds and puts 
them into the consultation program 
where we have been making the invest-
ment. 

Of the 12,500 most dangerous work-
places in the Nation, OSHA is able to 
inspect only about 3,000 a year. The 
other 9,500 will go uninspected unless 
there is a fatality or catastrophic acci-
dent. We need more enforcement re-
sources, not less. I will repeat, we need 
more enforcement resources, not less. 

If my colleagues think about the 
number of people who are killed at the 
workplace because of an unsafe work-
place and the number of people who 
work with carcinogenic substances 
which take years off their life or the 
number of workers who go deaf or suf-
fer other disabling injuries because of 
an unsafe workplace, I find it almost 
impossible to believe they are going to 
take funding away from enforcement. 

I hope I don’t get myself in trouble 
for saying this, but this is in some 
ways a class issue. This is in many 
ways a class issue. Actually, we are not 
talking about us and we are probably 
not talking about most of our sons and 
daughters. But we are talking about 
blue-collar workers. We are talking 
about working-class people. The whole 
idea of OSHA and the whole idea of 
NIOSH was to make sure that we fol-
lowed through on our commitment for 
a safe workplace. The way to make 
sure that happens is to make sure we 
have the enforcement resources—not to 
have less. 

Let me point out that in 1995 and 
1996, when OSHA’s inspection activity 
declined dramatically, so did requests 
for consultation services. Business for 
private safety consultants also fell and 
even vendor sales of safety and health 
equipment declined as well. 

I go back again to our hearing that 
we had March 4. My colleague from 
Wyoming conducted that hearing 
where the majority of witnesses said 
one of the reasons small businesses 
don’t take advantage of the free con-
sultation services is because small 
businesses don’t think they will get in-
spected. 

As I hear my colleague speak about 
inspection, I hear him making the ar-
gument that it takes too long. In fact, 
I agree with him. But if my colleagues 
are worried about the delay in inspec-
tion, the last thing they want to do is 
cut the budget that deals with inspec-
tion. That is illogical. If colleagues are 
worried about the delay, the last thing 
in the world they want to do is reduce 
enforcement resources. 

I point out to my colleagues this is 
an important vote. Think about the 
people you represent in your States: 55 
percent of all OSHA inspections are in 

construction, which continues to be ex-
tremely dangerous. In 1998, 1,171 con-
struction workers died on the job. Con-
struction workers are about 6 percent 
of the workforce, but they comprise 
about 19 percent of workplace deaths. 
If we think that is too many workers 
dying on the job, and if the evidence is 
overwhelming there are still too many 
unsafe workplaces, and if Members are 
concerned about workplace safety, 
then I do not believe Senators can vote 
to reduce the resources for OSHA in-
spectors. 

Again, I say to both of my col-
leagues, including my colleague from 
Arkansas, I don’t know why we make 
this a zero sum game. Why don’t we 
say, yes, let’s do even better for con-
sultation. 

The second-degree amendment I will 
introduce will say we don’t cut enforce-
ment. I don’t think we should. I think 
that just means we will have fewer in-
spectors, less inspections, and more 
workers will die. I don’t think we 
should do that. What we could do is 
maintain the funding for the inspec-
tion, which is so key to worker safety, 
and add the additional money, forward 
fund the additional money or advance 
fund the additional money, it is only $9 
million, for consultation. Why con-
tinue to play off one good idea versus 
another or help some business or some 
workers over here but end up hurting 
other workers over here? 

I don’t understand the premise of 
this amendment. I think it is flawed. I 
think enforcement is the backbone of 
worker safety, and this amendment 
which takes resources away from en-
forcement also means there will be less 
safety for workers. That is why I am 
opposed to this amendment. That is 
why I hope this amendment will be de-
feated. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-

quiry as to how many more speakers 
the Senator anticipates on his side. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
think Senator KENNEDY may want to 
speak. I am not sure that we will have 
anyone else. I don’t know that we will 
need to spend a lot more time. I think 
the Senator will be back soon. I have 
not heard from other Senators. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, would 
it be in order to entertain a request for 
a consent agreement? Talk to your col-
leagues to see if we could fix a time. 
We have a great number of other 
amendments pending. We want to move 
to the Graham of Florida amendment, 
Senator DODD has an amendment, and 
we have amendments here. If we could 
make an agreement to 30 more min-
utes. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I am pleased to do 
so; I will let the Senator know. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the Enzi amendment. I 
compliment the Senator. He has been a 
tireless worker and leader in the area 
of OSHA reform. I think on both sides 
of the aisle no one would dispute Sen-
ator ENZI has been the foremost stu-

dent of OSHA, the way it works, where 
its failings are. The legislation he has 
brought forward and his efforts to re-
form this agency deserve the praise and 
the appreciation of the American peo-
ple. I appreciate very much his willing-
ness to offer this amendment. 

I think a few things need to be clari-
fied. It does not cut enforcement. The 
Senator from Minnesota said this cuts 
enforcement. No, it doesn’t. It takes 
the $33 million increased spending and 
says half of that will be used for com-
pliance. Over last year’s level, there is 
no cut in what will be available for en-
forcement. In fact, half of the $33 mil-
lion increase will continue to go into 
the enforcement area. 

The Senator from Minnesota said the 
amendment was flawed. It is not this 
amendment that is flawed. It is the 
‘‘find and fine’’ approach of OSHA that 
is flawed and that needs reform. This is 
a small step, but a significant step that 
the Senator from Wyoming has offered 
that will help move away from the 
‘‘find and fine’’ approach, the enforce-
ment-only approach, the punitive ap-
proach to a program and a system that 
will assist small businesspeople who 
want to do the right thing, who want 
to have a healthy workplace, who want 
a safe workplace and want to comply 
with OSHA but they need help. Any-
body who has ever worked with OSHA, 
anyone who has ever looked at the 
OSHA regulation book, knows a small 
businessman, if he is to comply, needs 
assistance. So I think this is a very 
well thought out and a very important 
amendment. 

The Senator from Minnesota, as so 
many others do, likes to put every-
thing in terms of class warfare. This is 
not a class issue. It is not in any way 
an inference that blue-collar workers 
should not have protection and should 
not be assured they are going to work 
in a healthy workplace and a safe 
workplace. It is a difference on what is 
the best approach, on how we best 
achieve that common goal. It is not a 
class issue. It is not a class warfare 
issue, as some would like to make it. 

OSHA itself has estimated that 95 
percent of small businesses—95 percent 
of the workplace, employers—want to 
comply, that they are good actors who 
want to be in compliance. It is among 
those 95 percent so many accidents are 
happening and that is where this kind 
of amendment increasing employer as-
sistance is going to help. It is going to 
assist that small businessperson who 
wants to comply with OSHA but needs 
help in doing so. It is going to assure 
them that they are going to have the 
resources to be good actors and to have 
a safe workplace. 

I do not know what the experience of 
the Senator from Minnesota has been, 
or that of others who may be voting on 
this, but I do know my experience. I 
was a small businessperson. I know it 
is unconstitutional, but I almost wish 
it were a requirement, before serving in 
the Senate, to be an employer; that 
you had to deal with Federal agencies 
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and you had to deal with this Tax Code 
and you had to deal with the regu-
latory agencies like OSHA. My brother 
and I owned a radio station and we did 
just that. 

From my experience, let me tell you, 
we wanted to comply with every OSHA 
rule, all 1,275 pages. We wanted to com-
ply. But we were a small business that 
had just a handful of employees, less 
than a dozen. Frankly, we did not un-
derstand. We understood radio, but we 
did not understand every minute, high-
ly technical safety regulation that 
OSHA put forward. That is where this 
amendment would help. It doesn’t cut 
OSHA’s funding; it just says let’s put 
half of the increase into compliance, 
into consultation service for small 
businesspeople. 

It is hard for me to imagine why any-
body would oppose this. The Senator 
from Wyoming has hit upon something. 
It is very logical. It is very much com-
mon sense. The American people out 
there understand this amendment. 
Those who may have the opportunity 
to see this debate and hear this debate, 
they will understand the difficulty that 
good actors, people who want to be in 
compliance, law-abiding businesspeople 
have in complying with an OSHA regu-
lation book over 1,200 pages long. 

We are not saying decrease enforce-
ment. But I will tell you this: OSHA 
could send an army, we could quad-
ruple the enforcement budget, let 
OSHA send an army of inspectors out 
across this country; they still could 
not get into every workplace in the 
country. That is simply the wrong ap-
proach if we want a safe workplace. 
The right approach is to put more into 
consultation services, work with the 95 
percent of businesspeople who want to 
have a good workplace, assist them in 
ensuring they have it, and we will do 
more to save lives than under the ‘‘find 
and fine,’’ punitive, enforcement-ori-
ented approach that OSHA has had in 
the past. 

Again, I commend Senator ENZI for 
remarkable leadership, leadership that 
has been praised on both sides of the 
aisle in his tireless efforts to improve 
the way OSHA operates. I commend 
him and am glad to be supportive of his 
amendment today. 

I have a chart I will just point to 
briefly. It shows 61.5 percent of the cur-
rent budget is going to enforcement; 
less than a quarter of their budget 
going to compliance assistance. Sen-
ator ENZI has taken the approach that 
at least half of what we are putting 
into OSHA’s budget ought to go into 
assistance, not taking a hammer and 
beating up on the small businessperson 
who is trying to comply with OSHA’s 
thousands of regulations. 

Once again, I am glad to be a sup-
porter of this amendment and ask my 
colleagues to support Senator ENZI and 
his continued efforts to make OSHA a 
better agency and to make the work-
place in this country a safer place for 
American workers. 

I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I, first 
of all, acknowledge the strong interest 
that my friend and colleague from Wy-
oming has in the whole area of OSHA. 
He spends a great deal of time on this 
issue. Although I have areas of dif-
ference with him, he is someone who 
has involved himself in this issue to a 
very significant extent. We certainly 
take note of his longstanding and con-
tinuing and ongoing interest in trying 
to make the workplace safer. 

Having said that, I do hope his posi-
tion will not be sustained on this par-
ticular issue this afternoon. I hope 
eventually we will have the oppor-
tunity to support the Wellstone amend-
ment that, instead of taking the money 
from inspections for consultation, 
would just add additional funding for 
consultations rather than denying the 
money for inspections. 

The way that would ordinarily be 
done is Senator ENZI would have of-
fered his amendment to transfer, and 
then Senator WELLSTONE would have 
come on and offered a second-degree 
amendment and said: All right, let us 
have the increased money from forward 
funding for the $9 million for compli-
ance. We would have gone to the Sen-
ate, I think, with the support of the 
Senator from Wyoming. I think we 
would have resolved this issue and we 
would be further down the road in mov-
ing ahead on the whole question of the 
appropriation. 

But we will go through, I guess, the 
vote on Coverdell, which is basically a 
repeat of the Enzi amendment. The 
Senator is entitled to offer that, to ef-
fectively cut off, at least at this time, 
the Wellstone amendment. Then we 
will have to come back in on top of 
that, after the Senate makes a resolu-
tion of that particular question. 

Just to put the facts straight, there 
are very few of us—I do not know any 
of us—who do not believe there should 
be an expansion of both: Consultation, 
and I think there has to be a very ex-
tensive inspection program. They go 
hand in hand. Why do we say they go 
hand in hand? We have some very di-
rect and powerful evidence. In 1995 and 
1996, when the Congress cut dramati-
cally the funding for inspections, then 
the number of consultations went down 
correspondingly, dramatically. The 
reason for that has been very clear 
from the record. If there is a reduction 
in inspections, and there is a sense the 
companies are not going to be in-
spected, there is less of an incentive to 
move ahead with consultations. 

So these have gone hand in hand. 
What the Senator from Wyoming wants 
to do is put a greater emphasis on con-
sultation and reduce the number of in-
spections. I do not think that is wise, 
given the fact that we have seen the 
dramatic increase in the workforce. We 
have 15 million more people working 
now than we had 6 years ago, as we 
saw, as Mr. Ralph Nader, interestingly, 
reminded us last Labor Day, indicating 

that and indicting the OSHA depart-
ment for not having enough inspec-
tions in order to provide the kinds of 
protections for an expanded workforce. 

Under the amendment of the Senator 
from Wyoming, he wants to reduce 
them further. It will be about a 10-per-
cent reduction in the number of inspec-
tions. We have about 88,000 or so in-
spections. This would amount to about 
a 10-percent reduction in the total 
number of inspections, which is not in-
significant. 

It is particularly important in the 
areas of the construction trades, as my 
friend and colleague has pointed out, 
the Senator from Minnesota. Even 
though those in construction are only 
about 6 percent of the workforce, we 
find close to 20 percent of all the 
deaths in the workplace are in con-
struction. This is a dangerous, dan-
gerous industry to work in. We are for-
tunate in this country to have dra-
matic escalations of construction 
projects. We have them in our own city 
of Boston, and we have them all over 
this country, dramatic escalation in 
construction. We find these attendant 
accidents which happen, and also 
deaths which occur as well. 

So if we look at the history, we find 
very important and powerful evidence. 

We can represent what we think will 
happen. We can say what we would like 
to happen. But the fact is, in this par-
ticular situation, we know on the basis 
of evidence what does happen, and that 
is, reduction in inspections is reduction 
in consultations. 

With all respect to my friend from 
Wyoming, if we want to see an expan-
sion of the consultations, we ought to 
increase the number of inspections in-
stead of reducing them. But that is not 
where we are this afternoon. 

Finally, the administration and the 
Congress have seen a significant in-
crease in consultations over the last 4 
years, about a 30-percent increase. 
There has been important work done in 
the area of consultation. We certainly 
support—I do—that program and think 
it is very important. 

It is interesting that the association 
which represents those who are in-
volved in consultation is resisting this 
amendment, and the reason they are 
resisting this amendment is for the 
reason I have identified. They under-
stand with the reduction of inspec-
tions, there is going to be a reduction 
in consultations. 

One would think they would say: 
Wow, amen, let’s get behind them; they 
are going to put more money into con-
sultations and, therefore, we are going 
to get more of it. 

But no, they do not. That ought to 
say something to us because they un-
derstand as well. 

As I mentioned, I have great respect 
and affection for my friend and col-
league from Wyoming, particularly in 
this area of OSHA, but in this very im-
portant area where we are talking 
about people’s lives, what is the real 
purpose of this? The real purpose is the 
protection of workers’ lives. 
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We have seen since the time OSHA 

has gone into effect a dramatic reduc-
tion—50-, 60-percent reduction—in the 
loss of lives on the construction site. 
OSHA is faced with additional prob-
lems of occupational health. It is faced 
with additional issues with these new 
toxic substances and a wide range of 
challenges for the new workplace they 
are trying to deal with and that also 
pose a significant and serious threat to 
workers. What we are basically saying 
with OSHA is that we in the United 
States want to make sure we are going 
to have as safe a workplace as possible 
for working men and women. 

We believe with the increased fund-
ing provided for OSHA in this appro-
priations, as compared to the under-
mining of OSHA, as we saw in the 
House Appropriations Committee, we 
will meet that responsibility and OSHA 
can meet it. 

Let us not put at risk what is tried 
and tested policy conclusions: We have 
strong inspections and strong consulta-
tions. That works. That is the position 
Senator WELLSTONE and I and others 
support. 

I hope as a result of these votes that 
is where we will come out; that we will 
come out so there will be a modest in-
crease which the good Senator has 
mentioned in terms of consultation; 
that we will come out and add those 
additional funds for the outyears but 
not take away from the extremely im-
portant inspection. 

Finally, we can pass various pieces of 
legislation, but unless we are going to 
have enforcement, a right without a 
remedy does not go very far. That is 
true in just about every area of public 
policy. We learn that every single day. 
What we need to have is account-
ability. We hear a great deal of talk 
about accountability. This is account-
ability. The question of inspections is a 
part of accountability to protect work-
ers. If we cut off and reduce inspec-
tions, we are denying the important ac-
countability that is necessary to pro-
tect workers in this country, and that 
is an important and serious mistake. 

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

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I appreciate 

the kind remarks of my colleagues. I 
appreciate the comments they have 
made. We all have a tremendous inter-
est in seeing there are safer work-
places, and there is a long way to go on 
that yet. But what we are having a lit-
tle trouble agreeing on is the mecha-
nism for getting there. There are some 
philosophical differences on how to go 
about safety. 

I do not think they are across that 
big of a chasm, but if we had the oppor-
tunity to spend some time to sit down 
and talk about them, we could come up 
with some things that will help the 
safety of the workplace in this coun-
try. We can throw out all the mis-
conceptions and previous solutions and 
work from there. That is not what is 
happening. What is happening is this 
appropriations bill. 

We mentioned a record of safety and 
how it has been increasing. I have been 
very curious about that record of safe-
ty because a lot of people said when 
OSHA went into effect, there was a 
huge jump in safety in this country 
and it has been continuing; since OSHA 
went into effect, there has been a de-
crease in the number of deaths and ac-
cidents in this country. 

I went back another 20 years beyond 
that and looked at the number of acci-
dents in this country. Business had 
been bringing that down before OSHA 
went into effect. They were doing that 
because they knew if they were going 
to have a good business, they had to 
take care of the employee. There has 
been an ever-increasing awareness of 
that, and there has been an ever-in-
creasing improvement in that. 

My colleagues from across the aisle 
say consultation and enforcement have 
to go hand in hand. Yes, they do have 
to go hand in hand, and I am not sug-
gesting any other thing. I am saying 
that half the money we are putting in 
increases ought to go for the other 
hand of the hand in hand. We ought to 
do 50 percent for each. We are already 
doing a whole lot more enforcement 
than we are consultation. I am not try-
ing to even that up. I am trying to 
take part of what we are doing this 
year and putting it in there. 

They say: Whoa, rather than do that, 
take another $33 million and stick it in 
there and that will show a real com-
mitment to safety. Let me tell you 
what that would show. It would show 
my stupidity on management. We are 
doing a drastic increase on that budg-
et. We are expecting them to take a 
huge increase of funds, find the people, 
train the people and put them out 
there doing enforcement. 

I have faith in the people who are in 
that Department, and I believe they 
can do that, but they have a better 
chance not only of being able to train 
the people but also to get effective use 
out of them by putting half the money 
into consultation so half the people 
being trained are going to go out there 
and answer questions. 

They are going to be the good guys. 
They are going to be the ones who say: 
I know you do not understand these 
1,200 pages, but just let me go through 
your business, show you what is wrong 
and, by golly, you fix it. If you fix it, 
you have no problem. If you don’t fix 
it, my buddy over here is going to be 
on your tail; this other 50 percent of 
the money is going to be on you. 

There is a limit to how much in-
crease you can do in a given year. 

There is room for training improve-
ment. We have looked at what kind of 
training there is. I have also looked at 
the number of inspections that are 
being done by the people who are there. 
I am not sure there is enough manage-
ment over the inspections that are 
being done. 

My colleague from Minnesota men-
tioned that out of those very bad em-
ployers, they were only able to inspect 

3,000. That is terrible. That is rotten. 
That is not the way it is supposed to 
happen. 

We have 2,500 Federal inspectors. 
They are not doing the State-plan 
States. They are only doing the Fed-
eral inspections. If they did one more 
inspection a year, they would double 
the number of inspections on those bad 
businesses. But we are not going to 
have that if we just throw a whole 
bunch more people into the mix. They 
are not going to be capable of going out 
and looking at the bad employers and 
finding those bad problems. 

It takes more than a few months to 
train the people, and you cannot do it 
if you have thousands coming into the 
workforce at one time. 

There have to be some limits. This is 
a reasonable approach to being sure 
there is an increase in enforcement, 
and it is accompanied by an increase in 
consultation. 

If you look at the numbers of people 
who are waiting out there in non-State 
plan States—the State-plan States are 
doing pretty good with this, the ones 
that have said they will do the work 
themselves. They are doing pretty 
good. The non-State-plan States are 
having a terrible time getting to the 
backlog on consultations. So we need 
some consultation money. 

I have a bill that may be the wrong 
approach to doing safety. I put a lot of 
hours into it. I sat down with every-
body individually, and I talked to them 
about it. It is the SAFE Act, and it 
calls for hiring some private consulta-
tion. I have run into opposition on 
that. What I have heard in the way of 
opposition is: You cannot let the busi-
nesses hire people to do inspections. 
Even though those inspections would 
result in things being found, things 
stopped, things improved, you cannot 
do it that way. It has to be done feder-
ally or that there be some kind of a 
mechanism for the Federal Govern-
ment to have the inspectors involved. 

So I have listened. I have said OK. 
Under this program, the Federal Gov-
ernment hires the inspectors, the Fed-
eral Government hires the consultation 
people; it is the Federal Government 
that is coming in to do these consulta-
tions—totally independent, totally 
under the direction of OSHA. 

I have been trying to listen to what 
is being said on all of this. This is one 
of the solutions that can be provided. I 
hope you will support increasing the 
funds to OSHA. I know that is a tough 
stand for a lot of people over here, but 
I want you to do that. I want you to in-
crease the amount of money that is 
going to the enforcement of OSHA, but 
at the same time what I want you to do 
is take half of that money and assure 
that it is going to consultation. 

As I said before, there is no way we 
can assure that it is going to consulta-
tion. Once it gets in that department 
budget, even though it is under a line 
item, there is not much of a way, even 
with oversight, to see if those people 
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who are supposed to be under consulta-
tion are doing any enforcement, and 
vice versa. 

So it is a statement that we are mak-
ing that, yes, consultation ought to go 
hand in hand with enforcement. It is a 
statement. How they use that budget, 
we will never know. Maybe we will 
know through increased enforcement. 
Maybe we will know with a decrease in 
the amount of waiting time people 
have to have for these inspections. 

But we have a chance to do the right 
thing and to do it in a responsible man-
ner that can be handled, giving the in-
creases and making sure that to the 
small businessman out there who 
wants to understand those 1,275 pages 
as they apply to his business—and it 
isn’t optional for him to do that; it is 
mandatory he do that—we are saying 
we are going to reach out and give you 
a little bit of a hand. We are going to 
come into your business. We are going 
to show you what is wrong, and you 
have to clean it up because we are hir-
ing more enforcement people who are 
going to be here to check on you if you 
do not. 

That is all we are asking. I think it 
is a reasonable amendment. I was hop-
ing that it would be accepted. I am still 
hoping it will be accepted. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-

GERALD). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. My understanding 

is that the Senator from Pennsylvania 
is going to try to propound a unani-
mous consent request. 

Let me, in 2 minutes, summarize. I 
appreciate the amendment by my col-
leagues in Wyoming and Georgia. I 
think this is an unfortunate tradeoff. I 
think it is a profound mistake. I think 
enforcement is the backbone of worker 
safety. 

The second-degree amendment we 
will offer later on would essentially 
say: We can do better for consultative 
services, and we can advance some 
funds there, but we are certainly not 
going to take it out of enforcement. 

My colleague from Massachusetts has 
spoken about this at great length; I 
have as well. I will not recite the sta-
tistics again as to the number of unsafe 
workplaces and the need for strong in-
spection. I simply say that the promise 
of OSHA—not yet realized—is we are 
going to make a commitment to work-
ing people, and we are going to make a 
commitment that people have a safe 
workplace. 

We are not doing as well as we 
should. We should do much better. But 
I think it would be a serious mistake 
for Democrats or Republicans to vote 
to reduce enforcement. That is a huge 
mistake. For all who care about work-
er safety, do not vote to reduce en-
forcement, to reduce inspection. The 
laws and the rules and regulations do 
not mean a thing unless we have the 
enforcement. That is why I think this 
amendment is flawed. That is why I 
hope it will be voted down. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Just a few comments 

about the merits of the pending amend-
ment; then I will move on to a unani-
mous-consent request. 

I believe that in the bill, as it is cur-
rently drafted, there is an appropriate 
balance between consultation and en-
forcement. I agree with the Senator 
from Wyoming that this consultation 
is very important, and there are many 
places where consultation will work. I 
think there are some areas where en-
forcement is necessary. 

I saw in my line of work as district 
attorney of Philadelphia, under some-
what different circumstances, what en-
forcement does and what deterrence 
does and what the prospects of pen-
alties may do. 

We have crafted this bill as carefully 
as we can. I think it has about the 
right mix, although I welcome the sug-
gestions from the Senator from Wyo-
ming and the spirited debate which we 
have had. 

As I take a look at the figures, in the 
period from 1995 to 1999, the enforce-
ment funding falls $3 million this year 
below the 1995 level; $145 million to $142 
million. 

By contrast, in the same period, fis-
cal year 1995 to fiscal year 2000, OSHA’s 
consultation program has grown from 
$31.5 million to almost $41 million; an 
increase of about 30 percent. 

Even at the level that we have here, 
there are 7 million workplaces in the 
United States but only about 2,300 
OSHA inspectors. Of the 12,500 most 
dangerous workplaces in the Nation, 
OSHA is able to inspect only about 
3,000 a year; so 9,500 will not be in-
spected. The enforcement shows that 
there is an average decline of some 22 
percent in the 3 years following inspec-
tions. 

So when I take a look at the entire 
picture, I think we have it about right 
in the current bill. 

Therefore, I move to table the sec-
ond-degree amendment and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I am 
now going to propound a unanimous- 
consent agreement on the pending mat-
ter. 

I have been asked to pause for a 
minute so that other Senators may 
consider the unanimous-consent agree-
ment. 

What we propose to do by way of 
schedule today to move ahead is to set 
the vote aside, then move to an amend-
ment by Senator GRAHAM of Florida. I 
hope we can work out a time agree-
ment on that which is not yet agreed 
to. Then we would go to an amendment 
by Senator DODD for 30 minutes, equal-
ly divided, and then come back, per-
haps, to Senator GREGG, and then move 
to an amendment which may be con-

tentious on ergonomics, to be offered 
by Senators BOND and NICKLES. We 
would plan to have the votes before the 
ergonomics amendment, which may 
take some considerable time and move 
into the evening. 

We are still working as fast as we can 
through a long list of amendments to 
try to see when we can bring this bill 
to a conclusion at the earliest moment. 

May I inquire of the Senator from 
Minnesota if he is prepared for me to 
propound the unanimous consent re-
quest? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I say to my col-
league from Pennsylvania, we are look-
ing at it right now. If we can have an-
other moment, we will be ready to re-
spond. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
consent that a vote occur on or in rela-
tion to the pending second-degree 
amendment after 15 minutes of debate 
to be equally divided in the usual form, 
and if a motion to table is made and 
defeated, then the Senate immediately 
proceed to a vote on the pending sec-
ond-degree amendment. 

I further ask consent that following 
the disposition of the second-degree 
amendment, only if agreed to, Senator 
WELLSTONE be recognized to offer a sec-
ond-degree amendment under the same 
terms as outlined above. 

Finally, I ask consent that following 
the disposition of the first second-de-
gree amendment, if tabled, the first-de-
gree amendment be withdrawn. 

I further ask consent that if the sec-
ond second-degree amendment is of-
fered, following its disposition, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the first-de-
gree amendment, as amended, if 
amended, without any intervening ac-
tion, motion, or debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SPECTER. I think that is mirac-

ulous. I hardly understand much of 
what I just read, although it was care-
fully drafted and I am sure will provide 
a roadmap to the future. 

I ask unanimous consent that we now 
proceed to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM. 
I inquire of Senator GRAHAM if he will 
be prepared to enter into a time agree-
ment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of moving for-
ward. This amendment is going to raise 
some very fundamental issues not only 
for a major social program but also for 
the relationship between the Federal 
Government and the States and the re-
lationship between the appropriations 
process and the committees that have 
jurisdiction for authorization and the 
administration of the mandatory 
spending program. 

I do not believe at this time I can in-
dicate how long it will take to fully ar-
ticulate those issues to have the kind 
of debate which this amendment clear-
ly justifies. 

Mr. SPECTER. Might I suggest an 
hour for the Senator’s position and a 
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half hour for this side or perhaps even 
an hour and a half for the Senator’s po-
sition and a half hour for this side. I 
am anxious to try to get some param-
eters so we know what to do with the 
remainder of the amendments and vot-
ing. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I suggest, in deference 
to the effective use of time, it would be 
preferable if we got started with this 
amendment and then saw, as we were 
into it, what might be a reasonable 
time. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
consent to yield back the time on the 
Enzi amendment and ask that the 
amendment be laid aside. 

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

The Senator from Florida. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1821 

(Purpose: To restore funding for social 
services block grants) 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
that amendment No. 1821 be called up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 
for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, proposes an amendment numbered 
1821. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of title II, add the following: 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this title, the amount appropriated 
under this title for making grants pursuant 
to section 2002 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased to 
$2,380,000,000: Provided, That (1) $1,330,000,000 
of which shall become available on October 
1, 2000, and (2) notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount specified 
for allocation under section 2003(c) of such 
Act for fiscal year 2000 shall be $2,380,000,000. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, this 
amendment, in which I am joined by 
Senators WELLSTONE, ROCKEFELLER, 
and DODD, will have the effect of re-
versing a decision made by the appro-
priations subcommittee to cut by more 
than 50 percent the funding in title 20 
of the Social Security Act for social 
services block grants. 

This amendment will restore the pro-
gram to the level that was authorized 
by the Finance Committee, which is 
$2.38 billion. This program, title 20 of 
Social Security, allocates funds to the 
States in block grant form, allowing 
them to provide services to vulnerable, 
low-income children and elderly, dis-
abled people. The purpose of this pro-
gram is to assist in maintaining the 
well-being of those Americans who, but 
for these types of services, might be-
come direct, individual recipients of 
Social Security funds, whether they 
fell into such because of a disability, 
because of their circumstances in 
terms of losing the support of an adult, 
or because of the aging process. 

I can tell the Senate, as a former 
Governor of Florida, the State which 
has the highest percentage of persons 
over 65 in the Nation, and now, as a 
member of the Finance Committee, 
which has responsibility for the au-
thorization of this program, I am 
aware of the positive contribution this 
program has made to the well-being of 
millions of Americans and to the fiscal 
well-being of the Social Security pro-
gram. I am particularly concerned 
about the draconian cuts that have 
been made and the fact that they have 
been made with almost no discussion 
or attention to the very serious policy 
implications. 

My Finance Committee colleagues 
and I, joined by colleagues from the 
House Ways and Means Committee, 
have agreed that this program should 
be funded at the level of $2.38 billion 
for the fiscal year 2000. In fact, the two 
committees of responsibility, the Sen-
ate Finance Committee and the House 
Ways and Means Committee, made a 
commitment to the States that the so-
cial services block grant would be 
guaranteed at the level of $2.38 billion 
until welfare reform is reauthorized in 
the year 2002. 

However, the Senate appropriators, 
rather than simply appropriating the 
statutory funding level for the fiscal 
year 2000 at $2.38 billion, have slashed 
the social services block grant to $1.05 
billion for the fiscal year 2000. This 
harsh, unauthorized reduction would be 
on top of a 15-percent reduction made 
to title 20 in the 1996 welfare law. 

These enormous reductions will have 
adverse consequences for substantial 
numbers of frail elderly persons, dis-
abled individuals, and children and 
their families. In my State of Florida, 
critical programs will be at serious 
risk if these cuts are made. 

For example, these reductions will 
affect services that protect children 
from child abuse and that enable poor 
elderly and disabled persons to remain 
in their homes rather than being 
placed prematurely in nursing homes 
or other institutions. 

Our State was one of the first to 
start a program called Community 
Care for the elderly, begun over 20 
years ago. It had as its objective to 
allow older Americans to live the life 
they wanted to live, a life of maximum 
independence in their homes, in their 
communities, not to be forced pre-
maturely into an institution. That pro-
gram was funded both by State funds 
and by the use of some of these social 
service block grant programs. That 
program has had not only enormous 
positive benefits in terms of the qual-
ity of life of the beneficiaries—and, I 
might say, has now become a program 
that has been identified for substantial 
expansion by our current Governor, 
Governor Bush—but it also has been a 
program that has saved both Medicare 
and Medicaid substantial funds by 
maintaining the best possible state of 
health for many frail elderly and 
avoiding the extreme costs that are en-

tailed when an individual has to be 
placed in a nursing home. 

We heard at a luncheon earlier today 
from a program that has shown great 
promise in terms of providing a suc-
cessful educational environment for 
our youngest students. One of the pri-
mary keystones of that success is ap-
propriate early intervention with chil-
dren before they become public school 
students, while they are still in the in-
fant and toddler ages, if they have 
physical or other disabilities, to begin 
to deal with them at the earliest 
stages, to give them an appropriate 
learning environment in preschool. 

Again, those are precisely the pro-
grams that are funded through title 20 
of the Social Security Act. Those are 
precisely the programs that are going 
to be eviscerated if we adopt this budg-
et with this over 50-percent cut. 

To add to all of that, I direct the at-
tention of the Senate to page 212 of the 
conference report which has been 
issued on the Labor-HHS appropria-
tions bill. In that conference report, 
there is an explanation of why this cut 
is being recommended. The report 
states: 

The committee recommends an appropria-
tions of $1.50 billion for the Social Services 
Block Grant. The recommendation is $1.330 
billion below the budget request (read the 
recommendation of the House Ways and 
Means Committee and the Senate Finance 
Committee) and $859 million below the 1999 
enacted level. The committee has reduced 
funding for the block grant because of ex-
tremely tight budget constraints. 

I would like for the Presiding Officer 
and my colleagues to listen to this par-
ticular part. 

The committee believes that the States 
can supplement the block grant account 
with funds received through the recent set-
tlements with the tobacco companies. 

So the subcommittee’s rationale for 
this particular reduction is that the 
States can now be directed to use their 
tobacco settlement money in order to 
fund what previously had been a part-
nership of Federal-State funds for the 
frail elderly, for the disabled, and for 
children and their families. 

Mr. President, I fervently object to 
this outrageous, irresponsible and, I 
would say, nonsensical rationale. 

As you will recall, this spring we had 
a fervent debate about the question of 
whether the Federal Government 
should reach in and mandate how all or 
a portion of the States’ tobacco settle-
ments should be spent. We fought that 
out for weeks in the Senate. 

I thought after a series of rejections 
of exactly this proposition that the 
States could now with some comfort 
step back and say the Federal Govern-
ment has decided, properly so, that we 
were the entities which secured these 
tobacco settlements; that the Federal 
Government would be saying we have 
the respect of the States that they 
have the good judgment to decide what 
is in the best interests of their citizens 
in the methods of spending these to-
bacco settlement funds; that the States 
could breathe easy; that they no longer 
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were faced with the threat that the 
Federal Government would want to 
play big father and tell them how to 
spend their money. 

It was only in March of this year that 
the Senate overwhelmingly by a mar-
gin of approximately 71 to 29 defeated 
an amendment that would have re-
quired the States to spend part of their 
tobacco settlement according to a Fed-
eral list of priorities. In June, the en-
tire Congress voted for the Federal 
Government to stand back, to keep its 
hands off the tobacco settlement, 
which the States had with such effort 
and commitment achieved; that the 
Federal Government was saying to the 
State: We respect you, and we put our 
confidence in your decisions as to how 
to spend this money. 

Now we have a few months later this 
language saying that it is one of the 
most important social programs we in 
Washington are going to effectively, by 
withdrawing Federal funds, direct how 
the States are going to spend their to-
bacco settlement. 

It is outrageous. 
The commitment that we made for 

hands off was a binding commitment, 
just as our commitment to fund the 
title XX program that we made to the 
States to fund it at its current level to 
the year 2002 in order to play a role in 
the successful completion of the wel-
fare-to-work law was also a binding 
commitment, commitments that we 
are now about to breach. 

Today, many of the same individuals 
who voted to allow the States to use 
these funds as they saw most appro-
priate for their citizens are about to 
tell the States that they need to reallo-
cate tobacco settlement dollars in 
order to pick up the Federal social 
services block grant which we are 
going to slash by over 50 percent. That 
is blatant hypocrisy. 

The argument that the tobacco funds 
should be used to fill a $1.33 billion cut 
in title XX is quite simply—no pun in-
tended—a smoke-and-mirrors tactic 
that does not address the issue at hand. 
Senate appropriators have no valid ar-
gument in defense of their drastic cuts 
in this critical program. 

Have no doubt that the ultimate 
loser in this exercise is the child—the 
child who is currently receiving child 
care in a title XX funded center. The 
loser is that other American who has 
sought refuge from abuse through 
adult protective services, the disabled 
woman who receives treatment 
through a title XX funded center. Per-
haps the reason our appropriators be-
lieve that they can get away with this 
raid on the social services block grant 
is that the American people are un-
clear about the services that this pro-
gram provides. 

So I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to enlighten my Senate col-
leagues and the American people on 
what are the programs funded under 
title XX of the Social Security Act. 

The social services block grant was 
established in 1975. So it is now about 

to celebrate its 25th year of an impor-
tant part of the safety net that helps 
those persons who might otherwise 
have to rely on expanded Social Secu-
rity funds. 

It provides States with funds to ad-
dress the social service needs as the 
States determine to be of the greatest 
priority. States have broad flexibility 
in determining which services to pro-
vide, who should deliver services, and 
which families and individuals to 
serve. 

I know our Presiding Officer had a 
distinguished career of service in his 
State before being elected to the Sen-
ate. So he has no doubt dealt with 
some of the programs that are funded 
under title XX of the Social Security 
Act. 

Adoption, case management, con-
gregate meals, counseling services, 
adult day care, day care for children, 
education and training services, em-
ployment services, foster care services, 
health-related services, home-based 
services, home-delivered meals, hous-
ing services, independent living serv-
ices for youth, legal services, child and 
adult protective services, recreation 
services, residential treatment, special 
services for youth at risk, and the dis-
abled—these are some of the services 
that are provided under title XX. 

As you can see, many of the SSBG- 
funded services focus on children and 
youth. 

In fiscal year 1996, some 15 percent of 
the SSBG funds supported programs 
providing child care for low-income 
children. An additional 21 percent was 
spent on services to protect children 
from abuse and provide foster care for 
children. 

SSBG funds programs for nearly half 
a million people with mental retarda-
tion and other physical and mental dis-
ability, including transportation, adult 
day care, early intervention, crisis 
intervention, respite care, employ-
ment, and independent living services. 
These services help such individuals re-
main at home and out of expensive and 
often inappropriate institutions. These 
services also help people with disabil-
ities to work, to the extent it is pos-
sible for them to do so. 

These programs drew the support of 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
and the Senate Finance Committee, 
the two committees with responsibility 
for Social Security, to support the 
level of funding which is in the amend-
ment currently pending. 

For those who have suggested this 
more than 50-percent slash in this pro-
gram, what is it they know about this 
program that the House Ways and 
Means Committee and the Senate Fi-
nance Committee did not know or did 
not take into proper account? What we 
should be doing is not slashing this 
program but, if anything, we should be 
increasing this funding in order to as-
sist particularly in this important time 
of transition from welfare to work. 

It should be noted that the Senate 
Labor-HHS-Education appropriations 

bill appears to reduce the percentage of 
a State’s Federal TANF block grant, 
another of the programs that will be 
critical to the transfer from welfare to 
work, will reduce the percentage of a 
State’s Federal TANF block grant that 
can be transferred to the social serv-
ices block grant from 10 percent to 4.25 
percent for fiscal year 2000. Not only 
are the States facing a draconian re-
duction in the social services block 
grant but also a limit in the flexibility 
of those funds. The 4.25-percent ceiling 
further limits States’ abilities to com-
pensate for the impact of the overall 
social services block grant funding. 

One might ask, should the States 
also use tobacco money to fill the hole 
for this further cut, as well? Should the 
States perhaps be called upon to use 
tobacco funds to supplement all Fed-
eral funds for social programs? 

It is critical we keep the national 
commitments to the most vulnerable 
members of our society. That commit-
ment cannot be fulfilled by slashing 
title 20 funds by over 50 percent. The 
President has said he would veto this 
bill in its current form. He cited the 
deep cuts in title 20 as a key reason for 
doing so. I applaud the President if it 
were to be necessary—and I hope des-
perately it will not be necessary—to 
exercise that veto because of these un-
wise cuts in title 20 and the attempt to 
direct the manner in which the States 
will spend their tobacco settlement 
funds. 

There has been a cascade of opposi-
tion to this recommendation. The Na-
tional Governors’ Association, the Na-
tional Council of State Legislatures, 
and the National Association of Coun-
ties have spoken out against this cut. 
They are joined by over 600 Federal, 
State, and local groups that under-
stand the importance of these title 20 
programs. 

I ask immediately after my remarks 
a series of letters from groups across 
America be printed in the RECORD ex-
pressing their objection to this pro-
posal. 

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

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the so-

cial services block grant cut of the 
magnitude reflected in this bill would 
substantially reduce a State’s ability 
to provide services to vulnerable chil-
dren, elderly, and disabled people. Be-
cause of the dimensions of such a cut, 
as well as the fact that most 1999 State 
legislative sessions have already ad-
journed, most States would not be able 
to offset this loss with additional State 
funds, tobacco or otherwise. That is 
the real point of this debate. This de-
bate is not about tobacco money nor is 
it about what States do with their dol-
lars. This debate is about the cutting 
of a program that was designed to help 
the most vulnerable Americans to live 
better lives and the devastating impact 
such a cut will have on their lives and 
our communities. 

As I come to a close, a word of cau-
tion: The raiding of title 20 programs 
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could serve as an example of what will 
happen when a program is block grant-
ed. In the eleventh hour of last year’s 
budget debate, a budget bind had devel-
oped and the means of escaping from 
that bind was to use title XX funds, if 
you will believe it, to fund road and 
highway spending. Today we are again 
sacrificing the same social services 
block grant on the altar of budgetary 
expediency. 

This year it is not highway funds but 
let’s tell the States how to spend their 
tobacco settlement. These experiences 
should serve as a big red flag as we 
structure our social services funding. 
Thus far, we seem willing to use Meals 
on Wheels’ funds to continue the illu-
sion we are not breaking the budget 
caps. Will we ever fund the census from 
moneys from our children’s edu-
cational future? If the answer to this 
question is yes, can similar cuts to So-
cial Security and Medicare and other 
social programs critical to the well- 
being of millions of Americans be far 
behind? 

The implications of this action this 
afternoon are ominous. They are odi-
ous. We have the opportunity to avoid 
them. 

EXHIBIT 1 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS, 
Milwaukee, WI, September 30, 1999. 

Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: I am writing to 
you on behalf of Milwaukee County to ex-
press our strong support for your amendment 
to the Labor-HHS Appropriations bill to re-
store funding to the Social Services Block 
Grant (Title XX). Funding the Title XX pro-
gram at its authorized level of $2.38 billion is 
critically important to Milwaukee County. 

In addition, Milwaukee County urges you 
to retain current law provisions that allow 
states to transfer up to 10 percent of their 
TANF block grants into Title XX. 

As you know, the SSBG program has been 
cut three times in the past three years, to-
taling a half a billion dollars in funding. 
With current funding down to $1.9 billion for 
FY 1999, Wisconsin has experienced a de-
crease in funding of over $7.6 million for this 
year, with the state’s counties bearing the 
brunt of these significant cuts. 

In Wisconsin, it is the state’s counties that 
provide critical social services to vulnerable 
populations such as supportive home care 
and community living and support services 
for elderly and disabled adults and children. 
Milwaukee County also utilizes SSBG dol-
lars to provide a wide range of other serv-
ices, including drug and alcohol abuse treat-
ment, temporary shelter service for home-
less families, and outpatient treatment for 
individuals with mental health issues. 

In addition, Wisconsin is currently trans-
ferring the full 10 percent of its TANF block 
grant, nearly $32 million, to fund Title XX 
services. If the current 10 percent transfer-
ability level is reduced to the proposed 4.25 
percent, Wisconsin would lose the ability to 
transfer over $18 million in TANF funds. 

Again, Milwaukee County strongly sup-
ports your efforts to restore full funding for 
the SSBG. Thank you in advance for your 
active support of Title XX. 

Sincerely, 
JOE KRAHN, 

Milwaukee County 
Washington Representative. 

WISCONSIN COUNTIES ASSOCIATION, 
Monona, WI, September 30, 1999. 

Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: I am writing to 
you on behalf of the Wisconsin Counties As-
sociation (WCA) to express our strong sup-
port for your amendment to the Labor-HHS 
Appropriations bill to restore funding to the 
Social Services Block Grant (Title XX). 
Funding the Title XX program at its author-
ized level of $2.38 billion is critically impor-
tant to Wisconsin’s counties. 

In addition, WCA urges you to retain cur-
rent law provisions that allow states to 
transfer up to 10 percent of their TANF 
block grants into Title XX. 

As you know, the SSBG program has been 
cut three times in the past three years, to-
taling a half a billion dollars in funding. 
With current funding down to $1.9 billion for 
FY 1999, Wisconsin has experienced a de-
crease in funding of over $7.6 million for this 
year, with the state’s counties bearing the 
brunt of these significant cuts. 

In Wisconsin, it is the state’s counties that 
provide critical social services to vulnerable 
populations such as supportive home care 
and community living and support services 
for elderly and disabled adults and children. 
Wisconsin’s counties also utilize SSBG dol-
lars to provide a wide range of other serv-
ices, including drug and alcohol abuse treat-
ment, temporary shelter service for home-
less families, and child abuse prevention and 
intervention services. 

In addition, Wisconsin is currently trans-
ferring the full 10 percent of its TANF block 
grant, nearly $32 million, to fund Title XX 
services. If the current 10 percent transfer-
ability level is reduced to the proposed 4.25 
percent, Wisconsin would lose the ability to 
transfer over $18 million in TANF funds. 

Again, WCA strongly supports your efforts 
to restore full funding for the SSBG. Thank 
you in advance for your active support of 
Title XX. 

Sincerely, 
JOE KRAHN, 

WCA Washington Representative. 

JULY 13, 1999. 
Hon. TED STEVENS, 
Senate Appropriations Committee, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR SENATOR STEVENS: The Board of Di-

rectors of Generations United urge you to 
fund Title XX, the Social Services Block 
Grant (SSBG) at its present entitlement 
level of $2.38 billion included in the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 
1996. 

We are pleased that the Clinton Adminis-
tration has requested restoration of this pro-
gram to the fully authorized level for the 
next fiscal year. We believe that this pro-
posed funding level is a formal recognition 
by the administration of the importance of 
this block grant and we hope you will en-
dorse this recommendation. We do however 
continue to have concerns about reducing 
the states ability to transfer funds from 
TANF into Title XX to no more than 4.25 
percent. We would like to ensure that state 
flexibility remains. 

SSBG is an important source of intergen-
erational support providing flexible federal 
dollars that helps states respond to their 
most pressing human service needs. SSBG 
has a proven record of addressing dependent 
care needs across the generations. Essential 
programs supported by SSBG include: 

FOR CHILDREN 
Services that support the success of the 

Adoption and Safe Families Act. For exam-
ple, in 1997, States reported using 2.2 percent 
of SSBG funds for adoption foster care and 
child protection services. 

SSBG is also an important source of sup-
port for Child Care. 

OLDER ADULTS 

SSBG are essential for keeping older 
adults independent and out of institutions. 

In 1997, an estimated 318 million was used 
for adult day care and home-based services. 

Forty-five states reported using the funds 
to provide home-based services to the elder-
ly, 38 for elderly case management and 46 for 
child protection. 

Generations United is the only national or-
ganization that promotes intergenerational 
policies, programs, and strategies. We rep-
resent more than 100 national organizations 
and millions of individuals who support reci-
procity between the generations and the so-
cial compact that calls for using the 
strengths of one generation to meet the 
needs of the other. We believe a health soci-
ety should not have to choose between its 
most vulnerable members—children, youth 
and the elderly—but instead should support 
the basic needs of each generation. 

We urge you to fund Title XX, the Social 
Service Block Grant at its fully authorized 
level of 2.38 billion. 

Sincerely, 
THE BOARD OF GENERATIONS UNITED. 

NATIONAL NETWORK FOR YOUTH, 
Washington, DC, September 30, 1999. 

DEAR SENATOR: The National Network for 
Youth is a 24 year-old non-profit member-
ship-based organization committed to ad-
vancing its mission to ensure that young 
people can be safe and grow up to lead 
healthy and productive lives. Representing 
hundreds of non-profit, community-based 
youth-serving organizations, youth workers 
and young people from around the nation, 
the National Network for Youth urges Con-
gress to support the amendment offered by 
Senators Graham, Wellstone, and Rockfeller 
to restore funding for the Social Services 
Block Grant so states can continue to pro-
vide children and youth in high-risk situa-
tions and their families the services they 
need. 

Established under Title XX of the Social 
Security Act, the Social Services Block 
Grant provides funding critical to states’ 
ability to offer services to vulnerable chil-
dren, youth and families. In 1997, 5% of the 
funding available was designated for vulner-
able youth. Over 200,000 youth received SSBG 
services including temporary housing, resi-
dential treatment, counseling, therapy, sup-
port and training to live independently, vo-
cational training, and case management. 
Without the support of state and local serv-
ices, vulnerable youth have a high risk of 
homelessness, teen pregnancy, poverty, and 
entering the criminal justice system. 

The homeless youth population is esti-
mated to be approximately 300,000 young 
people each year. Physical and sexual abuse 
and neglect are among the key causal factors 
for runaway behavior. States and local gov-
ernments have the primary responsibility for 
protecting children from abuse and neglect, 
and preventing youth at high risk from en-
tering the criminal justice system. In Fiscal 
Year 1997 more than 2.3 million children were 
protected from abuse and neglect through 
services funded by the Social Security Block 
Grant, supplementing other federal programs 
offering aid to state and local programs pro-
tecting children and youth. 

Funding for the Social Security Block 
Grant was reduced from $2.8 billion in 1995 to 
$2.38 billion in 1996. The Social Security 
Block Grant has since faced repeated cuts 
and is currently funded at $1.9 billion. Addi-
tional funding cuts to the Social Services 
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Block Grant could weaken those services 
critical to the aid of vulnerable youth and 
other at-risk populations. The National Net-
work for Youth urges Congress to support 
the amendment offered by Sens. Graham, 
Wellstone, and Rockefeller to restore fund-
ing for the Social Security Block Grant in 
FY2000. 

Sincerely, 
DELLA M. HUGHES, 

Executive Director. 
MIRIAM A. ROLLIN, 

Director of Public Pol-
icy. 

CALIFORNIA STATE 
ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES, 

Sacramento, CA, September 30, 1999. 
Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: I am writing to 
you on behalf of the California State Asso-
ciation of Counties (CSAC) to express our 
strong support for your amendment to the 
Labor-HHS Appropriations bill to restore 
funding to the Social Services Block Grant 
(Title XX). Funding the Title XX program at 
its authorized level of $2.38 billion is criti-
cally important to California’s counties. 

In addition, CSAC urges you to retain cur-
rent law provisions that allow states to 
transfer up to 10 percent of their TANF 
block grants into Title XX. 

The SSBG is a major source of human serv-
ice funding for California, and repeated fed-
eral cuts will impair services for vulnerable 
populations. Our state is one of the largest 
recipients of SSBG funds, and due to last 
year’s $471 million reduction in the block 
grant, California lost over $56 million in 
funding. Two of the major services California 
funds with SSBG are In-Home Supportive 
Services (IHSS) at $116.2 million, and Devel-
opment Disability Services for kids in CWS 
at $111 million. 

The SSBG is a cost-effective program that 
has been slashed by close to one billion dol-
lars over the past five years. The SSBG funds 
services that allow people to remain in their 
homes, a much more desirable solution than 
the costly alternative of institutionaliza-
tion. According to HHS data, in FY 1997 the 
SSBG funded home-based services that al-
lowed over 60,000 elderly Californians to re-
main in the community. Overall, the SSBG 
funded services for 1,665,349 Californians, in-
cluding 191,000 disabled and 87,195 elderly 
that same year. In addition, in 1998, Cali-
fornia transferred $183 million from TANF to 
the SSBG to fund child care services. 

Again, CSAC strong supports your efforts 
to restore full funding for the SSBG. Thank 
you in advance for your active support to 
Title XX. 

Sincerely, 
JOE KRAHN, 

CSAC Washington Representative. 

AMERICAN HUMANE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC. 

Hon. BOB GRAHAM, 
Washington, DC, September 28, 1999. 

DEAR SENATOR GRAHAM: I am contacting 
you to commend your amendment to fund 
Title XX, the Social Service Block Grant at 
its present entitlement level of $2.38 billion 
for the FY 2000 budget. Title XX is one of the 
few programs available to support lower-in-
come working families. This block grant has 
also been a significant funding source for 
programs that protect abused and neglected 
children. 

Founded in 1877, the American Humane As-
sociation (AHA) is a nationwide association 
of child welfare professionals, public and pri-
vate social services, medical and mental 
health professional, as well as educators, re-
searchers, judicial and law enforcement pro-

fessionals and child advocates. AHA’s Chil-
dren’s Division continues to be a voice dedi-
cated to the protection of children. 

AHA strongly believes that Title XX de-
serves to be placed high on the list of prior-
ities. This block grant allows states the 
flexibility to provide much needed services 
for vulnerable children and families in near 
crisis situations and has helped support re-
forms in state foster care systems. 

AHA is pleased that the Clinton adminis-
tration has requested restoration of this 
vital program to the full entitlement level 
for the next fiscal year. We believe that this 
proposed funding level is a formal recogni-
tion by the Administration of the vital im-
portance of this block grant and we hope you 
will endorse this recommendation. We do, 
however, continue to hold great concerns 
with regard to the administration’s proposal 
to reduce the states’ ability to transfer funds 
from TANF into Title XX to no more than 
4.25 percent. We would like to work closely 
with you, as well as the Administration, to 
ensure that state flexibility is retained. 

By helping to keep people in the commu-
nity, the Social Services Block Grant actu-
ally saves the federal government and the 
nation’s taxpayers the cost of expensive in-
stitutional care. Therefore, we strongly urge 
you to fund the Social Services block Grant 
at its fully authorized level of $2.38 billion. 

Thank you for your hard work and atten-
tion to this issue. If you have any questions 
or concerns, please do not hesitate to con-
tact us at (202) 543–7780. 

Sincerely, 
ADELE DOUGLASS, 

Director, Washington DC Office. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1886 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1821 
(Purpose: To restore funding for social 

services block grants) 
Mr. GRAHAM. I send to the desk a 

second-degree amendment to the 
amendment currently pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Florida [Mr. GRAHAM], 
for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. DODD, and Mr. KENNEDY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1886 to 
amendment No. 1821. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

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

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 

‘‘Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this title, the amount appropriated under 
this title for making grants pursuant to sec-
tion 2002 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased to 
$2,380,000,000: Provided, That (1) $1,330,000,000 
of which shall become available on October 
1, 2000, and (2) notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount specified 
for allocation under section 2003(c) of such 
Act for fiscal year 2001 shall be 
$3,030,000,000.’’ 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent I be able to fol-
low the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

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

The Senator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in lis-

tening to the arguments by the Sen-
ator from Florida I can understand his 
interest in adding funds to what the 

committee mark is. I have no disagree-
ment with the importance of the funds 
which are at issue. 

I am constrained to oppose the 
amendment because in constructing 
this overall bill for $91.7 billion, in col-
laboration with the ranking Democrat 
on the subcommittee, we have juggled 
some 300 programs. If we are going to 
add a very substantial amount of addi-
tional funding to education, which we 
have some $2.3 billion over last year, 
and if we are to add $2 billion for the 
National Institutes of Health, and to 
have an initiative against juvenile vio-
lence, it is a matter of the allocation of 
priorities. 

The comment has been made about 
the use of the tobacco funds. Those are 
very substantial sums of money, some 
$203 billion over a number of years. 

I fought on the Senate floor to try to 
bring some of those tobacco funds to 
the Federal Government so we would 
have more moneys available. It is an 
obvious suggestion, when the States 
are the recipients of so much of that 
funding, that some of it be used where 
other Federal funds had been made 
available. This is another illustration, 
along with the request for additional 
funds for after school, $200 million 
more, or for class size, for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting—all of 
those are items which, under normal 
circumstances, I would say are very 
good programs, they are very good ap-
proaches, we would like to see them. 
But when it comes to assessing prior-
ities, it is my sense, after working 
through very carefully with staff and 
then with the Democratic staff, the full 
subcommittee and the full committee, 
that this is an appropriate assessment 
of priorities. 

Therefore, even though I have sym-
pathy for what the Senator from Flor-
ida has had to say and think these are 
good programs, on a priority basis I 
have to oppose this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HAGEL). The Senator from Minnesota. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

am pleased to join with the Senator 
from Florida, Mr. GRAHAM, on his 
amendment. 

I want to respond to my colleague 
from Pennsylvania. I will start out 
with Minnesota, and then I will go to 
the country at large. Actually, in Min-
nesota, for reasons I will explain, these 
social service programs and funding are 
passed directly to counties. The State 
cannot replace the money with tobacco 
money or anything else, and certainly 
not for next year, which is a bonding 
legislature. But above and beyond that, 
in any case, the tobacco money has al-
ready been spent for other programs. 

The point is, we do not know what 
will happen. This is what my colleague 
concluded. We do not know what will 
happen with these programs that are so 
important to poor people, to vulnerable 
people, elderly people, people with dis-
abilities. To cut the social service pro-
grams by 50 percent and then say 
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States have tobacco money so we will 
count on them to do it is an abandon-
ment of our commitment. It is an 
abandonment of our commitment. 

What we have done is cut the social 
services block grant program by more 
than half. What my colleague from 
Florida has done—and I am pleased to 
join him in this amendment—is to re-
store the funding to the full formula 
amount of $2.38 billion. We are talking 
about programs that are so important 
to the lives of the most vulnerable citi-
zens in our country: The elderly, the 
very young, the poor, and the disabled. 

The question is, What is this SSBG 
fund? Are we talking about something 
important? 

Yes, we are talking about something 
important, if you think adoption serv-
ices, congregate meals, counseling 
services, child abuse and neglect serv-
ices, day care, education and training 
services, employment services, family 
planning services, foster care services, 
home-delivered meals, housing serv-
ices, independent and transitional liv-
ing services, legal services, pregnancy 
and parenting services, residential 
treatment services, services for at-risk 
youth, and special services for families 
for the disabled and transportation 
services are important. If we think 
these services are important, then how 
in the world can we cut this funding by 
50 percent? 

I respect my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania. He has done the very best, given 
the budget caps under which he has 
worked. But I do not believe a good ar-
gument against the amendment we 
have introduced is: Well, there is to-
bacco money out there and the States 
can use that money. 

Some States do not have that money 
to use. Some States can’t use that 
money. In any case, whatever happened 
to our commitment at the Federal 
level to try to fund some services that 
would help the most vulnerable citi-
zens in our country? That is my ques-
tion. 

Let me talk a little about some of 
these programs and then go further 
with the argument I want to make. Let 
me take Meals on Wheels. Why do we 
not think about this in personal terms? 
I think, I say to Senator GRAHAM, we 
are going to get support for this 
amendment. I believe we can pass this 
amendment. Are Senators going to 
vote to cut funding for the Meals on 
Wheels program? That is a program for 
people, many of them elderly, many of 
them disabled. Both my parents, for ex-
ample, had Parkinson’s disease. They 
might not even be able to get to con-
gregate dining, which is a great pro-
gram. They might not even be able to 
get into town; they cannot drive. Quite 
often there is not the transportation. 
In Minnesota it is cold; it is wintry 
weather. Maybe during the winter they 
cannot get out and freely move around. 
So you have the Meals on Wheels pro-
gram where you deliver a hot lunch, a 
nutritious meal, to elderly citizens. 
And we are going to cut this program? 

Let me repeat that. We are going to 
cut this program? We can do better. We 
can do much better. 

Talk about independent and transi-
tional living services; here we have 
some services—I will talk about this in 
some detail—that would enable an el-
derly person or someone with a dis-
ability to live at home in as near nor-
mal circumstances as possible, with 
dignity. It is a range of support serv-
ices. It might be nursing services, com-
munity health outreach services, mak-
ing sure those people are able, with a 
little help, to stay at home. We are 
going to cut this program, potentially 
by half? We are going to cut services 
that enable people to live at home with 
dignity as opposed to being put into a 
nursing home? We cannot do that. We 
cannot do that. 

According to the Title XX Coalition, 
in fiscal year 1997 more than 1.1 million 
elderly people and over 740,000 people 
with disabilities benefited from the so-
cial services program. State and local 
prevention and treatment services 
reached over 2.3 million children and 
their families. I thought we cared so 
much about the elderly. I thought we 
cared so much about the children. I 
thought we cared so much about mak-
ing sure at least there is an investment 
in some resources that will enable peo-
ple with disabilities to live lives with 
independence and dignity. That is what 
the disabilities movement is all about. 
We cannot say that if we cut these 
services, if we cut these programs by 
over 50 percent. 

In my home State of Minnesota, 
SSBG funds are used, in some counties, 
to augment child care for single women 
and their families. We talk about the 
importance of moving from welfare to 
work, but if a mother works and can-
not find child care or cannot afford 
child care, how is she going to do it? Or 
if you have working poor people and 
they work 52 weeks a year and they 
work 40 hours a week and one of them 
is working or both of them are work-
ing, affordable child care is a hugely 
important issue for them. There are 
not Senators in this Chamber who 
would not want to make sure their 
children were able to get good child 
care. And we are cutting into services 
for child care? 

Many Minnesota counties use SSBG 
money for home care services for the 
elderly. We are talking about funds to 
pay for a care giver to go to a vulner-
able elderly person’s home and help 
them with ‘‘home chore services,’’ such 
as taking their medicine on time and 
in the right doses, keeping their homes 
clean and safe, helping people take a 
bath, making sure there is food in the 
refrigerator. 

I am sorry, I am not going to get 
worked up, but I do not understand 
how in the world we can justify cutting 
those services for elderly people. I do 
not understand that. That is exactly 
what we went through with my mother 
and father in Northfield, MN. That is 
exactly the struggle we had in trying 

to help them stay at home. We did all 
we could among Sheila, myself, and our 
children. 

Sometimes one needs some help. At 
the county level, if there is a public 
health outreach program, somebody 
can help elderly people to make sure 
they take their drugs, to make sure 
they take the right dosage, to help 
someone like my dad who had Parkin-
son’s disease and his body shook and 
my mother was not able to help him 
take a bath, to help people live at 
home, help people keep their independ-
ence. This is mean-spirited to cut these 
programs. 

We cannot say: Well, but there is the 
tobacco money and States can use to-
bacco money. We do not know whether 
all States can. We do not know wheth-
er all States will and, in any case, this 
is a commitment that we have made in 
the Senate. We are a national commu-
nity. Can we not as a national commu-
nity, represented by the Senate, Demo-
crats and Republicans alike, at least 
make a commitment to fund these 
services that are so important for vul-
nerable people? 

I was speaking with Marien Brandt, 
the human services director in Sibley 
County, MN, a rural county, who told 
me her county spends SSBG funds pri-
marily to serve vulnerable populations 
who are not eligible for assistance 
under other funding programs. She sug-
gested that many of the people her 
agency serves would be forced into in-
stitutionalized care without SSBG 
funds. 

She gave me the example of the child 
who might have to go into an out-of- 
home placement if her agency becomes 
unable to provide counseling services 
that help the child’s parent learn to 
adequately care for and protect that 
child. 

The vulnerable adults they help with 
SSBG money tend to be elderly people, 
seniors, disabled people who get home 
health care services, people they help 
stay at home, the very people about 
whom I talked. 

If we are talking also about coun-
seling services for parents and for chil-
dren at risk, what in the world are we 
doing cutting those services? Marien 
told me that in Sibley County, SSBG 
money is used especially in the rural 
areas to fund transportation for the el-
derly and the disabled so they can go 
to the doctor, so they can buy gro-
ceries, so they are simply not isolated. 

Let me point out what we are doing. 
All too often we say SSBG and people 
do not know what we are talking 
about. And we throw the money 
around: increase $1.2 billion, subtract 
$1.3 billion. I will translate it into per-
sonal services. Here is an example of 
one of many counties—I could take 
hours on this—where we use this 
money to provide transportation. 
Sometimes it is not the big buses. 
Sometimes it is smaller, a dial-a-bus so 
an elderly person can go to the doctor, 
people can go to the grocery store, 
they can go to congregate dining, they 
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can go places and they are not isolated. 
What in the world are we doing cutting 
this funding by 50 percent? 

This SSBG money, I say to my col-
league from Florida, is used to fund 
services for people who otherwise 
would fall through the cracks. This 
money is used to provide services for 
the most vulnerable citizens in our 
country. 

I do not understand exactly—I under-
stand what my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania said. He cares a lot about these 
budgets as they affect people. But I 
really do not know how we got to the 
point where we cut these social service 
programs by 50 percent. I do not under-
stand that. I am afraid one of the 
things I think happens is that quite 
often, when we work under these caps— 
I do not know if my colleague from 
Florida will be angry with me for say-
ing this, so therefore maybe I will not, 
now that I think about it. 

We put ourselves into fictional poli-
tics. These caps do not work, and ev-
erybody seems to be locked in with 
these caps. We are engaged in mutual 
deception. Nobody wants to talk about 
breaking the caps. That is not what 
this amendment does, although ad-
vance funding, whatever, we all know 
we need to spend more. 

In my opinion, this amendment goes 
to the heart of what this debate is all 
about. We ought not, I say to the Pre-
siding Officer—a good Senator—to be 
cutting these kinds of programs. These 
programs are for the most vulnerable 
citizens in our country. We ought not 
to be cutting programs that enable 
someone to get Meals on Wheels, that 
enable someone to go to congregate 
dining, that provide home health care 
services so people can stay at home 
rather than being institutionalized, 
that provide child care, help for fami-
lies so they can afford child care. We 
ought not to be cutting these kinds of 
services by 50 percent. I fear one of the 
reasons we end up doing it is that these 
are the citizens who do not have the 
clout. It is just too easy to make cuts 
based upon the path of least political 
resistance. It is just too easy to cut 
services for the very poor and the most 
vulnerable. This is wrong. 

This amendment goes to the heart 
and soul, I hope, of the Senate. 

I will not go over reports from many 
counties, but I want to talk briefly 
about how my own State is going to be 
impacted. 

Minnesota communities currently re-
ceive $41.6 million annually. If these 
proposed cuts are enacted, Minnesota 
is going to lose $23.2 million in funding. 
We will receive only $18.3 million in fis-
cal year 2000. 

We are unique, I will concede that 
point, because by law the SSBG funds 
bypass the Governor and flow directly 
to the local level. The State cannot 
touch the money. We cannot add or 
subtract funds from the block grant. 

Minnesota law further requires local 
level programs to run balanced books, 
which means they cannot carry any 

budget surplus from one year to the 
next. What this means, if these cuts to 
the SSBG go through, the State will 
not be able to offset any of the lost 
funds with funds from other sources. 
The local level programs will have no 
budget surpluses to fall back on, and 
these Federal level program cuts will 
be reflected immediately in local level 
cuts; in other words, right there in the 
counties where the people live. It 
would mean substantial reductions or 
perhaps even the elimination of local 
Minnesota programs. 

So when I come to the floor and 
speak about this with some sense of ur-
gency, it is because we could lose sen-
ior congregate dining. We could lose 
Meals on Wheels. We could lose a host 
of other local community-based pro-
grams that are so important to our 
citizens. 

It would also mean cuts in health and 
substance abuse programs. Minnesota 
is one of only seven States in the coun-
try that relies more heavily on title 
XX grants than its SAMHSA grant to 
fund mental health services. We are 
going to see draconian cuts in mental 
health services as well. 

Furthermore, next year, in my State 
it will be a ‘‘bonding legislature,’’ one 
in which they will not be able to con-
sider policy issues. So the Minnesota 
Legislature is not going to be able—I 
think my colleague from Florida was 
alluding to this in other States—to 
take up any legislation to change the 
law governing the flow of SSBG funds 
in 2001. 

I will tell you, I give the example of 
Minnesota because this is one hugely 
important issue in my State. But I also 
want to say to my colleagues that Sen-
ator GRAHAM has done a good job of 
talking about how this is going to af-
fect all of the States. In a report that 
was put out yesterday, the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities explained 
that if the Senate Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill becomes law, SSBG fund-
ing will have been cut 87 percent since 
1977 in inflation-adjusted terms—87 
percent. An SSBG cut of the magnitude 
proposed in this bill will substantially 
reduce our State’s ability to provide 
services to vulnerable children, to el-
derly, and disabled people. 

This amendment, that I am proud to 
cosponsor with Senator GRAHAM, is an 
effort to say to the Senate that we 
have to do the right thing and that we 
must restore full funding for the title 
XX social services block grant pro-
gram. 

I will wait to hear if there is debate 
on the other side. I have many more 
examples to present from many coun-
ties in my State, both rural and urban. 
But I will repeat it one more time. As 
far as I am concerned, the fundamental 
core question for us to address, the 
issue for us to debate, is whether or not 
we in the Senate want to cut the social 
services programs that are so impor-
tant to the most vulnerable citizens in 
our States—important to elderly peo-
ple so they can have transportation 

and not be so isolated; important to 
people like my parents, who are no 
longer alive, so someone can come to 
their apartment and help them live at 
home when they have a disabling dis-
ease; important to a family where the 
single parent is working and she wants 
to make sure there is affordable child 
care; important to the person with dis-
abilities so he or she can live at home 
with dignity; important for people who 
are not well enough and cannot even 
physically be able to go to congregate 
dining, who need Meals on Wheels, so 
someone can come and deliver them a 
nutritious meal. 

By the way, the Meals on Wheels pro-
gram is inadequately funded right now. 
We cannot cut these critically impor-
tant programs and services that make 
life better for vulnerable citizens in 
our country. We cannot do this. 

The States have a tremendous 
amount of leeway in how they use their 
SSBG funds, and this is one program in 
which they are able to try to develop 
innovative and creative programs to 
help the poor and needy (people with 
incomes up to 200 percent of the pov-
erty line are eligible for SSBG funds). 
Title XX only specifies that the money 
be used to help people achieve and 
maintain economic self-support and 
self-sufficiency to prevent, reduce, or 
eliminate dependency. The law also al-
lows the money to be used for services 
that prevent or remedy neglect and 
abuse, and to prevent or reduce unnec-
essary institutional care by providing 
community-based or home-based non- 
institutional care. States use this 
money to care for people who would 
otherwise slip through the cracks; 
these funds are critical for the well- 
being of the most vulnerable people 
among us—the elderly and the very 
young, the poor, and the disabled. 
These are people who most need our 
help, and we should not be slashing the 
very money that is most likely to serve 
them. 

Title XX of the Social Security Act 
specifies that $2.38 billion is to be pro-
vided to the States for fiscal year 2000. 
The Senate Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill, though, slashes funding for this 
block grant to only $1.05 billion. This 
cut comes on top of a 15 percent cut to 
the block grant made as part of the 
1996 welfare reform law, a cut that the 
states reluctantly accepted only with a 
commitment from Congress that we 
would provide stable funding for the 
block grant in the future. I am pretty 
sure that a 50-percent cut doesn’t qual-
ify as stable funding by anyone’s defi-
nition. 

And what kind of a message do we 
send to the States when we talk about 
cutting block grant funds? Congress 
sold welfare reform to the states on the 
promise that they would have the flexi-
bility to administer their own social 
service programs. But as the National 
Conference of State Legislatures point 
out, ‘‘these cuts [to the SSBG] would 
set the precedent that the federal gov-
ernment is reticent to stand by its de-
cision to grant flexibility to states in 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:07 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00044 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S30SE9.REC S30SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11707 September 30, 1999 
administering social programs.’’ SSBG 
funds are used by the states to provide 
services for needy individuals and fam-
ilies not eligible for TANF, and to re-
duce federal Medicaid payments by 
helping vulnerable elderly and disabled 
live in their homes rather than in in-
stitutions. States also use SSBG funds 
for child care services and other sup-
ports for families moving from welfare 
to work. When Congress proposes slash-
ing these funds, we send a clear, and I 
believe extremely damaging, message 
to the States. I think we are telling 
them not to invest in these kinds of so-
cial support programs, because they 
just can’t count on the money being 
there. 

But let’s just say for a minute that 
we do go back on our word and break 
our commitment to the States—so 
what? What exactly does SSBG fund? 
Anything important? 

Only if you think adoption services, 
congregate meals, counseling services, 
child abuse and neglect services, day 
care, education and training services, 
employment services, family planning 
services, foster care services, home de-
livered meals, housing services, inde-
pendent and transitional living serv-
ices, legal services, pregnancy and par-
enting services, residential treatment 
services, services for at-risk youth and 
families, special services for the dis-
abled, and transportation services are 
important. All of these programs are 
funded, in part at least, through the 
SSBG. 

According to the Title XX Coalition, 
in fiscal year 1997, more than 1.1 mil-
lion elderly people and over 740,000 peo-
ple with disabilities benefited from 
SSBG. State and local prevention and 
treatment services reached over 2.3 
million children and their families. 
The SSBG also reached 1.5 million indi-
viduals and families by supporting 
their physical and mental well-being, 
and by helping them overcome barriers 
to employment and economic self-suffi-
ciency. And child care-related services 
were provided to over 2.3 million chil-
dren through SSBG. 

In my home State of Minnesota, 
SSBG funds are used in some counties 
to augment child care for low-income 
single women and families. Even with 
these additional funds, there are cur-
rently huge waiting lists for subsidized 
day care in most counties. If we further 
cut the title XX funds, these county 
level programs are going to have to re-
duce or eliminate services that they 
provide. And when a single mom who 
has just gotten off welfare and is try-
ing to make ends meet while she starts 
working at her new job, loses the sub-
sidized day care that she counts on, 
what do you think is going to happen? 
Which do you think is more likely— 
that she’ll be able to afford to pay for 
day care herself, or that she’ll be 
forced to go back onto welfare? 

Many Minnesota counties use SSBG 
money for home care services for the 
elderly. These counties use SSBG funds 
to pay for a care giver to go into a vul-

nerable elderly person’s home and help 
them with basic ‘‘home chore’’ services 
like taking their medicine on time and 
in the right doses, keeping their home 
clean and safe, taking a bath, or mak-
ing sure there is food in the refrig-
erator. These are simple, basic serv-
ices, but they often mean the dif-
ference between allowing someone to 
stay in their own home or being forced 
into an institution. If SSBG funds are 
cut, vulnerable elderly are likely to 
lose home care services like a visiting 
nurse or case management person, 
which might then force them into a 
nursing home or an assisted living situ-
ation that would, in the end, cost much 
more money. 

I was speaking with Marien Brandt, 
the Human Services Director in Sibley 
County, Minnesota who told me that 
her county spends SSBG funds pri-
marily to serve vulnerable populations 
who aren’t eligible for assistance under 
other funding programs, and she sug-
gested that many of the people her 
agency serves would be forced into in-
stitutionalized care without SSBG 
funds. Marien gave me the example of 
the child who might have to go into an 
out-of-home placement if her agency 
becomes unable to provide counseling 
services that help the child’s parent 
learn to adequately care for and pro-
tect that child. The vulnerable adults 
they help with SSBG money tend to be 
elderly people, seniors or disabled peo-
ple, who get home care services—some-
one to come in to help them clean their 
home and maintain a safe environ-
ment, bathe, have food to eat, to see 
that they take the right amount of 
medicine when they are supposed to. 
Oftentimes these people are not eligi-
ble for medical assistance, so there is 
not another source of funding available 
to them when they are living in the 
community. What will happen if SSBG 
funds are cut is that they will wind up 
having to go into a nursing home in 
order to qualify for funds to pay for 
their care. 

Marien told me that in Sibley Coun-
ty, SSBG money is also used, espe-
cially in rural areas, to fund transpor-
tation for elderly and disabled, so they 
can access services like doctors, get-
ting groceries, and just simply so they 
are not so isolated in their home (a 
ride to the senior center, perhaps). 
There is no other funding source that 
will pay for this. For disabled people 
who are just over eligibility guidelines 
for medical assistance, SSBG money is 
used to help meet their needs—man-
aging medication, transportation, and 
community based services like training 
and counseling. 

The way Marien explained it to me, 
her county basically counts on SSBG 
money to pay for services for people 
who otherwise fall through the cracks. 
They count on this money to provide 
simple, basic services that keep the 
most vulnerable among us in their 
homes and out of much more costly in-
stitutions. 

Sue Beck, the Director of Human 
Services in Crow Wing County, Min-

nesota told me a similar story. She ex-
plained that her county also counts on 
SSBG funds to make sure that vulner-
able populations, the elderly, the dis-
abled, children, and poor people, have 
the services they need to live economi-
cally secure, self-sufficient lives. Over 
the past several years, due to SSBG 
cuts that have already been imposed, 
her county has had to cut back services 
in transportation and ‘‘chore serv-
ices’’—for disabled and elderly people 
who need just a little bit of help— 
things like help shoveling snow or gro-
cery shopping. They use SSBG money 
currently to augment their employ-
ability budget—to provide supported 
employment, and community based 
employment for people who other wise 
might not be able to compete success-
fully in the job market. All of this is at 
risk when we talk about cutting SSBG 
in half. 

Dave Haley, from the Ramsey County 
Department of Human Services also 
told me about his county spends SSBG 
money. The first example he gave me 
was that of a typical family of a single- 
mother who has three young children. 
The oldest child, a 7-year-old boy, has 
missed a significant number of school 
days. The mother is experiencing prob-
lems with chemical dependency and in-
volved in a violent relationship with 
her boyfriend. The mother cannot 
make sure that the child gets up every 
day on time, and is promptly fed and 
dressed for school. The family does not 
have a car or other personal means of 
transportation. Through programs par-
tially funded with SSBG money, the 
County is able to provide support to 
the mother to resolve her chemical de-
pendency problems and domestic abuse. 
Services ensure that the seven-year-old 
is attending school on a regular basis 
and the boy is beginning to make aca-
demic progress. 

There are over 2,000 young children 
in Ramsey County currently in this 
situation. Ramsey County and local 
school districts have been able to de-
velop a very active program to address 
these educational neglect issues and in-
sure that children attend school on a 
consistent basis. They will be forced to 
scale back this effort, though, if SSBG 
funds are cut by more than 50 percent. 

Another example that Dave gave me 
is that of a 30 year-old woman that is 
living in her own apartment in her 
home community. Thirty years ago, a 
similar individual with moderate men-
tal health needs would have been 
placed in a state hospital miles from 
their family home. Over the last three 
decades, needed supports have been de-
veloped, including programs to mon-
itor and assist individuals in managing 
their medications, checking on their 
money management and assisting when 
necessary with proper budgeting, 
teaching needed independent living 
skills, and employment support to 
maintain their current job. Without 
periodic weekly checks, the individual 
would have great difficulty managing 
their daily life, and might be forced 
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into an institutionalized living situa-
tion. 

The system that has developed over 
the last three decades has not only im-
proved the lives of hundreds of people 
in Ramsey County, it has also enabled 
the state and federal government to 
save hundreds of thousands of dollars 
on more expensive institutional care. 

Currently, Ramsey County receives 
$5 million in SSBG funding. If this 
were reduced by half, it would affect 
far more than what I have briefly men-
tioned. SSBG money also supports 
chemical dependency prevention ef-
forts, homemaker and other support 
services for seniors to prevent nursing 
home placement, and support efforts 
for families with a child with develop-
mental disabilities to enable the fam-
ily to stay together and avoid or delay 
out of home placement, to name only a 
few. If these funds are not restored, all 
of these programs, and all of the people 
they serve, will suffer. 

So you tell me, which of these pro-
grams deserves to go, because some-
thing is going to have to if this provi-
sion passes. Who do you think we 
should turn away? Maybe low-income 
families with children? Or perhaps the 
elderly or disabled? What difference 
does it make if someone goes to bed 
hungry, or homeless, or just plain 
afraid that they won’t make it through 
tomorrow? We have a budget cap to 
maintain, after all. And that is what 
this Congress has defined as really im-
portant here, right? Not helping our 
constituents, or keeping our commit-
ments to the States, because I cer-
tainly don’t see how anyone in Con-
gress could argue differently when I see 
an effort like this to eliminate one-half 
of the SSBG funding. 

In my own State of Minnesota, these 
cuts will have an immediate and deeply 
felt effect. Minnesota communities 
currently receive $41.6 million annu-
ally. If the proposed cuts are enacted, 
Minnesota will lose $23.2 million in 
funding, receiving only $18.3 million in 
FY 2000. 

Minnesota is unique among all the 
states, though, because, by law, SSBG 
funds by-pass the governor and flow di-
rectly to the local level. The state can-
not touch the money—they can neither 
add nor subtract funds from the block 
grant. Minnesota law further requires 
local levels programs to run balanced 
books. Which means that they cannot 
carry any budget surplus from one year 
to the next. So what that means is that 
if these cuts to the SSBG go through, 
the state will not be able to help offset 
any of the lost funds with funds from 
other sources, the local level programs 
will have no budget surpluses to fall 
back on, and these federal level cuts 
will be reflected immediately at the 
local level in program cuts. It would 
mean substantial reductions, or per-
haps even the elimination of local Min-
nesota programs like senior congregate 
dining, Meals on Wheels, and a host of 
other local community based pro-
grams. It would also mean cuts in 

health and substance abuse programs, 
as Minnesota is one of only seven 
states in the country that relies more 
heavily on its Title XX grant than its 
SAMHSA grant to fund mental health 
services. Furthermore, because next 
year will be a ‘‘bonding legislature,’’ 
one in which they will not be consid-
ering policy issues, the Minnesota leg-
islature will not be able to take up leg-
islation to change the law governing 
the flow of SSBG funds until 2001. 

So some of my colleagues may be 
saying to themselves, well that’s unfor-
tunate for Minnesota, but in my home 
state we’ll be able to supplement the 
cuts with other money—maybe the 
money we got from the tobacco settle-
ment, or perhaps we will just transfer 
money from our TANF surplus. First, 
let’s talk about the tobacco settle-
ments: in some states, anti-smoking 
and other health needs will receive 
first priority for use of the settlement 
funds, not unanticipated reductions in 
SSBG funds. Also, some states have al-
ready enacted legislation committing 
the tobacco funds for other purposes. 
Okay, well, then if not the tobacco set-
tlement funds, then maybe the TANF 
surplus funds. But right now, seven 
states—Delaware, Illinois, Indiana, 
Massachusetts, Missouri, Nevada, Or-
egon—currently have no unobligated 
TANF funds. And if the House gets its 
way, 3 billion dollars in TANF sur-
pluses will be rescinded from the 
states. This will leave another 12 
states—Alabama, Connecticut, Kansas, 
Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Nebraska, 
New Hampshire, North Carolina, North 
Dakota, Utah, and Vermont—who if 
they used every single cent of their re-
maining TANF surplus still won’t have 
enough money to cover the lost SSBG 
funds. That’s a total of 19 States, more 
than a third of all states, that won’t 
have the social service funds available 
to offset the SSBG funding cuts pro-
posed in this bill. 

I have here a letter from a group 
called ‘‘Fight Crime, Invest in Kids,’’ 
which is an organization made up of 
over 500 police chiefs, sheriffs, prosecu-
tors, victims of violence, and violence 
prevention scholars, written in support 
of this amendment. They write to ex-
plain that recent cuts in SSBG have 
short changed child care, child abuse 
prevention, removal and placement of 
abused children, drug treatment, and 
other critical crime prevention invest-
ments. 

As they point out in this letter, one 
of the Government’s most fundamental 
responsibilities is to protect the public 
safety. To meet that responsibility, 
Congress must close the crime-preven-
tion gap—the gaping shortfall we ought 
to be making to help our Nation’s chil-
dren get the right start. 

The Graham-Wellstone amendment 
to restore funding to the SSBG would 
provide over $591 million to protect 
children from abuse and neglect. Since 
abused and neglected children are al-
most twice as likely to become chronic 
offenders, it is clear that these services 

can have an important crime preven-
tion impact. The amendment would 
also provide $300 million to support 
child care in 47 states. A study by the 
High Scope Foundation showed that 
quality child care can dramatically re-
duce the chances of children becoming 
criminals. It is clear that we must con-
tinue to provide the funds for these 
programs, and we can only do that by 
restoring the title XX grant to its full 
formula amount. 

In a report they put out yesterday, 
the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities explained that if the Senate 
Labor-HHS appropriations bill becomes 
law, SSBG funding will have been cut 
by 87 percent since 1977 in inflation-ad-
justed terms. An SSBG cut of the mag-
nitude proposed in this Senate bill will 
substantially reduce the States’ ability 
to provide services to vulnerable chil-
dren, elderly, and disabled people. 
Please, do the right thing and restore 
the SSBG money by supporting the 
Graham-Wellstone amendment to re-
store full funding for the Title XX So-
cial Services Block Grant. 

If the Senate does not support this 
Graham amendment, then, in my view, 
the Senate does not have a soul. If the 
Senate does not support this Graham 
amendment, then, in my honest to God 
opinion, the Senate does not have a 
soul. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. COVERDELL addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Georgia. 
Mr. COVERDELL. I am ready to 

make a motion, if the other side does 
not wish to use the remainder of their 
time. If there is something further 
they have to say, I do not want to cut 
that off. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it is 
my understanding we are not operating 
under a time agreement, so there is not 
a clock ticking on this issue. 

I see one of the cosponsors of the 
amendment, the Senator from Con-
necticut, is on the floor. I do not know 
if he desires to speak on this issue or 
not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate that. I am very impressed with 
the level of my colleagues’ debate. I 
commend my colleague from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM, and my colleague 
from Minnesota, Senator WELLSTONE, 
for articulating what I think the ra-
tionale and support for this amend-
ment means to make a huge difference 
in our States and localities and to un-
derserved Americans. 

I have an amendment that I will be 
offering shortly on behalf of Senator 
JEFFORDS and myself, Senator SNOWE, 
and others, on child care. I am pre-
pared to offer that, but I do not want 
to in any way cut into the debate of 
my colleague from Florida or others 
who may want to continue with regard 
to his particular amendment. 

Again, I commend him for it. I am 
delighted to be a cosponsor of it. I 
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think it makes a significant contribu-
tion. I point out, in my State alone—I 
represent the most affluent State in 
America, something of which I am 
proud. I also tell you I am not so proud 
of the fact that the largest increase in 
child poverty in the country occurred 
in my State over the last several 
years—a 60-percent increase in child 
poverty. 

So here is a small State, Con-
necticut, with 3.5 million people, en-
joying unprecedented prosperity. Yet 
in the midst of this small State, we are 
also finding an unprecedented hardship 
on the part of a lot of people, particu-
larly young people. One out of every 
five children in my State is growing up 
in poverty. 

What the Senator from Florida and 
the Senator from Minnesota have of-
fered is some relief for people in that 
category, to see to it that they might 
also enjoy the prosperity of our coun-
try. 

Meals on Wheels, adult day care, fos-
ter care—there is a wide variety of 
other issues. But as my colleagues 
know, I have tried to focus my atten-
tion, over the years, particularly on 
children and their needs; and hence the 
amendment I will offer with Senator 
JEFFORDS in a moment on child care 
and afterschool care. 

But I realize this amendment being 
offered by the Senator from Florida 
covers more than just children. For ex-
ample, it covers adult day care. Three 
generations living under the same 
roof—we find that a more frequent oc-
currence in our society. The wonderful 
advances in medicine allow people to 
live longer, more fruitful lives, but it 
also creates generational burdens in 
many ways. 

So this is not an unreasonable re-
quest for a nation of almost 280 million 
people to see to it that those who are 
the least well off—carrying some of the 
most significant burdens—can also 
share in the prosperity we are enjoy-
ing. That is what I think we would all 
like to think of when we talk about 
America: a nation where there is equal 
opportunity. 

What this amendment does is create 
opportunity. It does not guarantee suc-
cess, but it gives people a chance to 
maximize their potential. For those 
reasons, I strongly urge the adoption of 
the amendment, and again I am pleased 
to be a cosponsor. 

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

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I would like to reserve 

time to close. If there are any speakers 
in opposition to the amendment, I 
would defer to them and then I would 
like to close. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, we 
are prepared to move to the close on 
behalf of the distinguished Senator 
from Florida. 

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

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. The arguments in 

favor of this amendment are numerous. 

The Federal Government made a com-
mitment to the States as part of the 
welfare-to-work legislation that it 
would maintain funding for this pro-
gram at the level of $2.38 billion each 
year. That commitment was made out 
of a recognition of the importance of 
the programs funded through title XX 
of the Social Security Act toward 
achieving the results, the goals of wel-
fare to work. We are about to breach 
that commitment—not just to breach 
it, we are about to obliterate that com-
mitment. 

Second, the proposal directs the 
States to spend a portion of their to-
bacco settlement to replace these Fed-
eral funds, the funds we have com-
mitted to make available to the 
States. 

We have voted in this Senate on nu-
merous occasions, by margins of 70 to 
30 or more, against that specific propo-
sition, against the attempt of the Fed-
eral Government to play big father and 
direct the States as to how they should 
use their tobacco settlement money. 
Now, having beaten back the efforts at 
the front door, we see this effort com-
ing in through the back door saying: 
Well, we are not going to tell you that 
you have to spend your money. We are 
just going to cut over half of a critical 
Federal partnership program with the 
States, a program we committed to as 
part of the States entering into the 
Welfare-to-Work Program. We are just 
going to suggest. And, by the way, you 
ought to spend your tobacco money to 
fund it. Outrageous. 

Third, this is not just a matter of 
what is in our heart; this is also what 
is in our mind. The reason Congress 
adopted this program in 1975—which, if 
I recall, was under the administration 
of President Ford—was the recognition 
that expenditure of Federal funds on 
programs that kept older Americans 
out of nursing homes, expenditure of 
Federal funds on programs that allevi-
ated the suffering and the potential for 
further suffering of the disabled, saved 
the Federal Government money, pro-
grams that kept families together, that 
helped children in need, saved the Fed-
eral Government money. With almost 
no consideration, we are about to turn 
the clock back on this accomplishment 
of President Ford and 25 years of dem-
onstrated success of this program in 
both helping people and saving the 
Federal Government money. 

Most important, we are about to pick 
out the most vulnerable people among 
us and say: It is upon your back that 
we are going to attempt to reduce the 
imbalance in our budget accounts. We 
are going to turn to the weakest to 
say: You should carry the fullest load. 

I don’t want to just speak these clos-
ing remarks in my words. I will use the 
words of a few of the many organiza-
tions across America which, in the 
short period of time since the alert 
went out that this ridiculous action 
was even being considered by the most 
deliberative body in the world, have re-
sponded with their assessment of what 

this would mean. Let me mention a few 
of them. 

The National Governors’ Association 
had this to say: 

Over the past few years, the [social serv-
ices block grant] has taken more than its 
share of cuts in federal funding. As part of 
the 1996 welfare reform deal, Congress made 
a commitment to Governors that the SSBG 
would be level funded at $2.38 billion each 
year. 

Congress made a commitment to the 
States that this funding would be 
maintained. Now we are about to cut 
that funding by more than 50 percent, 
according to the National Governors’ 
Association. 

The Fight Crime Invest in Kids Coali-
tion, an organization that represents 
over 500 police chiefs, sheriffs, prosecu-
tors, victims of violence, leaders of po-
lice organizations and violence preven-
tion scholars, had this to say about 
this proposal: 

The GRAHAM-WELLSTONE amendment to re-
store funding of $2.38 billion for the Title XX 
Social Services Block Grant would: 

Provide over $591 million to protect chil-
dren from abuse and neglect. Since abused 
and neglected children are almost twice as 
likely to become chronic offenders, it is 
clear these services can have an important 
crime prevention impact. 

Provide $300 million to support child care 
in 47 States. The High/Scope Foundation 
study showed that quality child care can 
dramatically reduce the chances of children 
becoming criminals. 

That is what 500 chiefs of police and 
sheriffs and other leaders in the crimi-
nal justice community have said about 
the importance of this amendment. 

Catholic Charities USA said this in 
its letter: 

Cutting funds to services that keep people 
independent and in their communities is 
short sighted and will lead to unnecessary 
suffering and increases in other federal pro-
grams. 

This is what the Girl Scouts said 
about this proposal: 

The further cuts to this program which 
have been proposed by the Senate will no 
doubt negatively impact our communities, 
most of which are already struggling with 
limited resources for much needed services. 

Finally, the National Conference of 
State Legislatures in their letter stat-
ed: 

The current proposal in the Senate Labor, 
Health and Human Services and Education 
appropriations legislation will jeopardize 
services to the elderly, disabled and children 
and families. It also represents a retreat 
from Federal commitments made during the 
enactment of welfare reform legislation. 

For all of those reasons, as well as 
the fact that Senators KENNEDY and 
CLELAND have asked to be added as ad-
ditional cosponsors to this amendment, 
I urge my colleagues to step back from 
the precipice of irresponsibility and re-
pudiation of commitment, to step back 
from the cliff that would have us, 
through the back door of this ill-con-
sidered proposal, breach our commit-
ments to the States to keep our hands 
off their State-won tobacco settlement, 
and particularly so we can look in the 
eyes of the American people who would 
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be most affected by this—the children, 
the disabled, and the frail elderly—and 
say: You are not the forgotten Ameri-
cans. 

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to voice my displeasure at the severe 
reduction this year’s Labor-Health and 
Human Services appropriations bill in-
cludes for the Social Services Block 
Grant. This program was established 
under Title XX of the Social Security 
Act to help people who are least able to 
help themselves; the elderly, the dis-
abled, and children of low income fami-
lies. The money is put to good use in 
some two dozen areas such as foster 
care services, day care, intervention 
and prevention for at-risk families, and 
special services for the disabled. The 
Labor-HHS Subcommittee has pro-
duced a bill that cuts SSBG funds from 
$1.9 billion to $1 billion. Just short of 
cutting it in half. The committee re-
port cites tight budget constraints and 
suggests that states can make up the 
difference with proceeds from the to-
bacco settlement. Mr. President, 
money from the tobacco settlement 
should be used for anti-smoking pro-
grams and other health programs. The 
basis of that litigation was that smok-
ing caused health problems which the 
states had paid for. So health care pro-
grams that were deprived of funds in 
the past should be the beneficiaries of 
the tobacco money, as should anti- 
smoking programs. We should not tell 
the states that we’re pulling the rug 
out from under the SSBG and it is up 
to them to make up the difference if 
they choose to. Some states have al-
ready passed legislation that allocates 
the tobacco money. 

The Social Services Block Grant pro-
gram is an entirely egalitarian pro-
gram. The formula could scarcely be 
simpler. The proportion of the money 
each state gets is the proportion of the 
national population it has. New York 
has seven percent of the population. It 
gets seven percent of the funds. So this 
draconian cut affects states evenly. Ev-
eryone should be concerned about it. 

One further point. This is a block 
grant. It allows the states to decide 
how best to spend money on a range of 
similar needs. The alternative would be 
a handful of categorical programs to 
which the states would apply individ-
ually. From time to time Senate de-
bate centers on the merits of block 
grants versus categorical programs. 
Education comes to mind, for example. 
The opponents of block grants fre-
quently say that once you block grant 
a group of existing programs, it be-
comes significantly easier to cut their 
funding. If this $900 million reduction 
is allowed to stand, the opponents of 
block grants will have a shining new 
example of the damage that can be 
done to a block grant and the pro-
ponents of block grants will have a 
more difficult time gaining their objec-
tives in the future. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
am proud to be a cosponsor of the Gra-

ham amendment to restore funding for 
Title XX, the Social Services Block 
Grant. This program is critical to the 
ability of our states to meet the needs 
of our most vulnerable citizens—chil-
dren, the elderly and the disabled. 

The present Senate Labor-HHS-Edu-
cation appropriations bill contains a 
provision to cut funding for the Social 
Services Block Grant by more than 
half, from $2.38 billion to $1.05 billion. 
This program has been under attack 
for years. In 1996, Title XX was cut by 
15%. In 1998, the highway bill used cuts 
in Title XX to pay for the out years of 
highway spending in 2001. While I un-
derstand the importance of roads for 
economic development, should we pay 
for it by cutting basic funding for 
needy children, disabled Americans, or 
senior citizens? 

In the last few years this Congress 
has sent a message to the states. We 
have said, ‘‘We trust you to know how 
to take care of your own people. We 
want to support you, and help you, and 
at the same time, give you the flexi-
bility to design your own programs.’’ 
This was one of the clear messages of 
welfare reform. 

As one of the members on this side of 
the aisle who voted for the 1996 welfare 
law, I have to say that I truly believe 
that these Title XX cuts will weaken 
welfare efforts in our states. The Social 
Services Block Grant is used to provide 
many important support services that 
help complement the efforts of welfare 
reform in helping individuals go to 
work and continue working—education 
and training services, employment 
services, transportation, and child care 
are all among the important programs 
supported by this block grant. Indeed, 
as part of the welfare reform package 
that I agreed to, we promised the 
states that we would maintain funding 
for Title XX at the $2.38 billion level 
until reauthorization in 2002. How can 
we take back that promise now? 

You know, one of the greatest fea-
tures of the Social Services Block 
Grant is its flexibility. States, and 
even communities, can determine how 
to best serve their poor, their elderly, 
their children and their disabled citi-
zens. My state provides an excellent ex-
ample of this. While nationally states 
used an average of 14% of the Title XX 
block grant for foster care program for 
abused and neglected children, in West 
Virginia we use over 30% of our block 
grant for foster care and 34% for pro-
tective services for abused and ne-
glected children. West Virginia cannot 
afford such a drastic cut in Title XX. It 
will undermine our State’s commit-
ment to abused and neglected children 
just when tough, new federal time lines 
are being enforced to move more chil-
dren from foster care into safe, perma-
nent homes faster. 

If we cut this funding by more than 
half, my state will face enormous chal-
lenges in its efforts to keep children 
safe and stable in their homes and com-
munities. This is intolerable. 

Nationally, 12% of the Title XX block 
grant is spent on services for the elder-

ly, including protective services for 
seniors who are victims of abuse and 
neglect. In West Virginia, 10% of our 
block grant—a little over $1.6 million— 
is spent on these services for seniors. 
This not only provides them with sup-
port and protection, it helps them re-
main in their own homes, rather than 
being placed in nursing homes or other 
institutions. 

What message are we sending to our 
poor, elderly neighbors, if we cut these 
services in half? 

As a former Governor, I understand 
why Governors want the flexibility of 
block grants. But the history of Con-
gress is to push for block grants in the 
name of ‘‘flexibility’’ but then to slow-
ly but surely cut the funding of block 
grants, leaving states and families in 
the lurch. As a member who cares deep-
ly about poor children, disabled Ameri-
cans and needy families, I am worried 
about how such cuts will effect the 
small communities and our most vul-
nerable families. 

We should not cut these vital funds. 
There is a unique and strong coalition 
fighting to protect this vital invest-
ment ranging from government groups 
like the National Governors Associa-
tion and National Association of Coun-
ties, to dedicated service providers like 
Catholic Charities and the United Way. 
If we believe in community programs 
and the importance of non-profit char-
ities, how can we justify cuts to Title 
XX which will hinder their partnership 
projects? 

The Social Services Block Grant is 
not just good for people, it is also good 
policy. It gives the states flexibility. It 
helps communities to be innovative in 
taking care of their own by supporting 
local partnerships. It makes sense. 

These funding cuts undermine many 
of our priorities. We cannot say we 
want to invest in children and families, 
then cut the Title XX Social Services 
Block Grant. This is worse than many 
of the budget gimmicks in this legisla-
tion because cutting Title XX hurts 
vulnerable families in communities 
across America. We should not cut this 
program. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I would like to 
briefly discuss with my colleague, Sen-
ator GRAHAM, some language that ap-
peared in the Appropriations Com-
mittee Report for the fiscal year 2000 
Labor, HHS, and Education Appropria-
tions bill. Senator GRAHAM, I under-
stand that the Report states, with re-
gard to the funding reduction in Social 
Services Block Grant program, that 
‘‘the States can supplement the block 
grant amount funds received through 
the recent settlements with tobacco 
companies.’’ Senator GRAHAM, I under-
stand you have seen this language? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Yes I have, and I 
thank my colleague from Texas. I must 
say I was very surprised by this report 
language, particularly considering the 
fact that the Senate only this year 
voted several times and decisively to 
prevent the federal government from 
seizing the money the States earned as 
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part of their tobacco settlements. Leg-
islation that you and I offered in the 
Senate passed overwhelmingly, and 
amendments to that language to force 
the states to spend their settlement 
funds according to a specified formula 
were soundly rejected. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. That is an excel-
lent point. In fact, I think it should be 
pointed out for the RECORD that, on 
March 18 of this year, the Senate voted 
71 to 29 to protect our States’ settle-
ment funds by defeating an amendment 
that would have directed that states 
spend at least half of their settlements 
according to whatever specific list of 
programs the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services designated during any 
given year. Thus, the Senate rejected 
the notion that the federal government 
should have an annual veto over more 
than $140 billion of state funds. I think 
it is also worth noting that the 
Hutchison/Graham legislation we in-
troduced this year to protect these 
state funds from federal seizure had 47 
cosponsors, including substantial bi-
partisan support. The legislation was 
signed into law by the President on 
May 21, 1999. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the Senator 
for that clarification. Our effort cer-
tainly struck an unmistakable blow for 
states’ rights, and I am pleased and 
proud that our states and others are 
now free to use their funds for chil-
dren’s health, health research, smoking 
control, and the many other health, 
education, and public welfare programs 
that they are pursuing. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. In fact, I would 
like to point out that, of the roughly 
$1.8 billion that Texas is spending dur-
ing the present budget biennium, vir-
tually every dollar is going toward 
health care. For example, the state is 
allocating over $200 million for a per-
manent endowment for children’s can-
cer research; $200 million for smoking 
control and research activities; $100 
million for emergency and trauma 
care; $180 million to expand health in-
surance for low income children; and 
over $1 billion in various permanent 
endowments for many of our state’s 
public and teaching hospitals. I am 
proud of what Texas is doing, and I am 
proud that you and I and so many of 
our colleagues had the courage to 
stand-up for the right of our states to 
pursue those priorities and programs 
that best meet the needs of their resi-
dents. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank my colleague 
for her statement, and for her leader-
ship in this important area. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership as well, and I 
am glad we had the opportunity to 
clarify the intent and the will of the 
Senate in this regard. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia. 

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the manager, I move to table 
the amendment by the Senator from 
Florida, Mr. GRAHAM, and the Senator 
from Minnesota, Mr. WELLSTONE, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To which 
amendment is the Senator referring? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I am referring to 
the amendment by Senator GRAHAM of 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sec-
ond-degree amendment or the first-de-
gree amendment? 

Mr. COVERDELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

Mr. COVERDELL. To clarify the mo-
tion, I apologize, I did not realize it 
was a second degree. The motion I have 
just made would be to the first-degree 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

am about to propound a unanimous 
consent that will explain what the re-
mainder of the evening will be. We are 
waiting for the other side to sign off. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 

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

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

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the pend-
ing amendment be laid aside in order 
for Senator DODD of Connecticut to 
offer his amendment and that no sec-
ond-degree amendments be in order to 
the Dodd amendment prior to a vote on 
a motion to table. 

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

Mr. COVERDELL. If the Senator will 
pause for one moment, I think what we 
are close to doing is having about four 
votes that would occur at around 5:15. 
So Senators can be on notice. We need 
to get one more sign off on that matter 
before we officially announce it. But 
that is the intent of the managers of 
the bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1813 

(Purpose: To increase funding for activities 
carried out under the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant Act of 1990) 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 
the manager of the bill. 

I call up amendment No. 1813 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD], 

for himself, Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 

KENNEDY, Mr. LEVIN, and Mrs. MURRAY, pro-
poses an amendment numbered 1813. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
In the matter under the heading ‘‘PAY-

MENTS TO STATES FOR THE CHILD CARE AND DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT’’ in the matter 
under the heading ‘‘ADMINISTRATION FOR 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES’’ in title II, strike 
‘‘$1,182,672,000’’ and insert ‘‘$2,000,000,000’’. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I offer this 
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator SNOWE, Sen-
ator KENNEDY, Senator MURRAY, Sen-
ator LEVIN, and others. 

Let me begin these remarks by apolo-
gizing to my colleagues who, once 
again, are being asked to vote on a 
child care amendment. The obvious 
question raised is, Why am I voting on 
this for the third or fourth time? The 
simple reason is—and I appreciate the 
votes. We have had good votes in the 
Senate, and strong bipartisan votes on 
this issue. But for a variety of reasons, 
which I will not take the time of this 
body to go into, the matter has been 
dropped in conference, or bills have 
died, or for other reasons. So despite 
the good and strong and positive ef-
forts on behalf of Members of the Sen-
ate, we have not been able to adopt the 
language on child care that my col-
leagues, by overwhelming votes, have 
adopted already in these past 10 
months. 

Again, Senator JEFFORDS, myself, 
and Senator SNOWE are proposing this 
amendment. It is somewhat different 
than the other ones in this regard only. 
Earlier, amendments dealing with the 
child care proposal actually had man-
datory spending in them. This is dis-
cretionary spending. In fact, the 
amendment I am offering—properly the 
credit goes to Senator CHAFEE of Rhode 
Island, who has been a champion on 
child care issues. This amendment is 
basically the Chafee amendment on 
child care that we think is deserving of 
our support on a bipartisan basis. 

By increasing margins, as I have in-
dicated, this body has supported addi-
tional funding for the child care block 
grant. The first vote we had was 57–43, 
the second vote was 60–33, and by the 
third vote it was unanimously adopted. 

I apologize again at the outset for 
asking my colleagues, once again, to 
cast a child care vote since you think 
you have done so, and already you 
have. But basically our opportunity to 
provide some additional funding is still 
the same. The arguments have not 
changed. The bill hasn’t changed, ex-
cept this is discretionary and not man-
datory, and obviously the need across 
our country has not changed over the 
last number of months. 

I will take a few minutes. We have a 
very short time agreement on this 
amendment. We have debated it exten-
sively over the past year. I don’t want 
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to take any more of this Chamber’s 
time than is necessary on this amend-
ment. 

But the amendment would increase 
child care assistance to working fami-
lies by doubling the discretionary fund 
in the child care development block 
grant from $1 billion to $2 billion. 

I continue to believe the best place 
for a child to be is with their parents. 
That is the best place—no question 
about it. But when both parents are 
working—as many do in this country, 
trying to put food on the table, a roof 
over their children’s heads—that is dif-
ficult. When there is only one parent— 
regretfully, that happens too often in 
our society—you can imagine the bur-
dens on a single parent who has to 
work and also has young children and 
trying to provide for child care needs. 

So the reality is that good, affordable 
child care is a necessity. In the absence 
of parental care, we try to do the best 
we can to approximate the kind of care 
that parents would give. 

That is what this amendment is all 
about. 

The child care block grant is almost 
a decade old. My good friend and col-
league from Utah, Senator HATCH, and 
I authored the child care block grant 
almost a decade ago. It won support 
and the signature of President Bush 
who signed the legislation into law, 
and it has provided a lot of decent as-
sistance to people over the years. 

It provides direct financial assistance 
to help families pay for child care and 
does not dictate where that care must 
be provided. Parents across this coun-
try can choose a child care center as 
the child care provider. They can 
choose a home-based provider, a neigh-
bor, a church, a relative, or whatever 
they think is best for that child. We 
leave that entirely up to the parents to 
make that decision. 

This block grant is also the largest 
source of Federal funding for critical 
afterschool programs. 

Again, we all appreciate, I think, the 
growing need for afterschool care. 

I point out to my colleagues that 30 
percent of the child care block grant is 
used by parents to pay for care to 
school-age children. That translates 
into almost $1 billion a year. 

That is a major, major source of as-
sistance to parents who worry about 
who is watching their children after 
school in State after State across our 
country. 

The only downside to this now al-
most decade-old program is that it has 
been underfunded because of the lack 
of resources. The Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act is available 
only to 1 in 10 eligible families in 
America today. 

Despite all the efforts over the 
years—and I appreciate the votes and 
the support we have received—still 
only one 1 in 10 eligible families get 
any assistance under this program. 

Because of a lack of resources States 
have been getting under the block 
grant—it goes to the States—States 

have had to severely ration child care 
assistance to families in need. 

So what States have done is they cre-
ate a threshold, a dollar threshold, an 
income threshold. They say that any-
body above that threshold cannot get 
the child care development block grant 
assistance. They have lowered the 
threshold—that is all the time—be-
cause the scarce dollars mean that 
they can only provide it to some fami-
lies. 

Let me explain what I mean. 
Two-thirds of all of the States in the 

United States have cut this child care 
assistance to families earning under 
$25,000 a year—two-thirds of all the 
States. Fourteen of those States have 
cut off all assistance to families earn-
ing over $20,000 a year, and eight States 
even ration the funds more stringently. 

In the States of Wyoming, Alabama, 
Missouri, Kentucky, Iowa South Caro-
lina, and West Virginia, if you are a 
family earning in excess of $17,000, you 
get no child care assistance. 

I don’t know how a family making 
$17,000 a year trying to work—this is a 
working family; I am not talking about 
somebody getting welfare. These are 
working people. If you are a working 
mother, and you have a $17,000-a-year 
income, you have two children, you do 
not have child care. I am sorry. You 
don’t. You may be lucky and have a 
grandmother, aunt, or next-door neigh-
bor, and probably juggling it every day. 
But if you are in those eight States, 
even in one of those 22 States, and 
make $20,000 or less, I don’t know how 
people do it. 

That is because we have underfunded 
for the block grant. I am not going to 
be able to take care of everybody. Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator SNOWE, I, and 
others who have supported these 
amendments know we are not going to 
make a difference for every family. But 
if we can get a little more money by 
doubling this amendment from $1 bil-
lion to $2 billion in this discretionary 
program, maybe these States—we 
think they will—will raise those 
threshold levels, and as a result, more 
families in these States will get that 
kind of good child care assistance that 
they need. 

Let me tell you how bad this problem 
is. Even with these stringent income 
eligibility requirements that I have 
just enumerated, consider the waiting 
list that exists across America. I will 
not recite all 50 States. 

Let me tell you for almost every 
State that we have, the numbers are 
high. 

In California, there are 200,000 chil-
dren waiting for a child care slot, even 
with the income levels as low as they 
are. 

So even when you have an income 
level of $17,000 or lower to get child 
care, or $20,000 or lower, there are 
200,000 children in those States whose 
parents qualify financially. They are 
earning less than $20,000. But because 
there are so few funds, 200,000 are on a 
waiting list. 

Texas, 34,000; Massachusetts, 15,000; 
Pennsylvania, almost 13,000; Alabama, 
19,000; Georgia, in excess of 12,000. 

The list goes on. 
These are families that are meeting 

those income criteria. But even with 
the income criteria, there are not 
enough dollars to go around to provide 
child care to these families. 

There is a waiting list even with 
these low-income levels. 

Other States ration their limited 
child care dollars by paying child care 
providers poverty level wages. 

That is hardly the way to ensure 
good, quality child care. Again, the 
lowest paid teachers in America are 
child care providers. 

What a great irony. I don’t think 
anyone argues we probably ought to 
have the best prepared teachers for the 
most vulnerable of our society—kids. A 
case could be made, I suppose, that 
someone in a higher education institu-
tion needed less care. But imagine a 6- 
month-old baby and the person who 
watches that 6-month-old, 1-year-old 
child is one of the lowest paid workers. 

I am urging my colleagues to adopt 
this amendment so we can raise some 
of the income levels, we can get a few 
more dollars to the child care providers 
who are so necessary, and we can also 
see if we cannot help our Governors 
raise some of the income levels. 

We have voted on this now three 
times. I am deeply apologetic to my 
colleagues. I have had unanimous sup-
port for this amendment as recently as 
a few months ago. Because of bills 
dying or being dropped in conference, 
we are back at it again. I apologize for 
taking the time of my colleagues on 
this amendment that Senator JEF-
FORDS and I have offered. We cannot let 
this issue go away. It is too important 
to too many families. 

I thank publicly Senator ABRAHAM of 
Michigan, Senator CAMPBELL of Colo-
rado, Senator CHAFEE, Senator COL-
LINS, Senator DEWINE, Senator FRIST, 
Senator HATCH, Senator JEFFORDS, 
Senator ROBERTS, Senator SNOWE, Sen-
ator SPECTER, Senator WARNER, and 
more. I will not read the entire list of 
Republican colleagues who have been 
supportive of this amendment. The 
Senators have made a difference voting 
for this. I thank the Senators for their 
support. 

The votes I had then were for the 
mandatory program. This is discre-
tionary funding. It is substantially dif-
ferent. Some in the past may have said 
vote for this, it is mandatory; this is a 
discretionary program. Obviously, we 
are dealing with Senator SPECTER’s 
bill. It is different in that regard, prob-
ably less of a problem politically for 
some. 

I am deeply grateful for the strong 
bipartisan support and I am confident 
we will have support again this after-
noon on this issue which has developed 
strong bipartisan interest in this body. 

My principal cosponsor from 
Vermont is here. I want to make sure 
he has some time to talk about this. 
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Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent a time agreement 
be entered into, with 10 additional min-
utes for the proponents of the amend-
ment, and 15 minutes for myself and 
whomever I designate. 

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

The Senator from Vermont. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I join 

my good friend from Connecticut. We 
have been working for years to draw 
the attention of the public to the es-
sential need that we pay more atten-
tion and provide help in the child care 
area. Each year we get the support of 
our Members. Each year we have suc-
cessfully gotten agreements for bil-
lions of dollars of the budget, but the 
time is now to do something real. That 
is why we are here, to make sure we 
make a commitment, not only make a 
commitment but provide the funds to 
enable our society to be able to take 
advantage of all that can be done to 
make sure our children have an oppor-
tunity to participate in the best pos-
sible way in our society. 

This amendment will almost double 
the funds that provide low-income 
working families with the help they 
need. The amendment increases fund-
ing for the child care and development 
block grant from about $1.83 billion to 
$2 billion. This block grant has always 
been forward funded so no offset will be 
required. States are struggling to meet 
the escalating child care needs of low- 
income families, and they are 
transitioning off of welfare. States 
have already transferred $1.2 billion in 
TANF funds into the child development 
block grant; other States use TANF 
dollars directly to pay for child care 
costs; while still others have spent all 
of their TANF funds and have nothing 
left to transfer. 

Still this is not enough. States have 
waiting lists for child care subsidies 
provided under the CCDBG. In addi-
tion, many States provide subsidies so 
low-income families are forced into the 
cheapest and in many cases the poorest 
quality child care. 

There are more than 12 million chil-
dren under the age of 5, including half 
of all infants under 1 year of age, who 
spend at least part of the day being 
cared for by someone other than their 
parents. There are millions more 
school-age children under the age of 12 
who are in some form of child care at 
the beginning or end of the school day 
as well as during school holidays and 
vacation. More 6-to-12-year-olds who 
are latchkey kids return home from 
school to no supervision because par-
ents are working and there are few, if 
any, alternatives. 

While the supply of child care has in-
creased over the past 10 years, there 
are still significant shortages for par-
ents in rural areas with school-age 
children or infants and for lower in-
come families. The cost of child care 
for lower middle-income families can 
rival the cost of housing and the cost 
of food. The most critical growth spurt 

is between birth and 10 years of age, 
precisely the time when nonparental 
child care is most frequently utilized. 

A Time magazine special report on 
‘‘How a Child Brain Develops’’ from 
February 3, 1997, said it best: 

Good, affordable day care is not a luxury 
or a fringe benefit for welfare mothers and 
working parents but essential brain food for 
the next generation. 

The Senate has voted on and passed 
similar amendments three times this 
year. There were two votes on the 
budget resolution, and a modified 
version of the amendments was in-
cluded in the conference report. Again, 
in July, Senator DODD and I introduced 
a similar amendment through the tax 
bill which was subsequently dropped in 
conference. Hopefully, this fourth time 
will be the charm and the Senate will 
pass this amendment and retain it in 
conference. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment which is so critical for 
low-income working families and their 
children. 

I yield to my colleague from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my 
colleague and I thank so many of our 
Republican friends who worked with us 
on a bipartisan basis. I thank the man-
ager, my good friend from Pennsyl-
vania. We have been together many 
years. We both first arrived in this 
Chamber and we worked so closely to-
gether back 20 years ago, in 1981, on a 
caucus for children. It seems like a 
long time ago. Senator SPECTER, on nu-
merous occasions, has been a real stal-
wart battler and fighter on behalf of 
the Child Care Block Grant Program. I 
am deeply grateful to him for his sup-
port on that. 

Senator JOHNSON desires to be added 
as a cosponsor. 

I know my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania wants to be heard on this. I 
thank my colleague from Vermont and 
I thank my colleague from Maine. I 
thank Senator CHAFEE who has been a 
champion on this issue. 

The mandatory bill is gone and we 
are down to the discretionary bill. I 
apologize, I say to the manager. I know 
Members think we vote on this issue 
every other day, but each time we have 
been dropped in conference despite 
unanimous votes in the Senate on this 
issue. I hope, as the Senator from 
Vermont has said, the fourth time may 
be a charm and we will be able to pro-
vide some additional funds on a very 
worthwhile and needed program. 

I, again, thank my colleague for 
yielding. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, before 
proceeding to the discussion of the 
amendment on the merits, I would like 
to announce to my colleagues we will 
shortly begin voting on four stacked 
votes: the Reid amendment, Graham 
amendment, Dodd amendment, and the 
Coverdell second-degree amendment to 
the Enzi amendment. 

I ask unanimous consent we begin 
voting on these matters at 5:10. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, the 
manager of the bill, it is my under-
standing there will be 1 minute on each 
side to explain the amendments. 

Mr. SPECTER. Fine. 
Mr. REID. Two minutes, equally di-

vided. 
Mr. SPECTER. I incorporate that 

into the unanimous consent request. 
Mr. REID. And the Reid amendment 

will be the first amendment we will 
vote on? 

Mr. SPECTER. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. SPECTER. Has all time elapsed 

for Senator DODD? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut has 10 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. SPECTER. The Senator from 
Connecticut has 10 minutes remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. SPECTER. The unanimous con-
sent agreement gave him 10 minutes 
total. Since that time, Senator JEF-
FORDS has spoken and Senator DODD 
has spoken. 

Mr. DODD. If my colleague yields, we 
will yield back whatever time we have. 
I realize he is trying to move things 
along. 

Mr. SPECTER. I am trying to find 
out what is happening with the time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Vermont was 
charged to him, and he yielded back his 
time to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. SPECTER. Is the remaining time 
between now and 5:10 on my side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are presently 8 minutes 35 seconds re-
maining for the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. SPECTER. And the other time 
has been yielded back? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And 10 
minutes remaining—— 

Mr. DODD. I yield back all time ex-
cept 1 minute to sum up. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I find 
it extremely difficult to speak to and 
vote on this amendment because I have 
supported this amendment on so many 
occasions. Senator DODD accurately re-
lates, when we were elected in 1980, we 
cochaired the Children’s Caucus. Then, 
in 1987, after we were reelected, we 
were cosponsors of the first parental 
leave program which had just begun. 
We have been soldiers in the field. I 
have voted for this amendment again 
and again and again. But I am deeply 
concerned if we agree to this amend-
ment at this time and add another $900 
million to the current bill of $91.7 bil-
lion, we are not going to have any bill 
at all. We are not going to get 51 votes 
in this Chamber to pass this bill and to 
go to conference. I say that because of 
the deep-seated concerns which have 
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been expressed by so many Senators 
about where we are. 

We have a bill at $91.7 billion which 
is within the budget caps. We have to 
go to conference with the House. We 
have to present a bill which the Presi-
dent will sign. I do not believe we will 
be able to do that if we add $900 million 
more. 

I can count the number of cosponsors 
which the persuasive Senator DODD 
has. It may be he will have enough 
sponsors to defeat a tabling motion. I 
think next Tuesday, when Republican 
Senators return, on the vote on the un-
derlying merits it may be different, al-
though I very much would like to sup-
port him. We have been very concerned 
about children in this bill. We in-
creased the child care block grant $182 
million for fiscal year 2000, which 
brings it to $1.182 billion. Senator DODD 
would like to have it added to $2 bil-
lion, and so would I, if I thought we 
could get that bill passed. This $1.182 
billion is in addition to the child care 
entitlement which was increased $200 
million, to $2.367 billion next year. So 
we have on child care more than $3.5 
billion. 

In addition, States can transfer up to 
30 percent, or $4.8 billion, of their tem-
porary assistance to needy families, 
the so-called TANF block grants, to 
the child care block grant. At the end 
of the first quarter of fiscal year 1999, 
States had $4.220 billion in unobligated 
TANF balances. 

So there have been very substantial 
allocations for children. I might say, 
this is an especially tough vote for me 
because earlier today, my daughter-in- 
law, Tracey Specter, took the lead in 
establishing a child care center in 
Philadelphia where she and her hus-
band, my son, Shanin Specter, have 
made a very generous contribution for 
child care. I know of the importance of 
child care so working mothers can pro-
vide needed assistance for their fami-
lies in an era of two-wage-earner fami-
lies and in an era of single mothers. I 
know how vital child care is. But this 
is going to be the log that breaks the 
camel’s back. I think the camel now is 
burdened so that a straw would break 
the camel’s back, but this is not a 
straw, this is a log. 

I do not know quite where we are 
going to be when final passage comes 
on this bill and we do not have 51 votes. 
So it is a longstanding partnership I 
have with the Senator from Con-
necticut, elected on the same day to 
this body, worked hand in glove, al-
most as longstanding a relationship as 
with Senator JEFFORDS. Usually Sen-
ator JEFFORDS says, ‘‘Jump,’’ and I say, 
‘‘How high?’’ on matters which he has 
in mind. But it is with the greatest re-
luctance that I say I cannot support 
this amendment, much as I would like 
to, for the reasons I have given. 

Mr. President, how much time re-
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator has 3 
minutes 20 seconds. 

Mr. SPECTER. Let me yield a 
minute or so to Senator DODD. 

Mr. DODD. I appreciate my col-
league’s very gracious comments on 
this, and I appreciate the burden he is 
under. It is not easy to be the chair-
man of a committee. You have respon-
sibilities to meet and you have a lot of 
good requests that come your way. 

I would make the case to my col-
leagues, I think there has been a strong 
indication this is a matter in which we 
have been able to come together. We 
were so divided on so many issues, but 
on child care we found common ground 
three times already in the last 7 or 8 
months, the three votes that have been 
cast on this issue. In fact, the previous 
ones were on mandatory spending. This 
one is discretionary, so it ought to be 
somewhat more palatable for people. 

I appreciate the comments of the 
Senator from Pennsylvania on how 
much is already committed. But, of 
course, I still make the case it still 
only serves 1 in 10 families—I know he 
knows—and there are a lot of people on 
waiting lists, thousands in each State, 
even with the income levels down. As I 
said, in 8 States it is $17,000 less; in 14 
States, it is $20,000 less. I don’t know 
how a family earning $20,000 a year 
with all the other financial burdens 
they have also can meet a child care 
expense they may have. 

So while I am deeply appreciative of 
the quandary he is in, I make a case 
this strengthens the likelihood we 
might get 51 votes for the bill. It is the 
kind of bipartisan proposal that has en-
joyed so much support. It was unani-
mously adopted only a few weeks ago, 
so that it might, in fact, bring some 
people who would feel otherwise dis-
inclined to support the legislation, but 
doing something, as he properly points 
out, for working families—it is all 
working folks now—trying to make 
ends meet, hold their families to-
gether. I know he knows this. I know 
he cares about it deeply. 

I hope in the coming minutes before 
the vote occurs on this, while people 
may have voted one way on a variety 
of different bills, on this one, this 
amendment, they might say: On this 
one, we ought to, with forward funding, 
find that extra $900 million so we can 
make a difference for these families. 

I am deeply appreciative of his kind 
words and his continuing efforts and 
fight. I was going to facetiously sug-
gest, since his wonderful daughter-in- 
law and son went into the business, 
maybe the chairman might have to 
recuse himself on the vote since he 
may be compelled to vote to table. I 
say that only facetiously. 

I am delighted his daughter-in-law 
and son have felt the need to be in-
volved in the issue, and I am not sur-
prised, knowing the Senator and his 
spouse, that their children would want 
to carry on this terrific tradition they 
have started. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank my colleague 
from Connecticut for those generous 

comments. He is almost pervasive 
enough to get me to change my mind, 
but passage of this bill is more impor-
tant. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that after the first rollcall vote, 
which is 15 minutes in accordance with 
our practice, with a 5-minute leeway, 
that the subsequent votes be 10 min-
utes in duration. 

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

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, with 
great reluctance, I move to table the 
Dodd amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1820 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are now 2 minutes equally divided on 
the motion to table the Reid amend-
ment. 

The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, if Members 

of the Senate have enjoyed and appre-
ciated ‘‘Prairie Home Companion,’’ the 
great work of Ken Burns’ ‘‘Civil War,’’ 
‘‘Baseball’’—and now he is doing a new 
one on Susan B. Anthony and Liz Stan-
ton dealing with the women’s move-
ment—and if they have enjoyed with 
their children ‘‘Sesame Street,’’ which 
is Big Bird and Elmo, then every per-
son in the Senate should support my 
amendment. 

We want to keep public broadcasting 
public and not commercial broad-
casting. We do not want it, like most 
everything else in America, to be com-
mercialized. Our children and the rest 
of America at least deserve this much 
from their Congress. 

This amendment cries out for sup-
port. This is an education and labor 
bill, and I underline education. There is 
nothing more important as it relates to 
education than having a sound public 
broadcasting function of our Govern-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, it is 
with reluctance, again, that I am com-
pelled to oppose the Reid amendment. I 
like public broadcasting, but this bill 
has been crafted with some 300 pro-
grams. Public broadcasting is getting a 
$10 million increase. This is in the face 
of some very substantial problems 
which were raised with public broad-
casting on the sale of lists to political 
organizations. Public broadcasting is 
very important, and with tight budget 
constraints, I think $350 million is an 
adequate allocation. 

I must say, as the Senator from Ne-
vada mentioned ‘‘Sesame Street,’’ 
again, it is a family matter. My three 
granddaughters are mad about ‘‘Ses-
ame Street.’’ On goes the television, 
and their behavior is a model. 

This budget can only stretch so far. 
It is crafted for more than 300 pro-
grams. The better course is to take the 
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$10 million increase, and $350 million is 
sufficient. 

Parliamentary inquiry: Is there a ta-
bling motion pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1820. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant called the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
the Senator from Rhodes Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. THOMAS) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 51, 
nays 44, as follows: 

{Rollcall Vote No. 301 Leg.} 
YEAS—51 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Chafee 
DeWine 

Mack 
McCain 

Thomas 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 

motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are now 2 minutes equally divided on 
the motion to table the Graham 
amendment. 

Who seeks recognition? 
The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, our 

staff tells me that we now have 62 
amendments pending to this bill. That 
means we are going to be here an awful 
long time on this bill. I think I am 
going to request that the leader ini-
tiate a weekend session if we are going 
to get this bill passed. 

We had this bill out of committee 
with the hopes that we could get it 
passed today at the end of the fiscal 

year so we could once again get back to 
the habit of passing all the bills in the 
Senate that come from the Appropria-
tions Committee by the end of the fis-
cal year at least. 

I hope Senators will tell us seriously 
how many of these amendments they 
intend to call up. There are 41 on that 
side of the aisle and 21 on this side of 
the aisle. Most of them are riders, and 
if you put them on the bill, we will 
drop them in conference anyway. Be-
yond that, those amendments that 
take money, you have to take money 
from some other Senator to get them 
passed. 

Let’s not play games with this bill. It 
is the last bill. It is the biggest bill. 
This is the largest bill. Two-thirds of 
this bill is not even subject to our con-
trol. Two-thirds of the bill is entitle-
ments. I hope we will start watching 
those entitlement bills and understand 
it is a very hard bill to put together. 

I congratulate the Senator from 
Pennsylvania and the Senator from 
Iowa for their handling of the bill. But 
I plead with you to tell us which of 
these amendments you really want to 
call up. 

I see my good friend from Nevada. He 
doesn’t have on the right tie today. But 
he is a man who believes, as I do, that 
bills should move forward as rapidly as 
we can move them. I hope I have his 
help in urging Senators to tell us 
which of these amendments you really 
want considered by the Senate and give 
us a time agreement on them so we 
know how long it will take before we 
finish this bill. 

Does the Senator wish the floor? 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 

friend from Alaska that the managers 
of the bill on our side have suggested 
maybe we should drop your amend-
ments and our amendments. Would the 
Senator be willing to do that? 

Mr. STEVENS. I would be happy to 
move to table them all and go to con-
ference tonight. 

Mr. REID. That is something we were 
talking about over here. 

I say to the chairman of the full com-
mittee that we have already looked at 
these amendments. A number of Mem-
bers on this side are waiting to see 
what amendments are being offered on 
the other side. There are a couple of 
amendments that are going to cause 
this bill a really slow ride through 
these Halls. One is on ergonomics, 
which is a real problem; we have a 
dozen or so Senators who want to 
speak in relation to that amendment. 

So I think a lot depends on what 
amendments are offered on the major-
ity side to see how we can weed out 
some of these amendments over here. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Parliamentarian to look at all of 
the amendments and see which of them 
are subject to rule XVI. I intend to 
raise rule XVI against any amendment 
I can raise it against. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida has the floor. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the Senate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from Florida. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1821 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, we are 

talking about one of those entitlement 
issues Senator STEVENS just described. 

The Finance Committee of the Sen-
ate and the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the House established the 
funding level for title XX of the SSBG 
of their bill at $2.38 billion. The appro-
priators have reduced that amount to 
$1.50 billion, a cut of over 50 percent. 
This violates a commitment the Con-
gress made with the Governors in 1996 
as part of the welfare-to-work legisla-
tion. Therefore, the Governors are op-
posing the position the committee has 
taken. 

This is a backdoor violation of the 
commitment that 71 Senators made 
when we voted against having the Fed-
eral Government direct how the States’ 
tobacco settlement was spent. 

Why is this? Because the way in 
which the subcommittee recommends 
we make up this difference is to direct 
the States to use their tobacco money 
to fill this gap. Seventy-one Members 
of the Senate—48 Republicans and 23 
Democrats—voted in March of this 
year to do exactly the opposite of what 
we are now being asked to do. 

Mr. President, this is a matter of 
honor of the Senate and our commit-
ment to our partners in the Federal 
system, the States. 

I urge that this motion to table be 
defeated. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, as 
much as I have always favored the so-
cial services block grant program, the 
funding level in this bill is established 
as a matter of priority. 

If we want to add to education $2.3 
billion, significant additions to the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, and 
crafting some 300 programs, this is the 
level which is appropriate. The States 
can transfer up to 5 percent of their 
temporary assistance to needy families 
in this program through these block 
grants, which amounts to $16.5 billion. 
Mr. President, $825 million are avail-
able there. 

At the close of the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1999 States had $4.22 billion, 
so it can be made up. People may not 
want to consider the tobacco funds, but 
the States have about $203 billion 
which has been given to them, where 
the argument was it should have come 
to the Federal Government to support 
these block grant programs. 

If we are to pass this bill, if we are to 
get 51 votes, $91.7 billion, we can’t add 
additional funds with this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). All time has expired. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to table the amend-
ment No. 1821. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 
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the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), and the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. THOMAS) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 39, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 302 Leg.] 
YEAS—39 

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—57 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Grassley 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Chafee 
Mack 

McCain 
Thomas 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote and I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
that the underlying amendment, as 
amended, be voice voted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. SPECTER. I object. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
Mr. GRAHAM. I would like to dispose 

of this matter now. 
Mr. STEVENS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order is 2 minutes equally divided 
on the Dodd amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I think 
I had asked for the yeas and nays on 
the underlying amendment, as amend-
ed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A suffi-
cient second has not been obtained. Is 
there a sufficient second? 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, regular 
order. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1813 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order is there are now 2 minutes 
equally divided on the Dodd amend-
ment. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I make 

a point of order that this amendment 
violates the Budget Act in that it ex-
ceeds the 302(b) allocations of the sub-
committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is against the Dodd 
amendment? 

Mr. STEVENS. The Dodd amendment 
would increase the amount under this 
child care development block grant. 
This bill is at its ceiling now. There is 
no additional money. I was told at first 
that it was written so it would apply to 
2001. That is not the case. 

The amendment is not subject to 
amendment, as I understand it, under 
the procedure we are under right now 
and cannot be cured, and I make the 
point of order that it violates the 
Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the rule, the point of order is not in 
order until the time is expired—the 
motion to table has been made—and 
been disposed of. The regular order 
calls for 2 minutes equally divided. 

Mr. STEVENS. Parliamentary in-
quiry. When I came in, I understood 
one of the sponsors had urged the adop-
tion of this amendment; isn’t that so? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to table and 
that takes priority over the point of 
order. The point of order will be in 
order when the debate on the motion to 
table has expired and the vote has 
taken place. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, briefly, 
this is an amendment we have voted 
on—this is the fourth time in the last 
7 months. I thank my colleagues for 
the bipartisan support that the Dodd- 
Jeffords-Snowe and others amendment 
has been given. Unfortunately, it has 
been dropped in conference in the past 
so it has not been adopted. 

It was adopted unanimously by this 
body only a few weeks ago. Prior to 
that, it was a 66–33 vote. Unlike the 
previous votes, this is discretionary 
funding, not mandatory funding. It 
tries to deal with the issue of child 
care, something about which we all 
care. 

We now know today that 1 in 10 fami-
lies is struggling to make ends meet. 
They are the poorest families in Amer-
ica and are working every day and not 
on public assistance. Today, in 25 
States, if you earn more than $20,000, 
you do not qualify for child care assist-
ance. 

I don’t know how a family of four, 
earning $20,000 a year, with young chil-
dren—where the parents are working, 
where they need to place these children 
in a safe place during the day—can af-
ford that without some help. 

For 10 years now, since Senator 
HATCH and I sponsored the child care 
development block grant that was 
adopted, this Congress has supported a 
child care program. 

Today, we want to serve more than 
just the 1 in 10 that is being served. 
This amendment does that. My col-
leagues have voted for it in the past. I 
urge my colleagues to do so again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, in 
order to save time, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the motion to 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. I object. 
Mr. DODD. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. GRAMM. Would the Senator 

yield? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania has the floor, 
under the regular order, for 1 minute. 

Mr. GRAMM. Would the Senator 
from Pennsylvania yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. Yes. 
Mr. GRAMM. We will be voting on 

the motion to table. At that point, the 
point of order will lie. All we are going 
to do is cost every Senator 15 or 20 
minutes. It will not change anything. 

Mr. DODD. I say to my colleague, 
there is obviously a different vote 
count on the tabling motion than there 
is on a point of order. I would argue the 
point of order, but I am hoping—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has the time. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, reluc-
tantly, I am opposed to the amend-
ment, which would add some $900 mil-
lion to this bill. There have been sub-
stantial increases on child care and on 
child care entitlement. If we have $900 
million added to this bill—which is now 
at $91.7 billion—it is the log that 
breaks the camel’s back. I think it is a 
very good program, but in establishing 
priorities, we have already allocated 
very substantial funds to this line. 
Therefore, I am opposed to the amend-
ment and I move to table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to table. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be allowed just 30 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Alaska is recognized for 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. STEVENS. I wish to correct my 
statement. This does amend a section 
in this bill, which is advance funding, 
and it is, therefore, not subject to the 
point of order I would have made. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is on agreeing to the motion 
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to table amendment No. 1813. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative assistant called the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. THOM-
AS), the Senator from Rhode Island 
(Mr. CHAFEE), and the Senator from 
Missouri (Mr. BOND) are necessarily ab-
sent. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 303 Leg.] 
YEAS—41 

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 

NAYS—54 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Campbell 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—5 

Bond 
Chafee 

Mack 
McCain 

Thomas 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1886 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to return to my 
second amendment for purposes of a 
voice vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I ask for a voice vote 

on the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the second- 
degree Graham amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1886) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, point of 
order: Is the question now on the Dodd 
amendment? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1821 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now is on agreeing to the 
first-degree Graham amendment, as 
amended. 

The amendment (No. 1821), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

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

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1813 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, may I in-

quire, do we move now to the Dodd 
amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Dodd 
amendment has not been agreed to. 
The motion to table failed. The Dodd 
amendment has not been agreed to. 

Mr. DODD. Regular order. I ask 
unanimous consent to have a voice 
vote on the Dodd amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Without objection, the amendment is 

agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 1813) was agreed 

to. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1885 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

The regular order is now on the mo-
tion to table the Coverdell amendment. 
Two minutes are equally divided. The 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Who yields time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I 

inquire. I asked the Parliamentarian 
for a list of those amendments that 
violated rule XVI that have been of-
fered by various tenders. May I inquire, 
when will it be in order for me to make 
my points of order against those 
amendments that violate rule XVI? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments would have to be pending 
before the point of order would be in 
order. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I will 
leave on the desk a list of the amend-
ments that have been found to violate 
rule XVI. 

May I make a further parliamentary 
inquiry. Under the new rule XVI, the 
Parliamentarian’s rule cannot be 
waived; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no provision to waive rule XVI. 

Mr. STEVENS. I would like to leave 
this on my desk and ask Members to 
see if their amendments are within this 
category. If they wish to withdraw 
them, of course, I will not make a mo-
tion to table them. I think that would 
be the easiest way to dispose of them— 
to have Members withdraw their 
amendments. But I do intend to make 
a point of order under rule XVI against 
some 23 amendments before the 
evening is over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-
ular order is 2 minutes equally divided. 

Who yields time? 
The Senator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, on this 

amendment on which we are about to 
vote, we have given an increase to 
OSHA for the work they do. What I am 
asking is that we continue to recognize 
there are parts of those that go in hand 
in hand. One of the parts is enforce-
ment. The other is consultation. 

There are 1,275 pages of OSHA that 
every business has to follow. They need 
the consultation to be able to wade 
through that. They need somebody 
they can ask to be able to get answers. 

I have taken the increase in OSHA 
and given some recognition that con-
sultation ought to be a part of that. 
Consultation will help. I don’t know 
that they will spend it that way. We 
don’t have any really good oversight to 
see that. But it is the trend we have to 
follow. Sixty-six percent of their 
money goes to enforcement and 30 per-
cent goes to consultation. I am asking 
you to split this money in recognition 
between the two so that kind of an em-
phasis will continue. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I think 

the bill in its present form has the ap-
propriate balance between conciliation 
and enforcement. In the last 5 years, 
enforcement has declined $3 million, 
from $145 million to $142 million; con-
ciliation has grown from $3l.5 million 
to almost $41 million, an increase of 30 
percent. 

I think the bill as written is proper. 
I might add that it does not unduly 
prejudice the case on the merits, and if 
the Enzi amendment is not tabled 
under the unanimous consent agree-
ment, Senator WELLSTONE has leave to 
file a second-degree amendment with 15 
minutes to argue it, to be followed by 
another rollcall vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The question is on agreeing to 
the motion to table amendment No. 
1885. On this question, the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), 
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CHAFEE), the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
MACK), and the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. THOMAS) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 44, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 304 Leg.] 

YEAS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Cleland 

Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 

Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
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Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 

Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lott 

Lugar 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—5 

Chafee 
Kennedy 

Mack 
McCain 

Thomas 

The motion to table was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the second- 
degree amendment. 

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

ator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on the 

desk of the clerk and on the desk of the 
two managers of the bill is a list of the 
amendments that, in the opinion of the 
Parliamentarian, violate rule XVI. 

I ask I be notified by the Chair at 
any time any one of those amendments 
is called up. I ask unanimous consent I 
be notified if any of those amendments 
on the list at the desk are called up. 

Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, Mr. President, would the chair-
man mind if somebody else initiated 
the point of order? He would not have 
to be here if somebody else did it. 

Mr. STEVENS. I assure the distin-
guished whip that I will be here. But in 
the event I am not here, I have not 
asked that I be the one to have the ex-
clusive right to make a point of order. 
I only asked I be notified if it is called 
up. In effect, I am serving notice if you 
call up that amendment, I will make 
the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to 
object, what is the unanimous consent 
request? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
quest is the Senator be notified if any 
of those amendments are called up that 
violate rule XVI. 

Mr. HARKIN. I don’t mind that. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote on the Enzi 
amendment. 

Mr. COVERDELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. NICKLES. Regular order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the second- 
degree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1885) was agreed 
to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, for 
the information of my colleague, I was 
so overwhelmed with this past vote, I 
was so moved by this past vote to give 
me an opportunity to speak even more 
on the floor of the Senate, that I am 
now going to vitiate that part of the 
unanimous consent agreement to have 
a vote on this second-degree amend-
ment so colleagues could leave. 

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

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the first-de-
gree amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1846) was agreed 
to. 
∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I com-
mend both Senator SPECTER and Sen-
ator HARKIN for their dedicated work 
on this legislation which provides fed-
eral funding for the Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services 
(HHS), and Education. This appropria-
tions bill provides funding for many 
critical programs directly helping 
American families and providing im-
portant assistance to our most impor-
tant resource, our children. 

One of the most important compo-
nents in this bill is its vital support for 
education. We owe it to each and every 
child to ensure that they have access 
to a high quality education. This is 
why I am pleased that this bill in-
creases funding for Department of Edu-
cation to almost $38 billion, including 
nearly $6 billion for educating children 
with special needs and $5.2 billion for 
the Head Start program. 

I am also pleased to note that this 
bill prohibits federally funded national 
education standards. It continues to be 
my strong belief that our nation must 
have higher learning expectations for 
our children but academic standards 
must be controlled by state and local 
authorities, not the bureaucrats in 
Washington. 

This bill contains important re-
sources for helping make college and 
continuing education more affordable 
for all Americans. Under this bill, the 
maximum loan amount for post-sec-
ondary education would be the highest 
level in the program’s history—$3,325 
per student. In addition, this legisla-
tion provides $1.4 billion for higher 
education opportunities, including $180 
million for GEAR UP which assists 
under-privileged children and $5 mil-
lion to provide access to affordable 
child care for parents struggling to 
complete their college education while 
raising their children. 

I am particularly pleased that this 
bill provides significant funding for 
medical research at the National Insti-
tutes of Health, NIH, $17.6 billion, 
which is an increase of $2 billion from 
last year. I am sure that my colleagues 
share my support for this 13 percent in-
crease in funding for vital research 
which could lead to important sci-
entific breakthroughs which will im-
prove the health of our citizens. Fi-

nally, I am encouraged to note that 
this bill took an important step to-
wards meeting the needs of over 7,000 
children and families whose lives have 
been devastated by hemophilia-related 
AIDS, by beginning to fund the Ricky 
Ray Act as authorized by Congress last 
year. 

Furthermore, I was pleased to learn 
that the sections allocating funding for 
Labor, HHS and Education were free of 
direct earmarks, set asides or unau-
thorized appropriations. However, my 
initial enthusiasm was dampened 
somewhat upon reviewing the report 
language. While the Committee made a 
concerted effort to not include any spe-
cific earmarking in those Departments’ 
budgets, the report contains an exorbi-
tant amount of directive language that 
is clearly intended to have the same ef-
fect as an earmark. By this, I mean the 
use of words like ‘‘encourage’’, ‘‘urge’’, 
and ‘‘recommend’’ in connection with 
references to particular institutions, 
projects, or proposals that the Com-
mittee would obviously like the rel-
evant agencies to fund. 

These are not direct earmarks, but I 
am sure the programs which the Com-
mittee ‘‘encourages’’ or ‘‘urges’’ the 
agencies to support will receive special 
consideration. While the Committee 
avoided providing a line item for fund-
ing specific projects, it stated its 
strong preference for the funding or 
continued funding of many specific 
projects which would clearly bypass 
the competitive funding process. 

I will highlight a few examples of re-
port language that contain a multitude 
of expressions of support, short of ear-
marks, for particular projects. These 
include: 

The Committee urges the Depart-
ment of Labor to give full and fair con-
sideration to funding requests sub-
mitted by the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania to retrain incumbent workers. 

The Committee encourages the De-
partment of Labor to support agricul-
tural training for dislocated sugarcane 
workers in Hawaii. 

The Committee recommends contin-
ued support by the Department of 
Labor for the Alaska Federation of Na-
tives Foundation to develop and train 
Alaska native workers for year-round 
employment within the petroleum in-
dustry. 

The Committee encourages the agen-
cy to contribute technical assistance 
to the University of Nevada at Reno 
and Las Vegas toward the establish-
ment of educational channels for a 
school of pharmacy. 

The Committee stated its awareness 
of the San Bernardino County Medical 
Center proposal to create a ‘‘hospital 
without walls.’’ In addition, the Com-
mittee notes that the Santa Rosa Me-
morial Hospital is proposing the cre-
ation and implementation of a North-
ern California Telemedicine Network. 

The Committee is aware of a proposal 
by the Montana State University-Bil-
lings to develop in collaboration with 
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medical facilities in the area a tele-
medicine program to provide preven-
tive medicine and support services to 
the large elderly population in Billings 
and eastern Montana. 

The Committee continues to be sup-
portive of the work being conducted by 
the Low Country Health Care Systems. 

The Committee encourages priority 
be given to the University of Hawaii at 
Hilo Native Language College when al-
locating funds for native Hawaiian edu-
cation. 

The Committee is concerned about 
the absence of technology integration 
in the north central communities of 
Pennsylvania. The committee notes 
the efforts of the Lock Haven Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania for its develop-
ment of two regional networks to link 
these rural communities. 

Mr. President, I could continue list-
ing the specific projects, which the re-
port highlights and for which the Com-
mittee provides encouragement for 
continued or new funding, but I will 
not waste the Senate’s valuable time. 
Due to its length, the list I compiled of 
objectionable provisions included in 
the Senate report cannot be printed in 
the RECORD. This list will be available 
on my Senate website. 

It is simply inappropriate that the 
committee is attempting to influence 
the open, competitive funding process, 
thereby limiting the funds available to 
workers, schools, hospitals, and com-
munities around the country which are 
not fortunate enough to live in a State 
with a Senator on the Appropriations 
Committee.∑ 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
to speak on a very important subject. I 
am referring to teen smoking. 

Currently, teen smoking rates are far 
too high and they continue to rise. 
Since I left the Missouri Governor’s of-
fice, teen smoking in Missouri has in-
creased from 32.6% to 40.3%—almost a 
24% increase! In fact, today, Missouri 
ranks sixth in the nation in teen smok-
ing. 

While there is disagreement in this 
body on where teen smoking policies 
should be set—at the federal or state 
level—we all agree that it must be ad-
dressed. 

Seven years ago, in an attempt to 
tackle this problem, the United States 
Congress passed what is now known as 
the Synar Amendment. This amend-
ment required the states to meet speci-
fied targets in reducing teen access to 
cigarettes. It did not tell the States 
how to meet the targets but just that 
they had to meet them. 

I believe, as I argued during the de-
bate on the Federal tobacco tax legis-
lation, that States are in the best posi-
tion to tackle the serious problem of 
teen smoking. Governors, state legisla-
tures, mayors, and city councils know 
how to target their programs. They 
know how to tailor educational pro-
grams for the local schools and com-
munities. They have better access to 
convenience store owners and other re-
tail establishments where teens buy 
cigarettes. 

With that in mind, I am deeply trou-
bled about our current situation. 

Mr. President. Today, there are seven 
states and the District of Columbia 
who failed to meet their targets to re-
duce teen access to cigarettes. They 
have failed the state’s teens and their 
parents. In addition, since their failure 
triggered a cut in federal block grant 
funds of 40%, they have failed those 
who need treatment for drug abuse and 
addiction under the Substance Abuse 
and Mental Health Services Adminis-
tration (SAMHSA). 

I guess we could be optimists and 
focus on the fact that 43 states did 
meet their targets. Forty-three states 
that made it a priority to cut teen 
smoking have succeeded. Forty-three 
states worked with local communities 
and found a way to reduce teen smok-
ing. Therefore, 86% of the states met 
their goals—shouldn’t we be pleased by 
that? 

Unfortunately I cannot be an opti-
mist today. For one of those seven 
states who failed to meet the target 
was the State of Missouri. This is an 
important issue to me. As Governor of 
the State of Missouri, I signed the law 
that now makes it illegal to sell mi-
nors tobacco. 

Under the federal law, the State of 
Missouri had to make sure that no 
more than 28% of teens who attempted 
to purchase cigarettes were successful. 
That seems reasonable—however, the 
actual success rate was 33%. That 
means that in one out of every three 
minors attempting to buy cigarettes 
was successful. One out of Three! 

Due to this failure, the State of Mis-
souri is set to lose $9.6 million to be 
used for drug addiction treatment. 
That is $9.6 million to be used to help 
drug addicted pregnant women, to re-
duce teen drug use, and to provide 
treatment to those whose lives have 
been destroyed by a lifetime of drug 
use. 

In this discussion, it is important to 
recognize that we have given the states 
the tools they need to fight teen smok-
ing. We rejected the mammoth—bu-
reaucracy and tax laden—tobacco bill. 
I led the fight against that bill. By de-
feating that bill, we made sure the to-
bacco money went to the states for to-
bacco prevention programs—and was 
not wasted on federal bureaucracy—on 
the 17 new boards, commissions, and 
agencies established in the bill. 

By defeating that bill, the states got 
the money rather than Washington. In 
fact, by killing that bill the State of 
Missouri received $6.7 billion from the 
tobacco settlement. That money is 
more than a third more resources than 
they would have received under the 
federal legislation. In addition to 
money, the states won clear limits 
from the tobacco companies on mar-
keting techniques aimed at young peo-
ple. 

With this Settlement in mind, it is 
even more disappointing that today we 
are left with this tough choice. We ei-
ther respect the federal law and penal-

ize those who are in need of drug treat-
ment programs—or we bail out these 
states who have failed our nation’s 
teens. 

In trying to determine the best 
course of action, we listened to the ex-
perts. Barry McCaffrey, the President’s 
Drug Czar, stated that by withholding 
these funds ‘‘. . . some heroin addicts 
might be forced back on the streets to 
return to a criminal life.’’ He says: 
‘‘[w]e agree that the carrot-and-stick 
approach of the law can serve a purpose 
of pushing compliance, but we must 
not throw the baby out with the 
bathwater by increasing drug addiction 
and crime.’’ It is a tough choice, but we 
must protect Americans from the 
scourge of drug use. 

In addition, I can’t let those in the 
State of Missouri suffer due to the 
State’s ineffective enforcement pro-
gram. I am pleased to have worked 
with Senator BOND, the Senior Senator 
from Missouri, and other members 
whose states did not meet their targets 
in finding a solution to this problem. 

There is no question that the agree-
ment does not contain everything I be-
lieve it should—such as creating pen-
alties for teens who purchase, use and 
possess cigarettes. I continue to believe 
that if we really want to reduce youth 
smoking, we must place some responsi-
bility on teens. 

However, I am relieved we have found 
a solution. These states will be forced 
to devote new money to anti-teen 
smoking programs. Based on that com-
mitment, they will receive their 
SAMHSA money. 

I hope we do not find ourselves in 
this same position next year. This 
should be a wake up call to these states 
to step up their enforcement and pass 
tough teen smoking laws. The increase 
in teen smoking rates is unacceptable. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we will be 
doing wrapup momentarily. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader will withhold. 

The majority leader. 
Mr. LOTT. I would like to notify the 

Members that there will be some more 
time taken on the bill itself, but that 
will be the final recorded vote for to-
night, the last vote for tonight. There 
will be at least one vote tomorrow. I 
am still working on both sides to make 
a final determination on Monday. It is 
anticipated we will have at least one 
vote, maybe more, on Monday. But we 
have not locked that in yet. We will 
notify you of that officially tomorrow. 

I ask unanimous consent Senator 
COLLINS be recognized at 9 a.m. on Fri-
day to call up her amendment, No. 1824, 
there be 30 minutes of debate equally 
divided in the usual form, and a vote to 
occur immediately on conclusion or 
yielding back of time and no second-de-
gree amendments in order. That would 
mean the vote tomorrow would be at 
9:30. 

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

Mr. LOTT. The next vote will occur 
at 9:30 in the morning. 
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UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 

AGREEMENT—S. 82 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I congratu-

late all who have been involved in this 
next unanimous consent. A lot of effort 
has gone into it. I will not name them 
individually, but I know several Sen-
ators have been following very closely. 

I ask unanimous consent on Monday, 
October 14, it be in order for the major-
ity leader to proceed to the consider-
ation of S. 82, the FAA reauthorization 
bill, that the majority and minority 
managers of the bill be recognized to 
modify the committee amendments, 
and further that only aviation-related 
amendments be in order to the bill, 
that relevant second-degree amend-
ments will be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I do not 
intend to object. But I have been try-
ing now for almost 2 years on this very 
important legislation to deal with a 
very serious problem my constituents 
have brought to my attention dealing 
with the loophole-ridden Death On The 
High Seas Act. 

We had families at home in Oregon 
lose loved ones in international waters 
as a result of a situation where a Ko-
rean freighter ran them over. I have 
been repeatedly assured in the Senate 
Commerce Committee that we would 
have an opportunity on the floor of the 
Senate to remedy this great injustice. 
In fact, Chairman MCCAIN had agreed 
with me previously to work to reform 
the Death On The High Seas Act to en-
sure that victims of maritime acci-
dents would have the same rights as 
those provided to victims of aviation 
accidents under the FAA bill. 

I have been extremely patient with 
respect to this matter. I have indicated 
on at least two occasions that I would 
not offer the amendment. I do not in-
tend to do it now because the FAA leg-
islation is of such extraordinary impor-
tance. But I want to make it clear to 
the Senate that at the next available 
opportunity, I am going to do every-
thing I can to ensure that these vic-
tims of these maritime tragedies— 
tragedies in international waters where 
very often they are run over by foreign 
freighters and left at sea languishing 
for hours and hours—actually have a 
remedy. They do not today. It is a 
grave injustice. 

We have discussed this at consider-
able length in the Senate Commerce 
Committee. In fact, we even made 
changes in the Death on the High Seas 
Act in the past without addressing this 
particular issue. 

I do not intend to hold up the consid-
eration of the FAA legislation because 
it is so important, but I want to make 
it very clear to the Senate that at the 
next available opportunity, we are 
going to debate this on the floor of the 
Senate. We are going to have an up-or- 

down vote on it. My colleagues are now 
aware of that. 

Mr. President, I withdraw my res-
ervation. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. WARNER. Reserving the right to 
object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, may I 
address the distinguished majority 
leader who has been very helpful to the 
interests of my State given that Na-
tional Airport and Dulles Airport are 
undergoing extensive modernization. In 
the present form of the bill that the 
leader has designated, is that issue 
taken care of? If not, is the oppor-
tunity open for the Senator from Vir-
ginia and others to address that issue? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield under his reservation, 
first, I thank Senator WYDEN for his 
comments and for the record he has 
made and for not objecting. I know this 
is an important issue to him. He could 
object and bring additional pressure on 
the chairman and the committee. He is 
on the committee. I know he will con-
tinue to work on it. I know he and Sen-
ator MCCAIN will be talking about it on 
Monday. I thank him for not objecting. 

With regard to the question of the 
Senator from Virginia, I believe the 
issue that is so important to him is ad-
dressed in the bill the way he under-
stands it to be. But if it is not or if 
there is any problem, under this unani-
mous consent request, relevant amend-
ments on aviation would be in order 
and any amendment that he or the 
other Senator from Virginia wishes to 
offer with regard to this matter would 
be in order and would be protected. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished leader. Likewise, the 
issue of the number of slots has been a 
moving target. May I inquire as to the 
current specification in the bill and 
whether or not that could be changed 
by the proponents of the bill under this 
UC between now and the date it is 
brought up? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in answer 
to the Senator’s question, I have in my 
mind the number of slots that are 
available based on the discussions he 
and I have had over about 2 years. I am 
assuming that is what is in the bill. I 
have to check and make sure of the 
exact number, but whatever it is, if the 
Senator is not satisfied with that, an 
amendment and a debate to change 
that number would certainly be in 
order. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I thank 
our leader for the assistance he has 
given throughout the years to the 
Commonwealth of Virginia and other 
interested parties with regard to these 
two airports. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object and I shall 
not—I do not think I will—as I under-
stand this unanimous consent agree-
ment, this will be the FAA bill with 
relevant amendments. Does the major-
ity leader intend to bring up the nu-
clear waste bill? 

Mr. LOTT. I would like to bring up 
the nuclear waste bill. I think this is a 
major environmental issue. It is very 
important to a number of States, I be-
lieve, including the Senator’s State of 
Minnesota. 

There has been an indication there 
may be a desire for a filibuster and per-
haps the Democrat leadership would 
not support cloture on this very impor-
tant issue. If that is the case, then I 
would not be inclined to file cloture on 
it on Friday, giving us additional time 
to see if we can work out an agreement 
or accommodation as to how to bring 
up that very important issue. 

I do not know how many States have 
nuclear waste sitting in open cooling 
pools or how many people have looked 
at the need to address this problem. I 
believe a large number of Senators 
probably as many as two-thirds or 
more, believe we need to move this leg-
islation. I want to find a way to do 
that. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. If I can do a quick 
followup, the reason I asked the major-
ity leader was actually less because of 
the subject matter of that bill but the 
question whether or not he also plans 
on restricting it to relevant amend-
ments. What I am asking is, when will 
I have an opportunity as a Senator 
from Minnesota to bring legislation to 
the floor of the Senate which will al-
leviate the economic pain and suffering 
of family farmers? That is what I want 
to know. Are we going to have an op-
portunity for debate on agriculture 
policy? 

Mr. LOTT. We certainly know the 
Senator from Minnesota has views on 
that or amendments he wants to offer. 
One of the things we are planning on 
doing, I say to the Senator—and Sen-
ator DASCHLE may want to talk about 
it—is to bring up the sanctions bill. I 
do not know whether or not the Sen-
ator’s amendments will be in order to 
that. It does relate to food and agri-
culture. He may have something to say 
or some amendment he wants to offer 
on that. 

We have not agreed on a time. You 
may wind up objecting to it, but I 
think it is high time we have some de-
bate around here and some thought 
about how we deal with these unilat-
eral sanctions of countries, how we use 
food and medicine in that area. We had 
a vote on it in Agriculture. It is still 
very controversial. I have indicated it 
is my intent and it is my hope, if we 
can find a way, to bring that bill to the 
floor. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. With an oppor-
tunity for other amendments dealing 
with agriculture. 
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Mr. LOTT. I believe they probably 

could be offered to that bill. I do not 
particularly relish the idea, but I think 
they probably could be. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. I thank the major-
ity leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? He made ref-
erence to a couple of matters which 
ought to be addressed briefly. 

First, with regard to nuclear waste, I 
know of nobody on this side of the aisle 
who wishes to filibuster the bill, and I 
will be happy to clarify that with the 
majority leader. I think there is an in-
terest, however, in amending the bill. 
We would love to have the bill come to 
the Senate floor under normal Senate 
order, regular order, and if the bill 
were brought up under regular order, 
we would be in support of moving the 
bill and voting in favor of the motion 
to proceed. I will be happy to work 
with the majority leader to schedule 
that, if we could accommodate Sen-
ators who wish to offer amendments. 

With regard to the FAA debate, this 
was one of the more difficult agree-
ments. I appreciate the ability of many 
of our colleagues to allow us the oppor-
tunity to have this debate on Monday. 
But I must say that, once again, this is 
a unanimous consent request to limit 
debate and limit amendments. We are 
agreeing to this only because we be-
lieve the FAA bill is a matter of great 
national security and of import not 
only for safety and health of aviation 
but because we believe we have already 
taken too long to reauthorize this leg-
islation. 

So because of the expiration of the 
authorizing legislation, because of the 
safety and health matters, we share 
the view that this legislation ought to 
come up and be debated and that we 
ought to limit ourselves to relevant 
amendments. 

But again I say that we have not had 
a bill before the Senate under regular 
Senate order since last May. We have 
gone through June, July, August, and 
now September—4 months—and we are 
simply saying: Let’s bring bills to the 
floor under regular order. Let’s have a 
good debate, and let’s have amend-
ments offered. I am hopeful that we 
can work through the rest of the agen-
da with that in mind. 

So we are not going to object to this 
bill being brought up, again, under ab-
normal Senate order and rule. But I 
think there is a growing concern that 
too many bills are coming to the floor 
without the opportunity for a full de-
bate. 

So whether it is nuclear waste or 
whether it is an array of other bills 
that could come to the floor, we are 
ready to debate them. We are ready to 
have a good amount of time dedicated 
to whatever piece of legislation ought 
to be considered. But we want the right 
to offer amendments. We will forego 
that right under FAA, but there are 
not many bills that fit into that cat-
egory, if any, for the rest of the year. 

I thank the majority leader for yield-
ing. 

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

ator from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. Reserving the right 

to object, and I will not object, I want 
to take this moment to thank both the 
majority leader and the minority lead-
er, the Senator from Arizona, and the 
Senator from South Carolina, for their 
patience because we did have a problem 
that affected my area that has been 
worked out. 

I ask the majority leader one little 
question. I want to confirm that the 
language we have talked about seems 
to meet the agreement of all sides. I 
want to get the attention of the major-
ity leader. I was thanking him and the 
minority leader and others, and I just 
want to clarify the language we have 
talked about seems to meet the agree-
ment of all the major players in solv-
ing that problem. 

Mr. LOTT. I have not had an oppor-
tunity to talk personally, directly, to 
the Senator from Arizona, but I am in-
formed by his senior aide that he is 
committed to living with the language 
that the Senator from New York is fa-
miliar with, and that also the Senator 
from South Carolina, the ranking Dem-
ocrat, has indicated he will comply 
with that. And based on the assurance 
I received, then I would work to make 
sure that understanding was lived up 
to. Whether you agree with the final 
result or not, I will make sure that 
what your understanding is on the part 
I have been involved in would be hon-
ored. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 
and thank again the Members of the 
body for their indulgence on this issue. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. BRYAN. Earlier, the majority 

leader made inquiry about the position 
on the nuclear waste bill. I want to put 
the majority leader on notice the Sen-
ators from Nevada are not prepared to 
surrender any of the procedural rights 
on this issue. This, as you know, is an 
issue—— 

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. BRYAN. I am happy to. 
Mr. LOTT. You mean you are not 

ready to go to final passage on this bill 
at this point? 

Mr. BRYAN. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi, with his characteristic in-
sight, has hit the nail right on the 
head. 

Mr. LOTT. Let me assure the Chair 
and my colleagues that we know the 
very passionate feelings of the Senator 
from Nevada. We know he is going to 
make them heard, and in every way he 
can. And he will be entitled to all the 
rules of the Senate in that effort. We 
understand that and appreciate it. 

Mr. BRYAN. I thank the majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. 

f 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000—Continued 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada, Mr. REID, 
give me his attention? We have a sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution to be offered 
by Senator INHOFE; and then we have 10 
minutes for an amendment to be of-
fered and then withdrawn. We need 
consent to set aside your amendment. 
Or perhaps you are ready to withdraw 
that amendment? 

AMENDMENT NO. 1807, WITHDRAWN 
Mr. REID. I say to the manager of 

the bill, I have not received assurance 
yet that I will have a hearing. To expe-
dite matters, I will agree to withdraw 
my amendment. But I want everyone 
to understand there is an amendment 
pending, a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion, on the same issue. Rule XVI does 
not apply, of course, against my sense 
of the Senate. But in order to expedite 
matters, I withdraw my amendment. I 
will bring up, whenever we get back to 
this bill, my sense-of-the-Senate reso-
lution on the exact same material. 

Mr. SPECTER. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is withdrawn. 

Mr. SPECTER. Then in our sequence, 
we have an amendment by the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1816 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 
regarding payments under the prospective 
payment system for hospital outpatient 
department services under the medicare 
program) 

Mr. INHOFE. I have an amendment 
at the desk and I ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1816. 

Mr. INHOFE. I ask unanimous con-
sent reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

PAYMENTS UNDER THE PROSPEC-
TIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM FOR HOS-
PITAL OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENT 
SERVICES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997, in 
order to achieve the objective of balancing 
the Federal budget, provided for the single 
largest change in the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:07 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S30SE9.REC S30SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11722 September 30, 1999 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) since the inception of 
such program in 1965. 

(2) Reliable, independent estimates now 
project that the changes to the medicare 
program provided for in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 will result in the reduction of 
payments to health care providers that 
greatly exceeds the level of estimated reduc-
tions when such Act was enacted. 

(3) Congressional oversight has begun to 
reveal that these greater-than-anticipated 
reductions in payments are harming the 
ability of health care providers to maintain 
and deliver high-quality health care services 
to beneficiaries under the medicare program 
and to other individuals. 

(4) One of the key factors that has caused 
these greater-than-anticipated reductions in 
payments is the inappropriate regulatory ac-
tion taken by the Secretary in implementing 
the provisions of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997. 

(5) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, contrary to the direction of 77 
Members of the Senate and 253 Members of 
the House of Representatives (stated in let-
ters to the Secretary dated June 18, 1999, and 
September 14, 1999, respectively), has per-
sisted in interpreting the provisions of the 
prospective payment system for hospital 
outpatient department services under sec-
tion 1833(t) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395l(t)) in a manner that would im-
pose an unintended 5.7 percent across the 
board reduction in payments under such sys-
tem. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services should— 

(1) carry out congressional intent and 
cease its inappropriate interpretation of the 
provisions of the prospective payment sys-
tem for hospital outpatient department serv-
ices under section 1833(t) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l(t)); and 

(2) eliminate the unintended 5.7 percent 
across the board reduction in payments 
under such system. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1816, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to modify the 
amendment in accordance with the 
modification at the desk. 

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

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

PAYMENTS UNDER THE PROSPEC-
TIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM FOR HOS-
PITAL OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENT 
SERVICES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997, in 
order to achieve the objective of balancing 
the Federal budget, provided for the single 
largest change in the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) since the inception of 
such program in 1965. 

(2) Reliable, independent estimates now 
project that the changes to the medicare 
program provided for in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 will result in the reduction of 
payments to health care providers that 
greatly exceeds the level of estimated reduc-
tions when such Act was enacted. 

(3) Congressional oversight has begun to 
reveal that these greater-than-anticipated 
reductions in payments are harming the 
ability of health care providers to maintain 
and deliver high-quality health care services 
to beneficiaries under the medicare program 
and to other individuals. 

(4) One of the key factors that has caused 
these greater-than-anticipated reductions in 
payments is the inappropriate regulatory ac-
tion taken by the Secretary in implementing 
the provisions of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997. 

(5) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, contrary to the direction of 77 
Members of the Senate and 253 Members of 
the House of Representatives (stated in let-
ters to the Secretary dated June 18, 1999, and 
September 14, 1999, respectively), has per-
sisted in interpreting the provisions of the 
prospective payment system for hospital 
outpatient department services under sec-
tion 1833(t) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395l(t)) in a manner that would im-
pose an unintended 5.7 percent across the 
board reduction in payments under such sys-
tem. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services should— 

(1) carry out congressional intent and 
cease its inappropriate interpretation of the 
provisions of the prospective payment sys-
tem for hospital outpatient department serv-
ices under section 1833(t) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l(t)). 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, when 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 was 
passed, there was a misinterpretation 
by the Health Care Financing Adminis-
tration of this bill—while it should 
have been revenue neutral—to have 
regular reductions in the amount of re-
imbursement that goes to hospitals, 
specifically a 5.7-percent reduction to 
reimbursement that would take place 
in July of the year 2000. This was not 
the intent of the Members of the Sen-
ate. 

I have a letter that has 77 signatures 
on it, including those of each Senator 
who is in the Chamber right now, stat-
ing that was not the intent. This is a 
sense-of-the-Senate resolution saying 
that was not the intent so we would 
not be having that 5.7-percent reduc-
tion in July of the year 2000. 

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

ator from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I com-

mend the Senator from Oklahoma for 
the sense-of-the-Senate resolution. I 
think it is meritorious. It has been 
cleared by the ranking member on the 
Democratic side. 

Mr. REID. We have not had a chance 
to clear this with our leader. I apolo-
gize to the manager of the bill. We 
have not cleared this with the leader, 
so I can’t agree to it. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Pennsylvania would 
yield? 

Mr. SPECTER. I do. 
Mr. INHOFE. I suggest to the Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania, both Senator 
DASCHLE and Senator REID have signed 
the letter asking for this same thing 
we have in the sense of the Senate. 

Mr. REID. It is pretty persuasive. 
Mr. SPECTER. Do you want to 

check? 
Mr. REID. I withdraw our objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified. 

The amendment (No. 1816), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. REID. If I could have the floor 
for a second. 

I say to my friend from Oklahoma, 
that was one of the most persuasive ar-
guments I have heard on the Senate 
floor. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
final order of business this evening on 
the pending bill is an amendment to be 
offered by the Senator from Kansas, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, for purposes of 10 min-
utes of discussion, and then it will be 
withdrawn. So I leave the floor in the 
hands of Senator BROWNBACK for that 
10-minute presentation and with-
drawal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1833 
(Purpose: To establish a task force of the 

Senate to address the societal crisis facing 
America) 
Mr. BROWNBACK. I call up an 

amendment at the desk numbered 1833 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK] 

proposes an amendment numbered 1833. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. I ask unanimous 
consent reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the bill insert the following: 

TITLE ll—TASK FORCE ON THE STATE 
OF AMERICAN SOCIETY 

SEC ll01. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TASK 
FORCE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 
task force of the Senate to be known as the 
Task Force on the State of American Soci-
ety (hereafter in this title referred to as the 
‘‘task force’’). 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the task 
force is— 

(1) to study the societal condition of Amer-
ica, particularly in regard to children, 
youth, and families; 

(2) to make such findings as are warranted 
and appropriate, including the impact that 
trends and developments have on the broader 
society, particularly in regards to child well- 
being; and 

(3) to study the causes and consequences of 
youth violence. 

(c) TASK FORCE PROCEDURE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs 1, 2, 7(a) (2), 

and 10(a) of rule XXVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, and section 202 (i) of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946, shall 
apply to the task force, except for the provi-
sions relating to the taking of depositions 
and the subpoena power. 

(2) EQUAL FUNDING.—The majority and the 
minority staff of the task force shall receive 
equal funding. 

(3) QUORUMS.—The task force is authorized 
to fix the number of its members (but not 
less than one-third of its entire membership) 
who shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of such business as may be considered 
by the task force. A majority of the task 
force will be required to issue a report to the 
relevant committees, with a minority of the 
task force afforded an opportunity to record 
its views in the report. 
SEC. ll02. MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION 

OF THE TASK FORCE. 
(a) MEMBERSHIP.— 
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(1) IN GENERAL.—The task force shall con-

sist of 8 members of the Senate— 
(A) 4 of whom shall be appointed by the 

President pro tempore of the Senate from 
the majority party of the Senate upon the 
recommendation of the Majority Leader of 
the Senate; and 

(B) 4 of whom shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate from 
the minority party of the Senate upon the 
recommendation of the Minority Leader of 
the Senate. 

(2) VACANCIES.—Vacancies in the member-
ship of the task force shall not affect the au-
thority of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the task force and shall be 
filled in the same manner as original ap-
pointments to it are made. 

(b) CHAIRMAN.—The chairman of the task 
force shall be selected by the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate and the vice chairman of the 
task force shall be selected by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate. The vice chairman 
shall discharge such responsibilities as the 
task force or the chairman may assign. 
SEC. ll03. AUTHORITY OF TASK FORCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of this 
title, the task force is authorized, in its dis-
cretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; 
(3) to hold hearings; 
(4) to sit and act at any time or place dur-

ing the sessions, recesses, and adjourned pe-
riods of the Senate; 

(5) to procure the services of individual 
consultations or organizations thereof, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946; 
and 

(6) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a nonreimbursable basis the serv-
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) OTHER COMMITTEE STAFF.—At the joint 
request of the chairman and vice-chairman 
of the task force, the chairman and the rank-
ing member of any other Senate committee 
or subcommittee may jointly permit the 
task force to use, on a nonreimburseable 
basis, the facilities or services of any mem-
bers of the staff of such other Senate com-
mittee or subcommittee whenever the task 
force or its chairman, following consultation 
with the vice chairman, considers that such 
action is necessary or appropriate to enable 
the task force to make the investigation and 
study provided for in this title. 
SEC. ll04. REPORT AND TERMINATION. 

The task force shall report its findings, to-
gether with such recommendations as it 
deems advisable, to the relevant committees 
and the Senate prior to July 7, 2000. 
SEC. ll05. FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From the date this title 
is agreed to through July 7, 2000, the ex-
penses of the task force incurred under this 
title— 

(1) shall be paid out of the miscellaneous 
items account of the contingent fund of the 
Senate; 

(2) shall not exceed $500,000, of which 
amount not to exceed $150,000 shall be avail-
able for the procurement of the services of 
individual consultants, or organizations 
thereof, as authorized by section 202(i) of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 
U.S.C. 72a(i)); and 

(3) shall include sums in addition to ex-
penses described under paragraph (2), as may 
be necessary for agency contributions re-
lated to compensation of employees of the 
task force. 

(b) PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.—Payment of 
expenses of the task force shall be disbursed 

upon vouchers approved by the chairman, ex-
cept that vouchers shall not be required for 
disbursements of salaries (and related agen-
cy contributions) paid at an annual rate. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania accommodating our desires to-
night. The reason we offer this amend-
ment is to discuss it briefly and then 
withdraw it as being subject to a point 
of order on this particular bill. 

I rise to explain the amendment. 
What this amendment regards is the 

establishment of a 1-year, actually less 
than 1-year, Senate task force to study 
the state of American society. There 
has been a lot of discussion going on 
about this. I want to spend a little bit 
of time discussing what this is and 
what it isn’t because I think both are 
important. 

We are proposing this task force, 
Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator MOY-
NIHAN, and myself, the Presiding Offi-
cer, a number of others, because we be-
lieve there is a deep and pressing need 
to examine in a manner that is bipar-
tisan, intellectual, rigorous, dis-
passionate, and publicly accessible, the 
cultural and social health of our soci-
ety. 

It is a simple and undeniable fact 
that our families and children, schools, 
and communities have been subjected 
to seismic shifts over the last 30 years. 
These changes have had consequences— 
consequences which deeply impact the 
public, including the formation of pub-
lic policy, which deserve a public 
forum in which to study and address 
them. 

First, if we take a quick look at what 
is happening across America, in the 
last 2 years, we have seen one school 
shooting after another: Conyers, GA; 
Littleton, CO; Richmond, VA; Paducah, 
KY; Springfield, OR; Edinboro, PA; 
Pearl, MS; and Jonesboro, AR. Unfor-
tunately, the list goes tragically on. 
We just wonder where next. 

There are other warning signs. The 
number and percentages of the children 
who live in broken homes continues to 
increase, regrettably. Reports of do-
mestic abuse and child abuse are at 
shocking levels. 

One of our colleagues and cosponsors 
of this bill, Senator MOYNIHAN, once 
coined a memorable phrase. He talked 
about our society in terms of ‘‘defining 
deviancy down.’’ What he meant—and, 
Senator MOYNIHAN, correct me, if I am 
incorrect—is that when behavior that 
was once considered deviant or out-
rageous becomes more ordinary and 
commonplace, societies tend to rede-
fine deviancy. 

This is such a classic and clear exam-
ple. For example, in 1929, four gang-
sters killed seven unarmed bootleggers. 
The slaughter was considered so hor-
rific that the event was dubbed the 
‘‘St. Valentine’s Day Massacre.’’ Re-
member that one? It was 1929; seven 
unarmed bootleggers were slaughtered. 
It was so horrifying it got its own 
name, shows, everything, and made 
news around the world. It so shocked 

and horrified the Nation that it has be-
come a well-known historical event. It 
is even in most encyclopedias—seven 
people, 1929. 

In sharp contrast, let’s look to just 2 
weeks ago, when a gunman strode into 
a church in Fort Worth, TX, puffing a 
cigarette, and slaughtered six defense-
less people, including several children, 
before turning the gun on himself—just 
as many people, one less, killed in that 
Fort Worth church as in the St. Valen-
tine’s Day Massacre. Yet that story, so 
far from making it into an encyclo-
pedia, didn’t even get a headline in the 
Washington Post. Why? Why is it that 
we no longer consider outrageous what 
is truly outrageous? Perhaps it has be-
come too commonplace. It has become 
common on our streets and airwaves. It 
is both the reality in which many live, 
and it makes up the entertainment 
into which many escape. 

Over the past 30 years, there are 
many ways we have made progress as a 
country and as a people. Our economy 
has grown tremendously. Techno-
logical advances have been unprece-
dented. New doors of opportunity have 
been opened to people previously de-
nied access. The opportunities avail-
able to women and minorities have in-
creased, and they need to increase even 
further. But in the midst of unprece-
dented prosperity, there is a wide-
spread belief that we live in a mean so-
ciety where families are breaking 
down, children are more prone to 
crime, violence, alienation, drug use 
and suicide, and our civic fabric is fray-
ing. In fact, not only does the United 
States lead the world in material 
wealth, it also leads the industrialized 
world in rates of murder, violent juve-
nile crime, abortion, divorce, cocaine 
consumption, pornography production, 
and consumption of pornography. 
These facts have not been lost on the 
American people—far from it. Poll 
after poll shows they recognize it. 

I draw the attention of the body to 
some of the polls that have recently 
come out. Here is one: What poses the 
greatest threat to the United States? 
You can look through here: recession 
at 30-plus percent; decline of moral val-
ues, much higher; military, don’t 
know. That was October 30 of last year. 

Here is one from May 3 of this year: 
Where does the country face the most 
serious problems today? Moral values 
area, 56 percent; next closest, environ-
ment at 12 percent. Fifty-six percent of 
the public considering that. That was 
by a different research group than did 
the last one. 

Here is one done by the Princeton 
Survey Research Group, July 22 of this 
year: What priority should be given to 
dealing with the moral breakdown of 
the United States? Fifty-five percent 
say top priority should be given. 

My only point in showing these polls 
is that this is something the American 
public considers important, indeed, 
vital for us to be considering. We need 
to address it in this body. This is not to 
say that all societal changes have been 
negative. Far from it. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:07 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S30SE9.REC S30SE9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11724 September 30, 1999 
As I noted earlier, there are many 

causes for hope, even celebration. But 
there are causes for concern taking 
place as well. Even where our chal-
lenges remain stark, I am personally 
optimistic. I believe for every problem 
in America, there is a solution already 
in place, usually by an individual or 
family or community with the heart to 
make it happen. 

I hope this task force will encourage 
the replication of those solutions, but 
first and foremost, my hope is that by 
working together we can begin to bet-
ter understand where we are as a soci-
ety and where we are headed. 

Senator MOYNIHAN, again, made a 
point that I think is true: You can’t 
change a problem until you can figure 
out how to measure it. You need to be 
able to measure to know when you are 
making progress on what is happening. 
That is the stage at which we find our-
selves. We know something is hap-
pening in our society, but we don’t 
know yet how to accurately measure 
it. We are still struggling with asking 
the right questions. 

My hope and intention is that this 
task force would begin the important 
and necessary work of measuring these 
issues and asking the right questions. 

I want to talk about some of the spe-
cifics of the task force, what it is and 
what it isn’t. 

There have been a lot of rumors 
spreading around about this. First, this 
task force will conduct the important 
business of investigating and analyzing 
and examining the state of our culture 
the causes and consequences of our so-
cietal difficulties, and possible solu-
tions. It will hold hearings on such top-
ics as civic participation, the state of 
the family structure, the impact of 
popular culture on young people, the 
causes of youth violence, and innova-
tive and effective initiatives that have 
reduced various social problems that 
we have. 

It will look at these issues in a holis-
tic and a broad manner and—let me 
emphasize this—a bipartisan manner. 
It will not hold legislative jurisdiction. 
It will not report out or mark up legis-
lation. It will not intrude on people’s 
personal lives or seek to impose a set 
of values on anyone. It aims to achieve 
a better description of what is going on 
in our society, not a prescription of 
morals. It seeks to inform and inves-
tigate, rather than to legislate. 

I know there were concerns among 
some of my colleagues about provisions 
regarding subpoena power. Let me as-
sure all of them, those have been taken 
out. This endeavor will be a task force 
of concerned Members working to-
gether to get a better sense of the con-
dition of our society. The task force is 
bipartisan in purpose, process, and 
structure, as bipartisan as possible. It 
is composed of eight members: four Re-
publicans, four Democrats. You can’t 
get much more bipartisan than that. 

Together, I hope we can take a good 
look at what is going on in our society, 
at the state of the cultural environ-

ment in which we currently reside. 
While these are not legislative issues, 
they are important public issues with 
profound consequences, both in terms 
of public policy and in our daily lives. 

This is an important task. I look for-
ward to the counsel and support of my 
colleagues in getting to this important 
work. We have tried to bend over back-
wards to work in a bipartisan way to 
get this moving forward. We are still 
working to get this pulled together. I 
hope my colleagues will continue to 
talk with us about this, about how we 
can do this and how we can work to-
gether to address this very important 
problem. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1833, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. President, as I stated at the out-
set, as the Senator from Pennsylvania 
noted, I realize this will be subjected to 
a point of order. I wanted to bring it up 
and discuss it. 

With this discussion, I withdraw my 
amendment at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is with-
drawn. 

The amendment (No. 1833) was with-
drawn. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to a period of morning 
business with Senators permitted to 
speak for up to 5 minutes. 

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

f 

MAJOR GENERAL BRUCE SCOTT, 
CHIEF OF ARMY LEGISLATIVE 
LIAISON 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise today to pay tribute to Maj. Gen. 
Bruce Scott, who will soon depart his 
position as Chief of Army Legislative 
Liaison to assume command of the 
United States Army Security Assist-
ance Command in Alexandria, VA. 

I imagine that the impression most 
people have of someone who is a gen-
eral is that of an officer who is in 
charge of troops, such as a person lead-
ing an Infantry division. Few realize 
that there are more generals who are 
administrators than troop leaders, and 
probably even fewer realize one of the 
most critical jobs any general in the 
United States Army could hold as far 
as preparing that service to protect the 
people, borders, and interests of the na-
tion is the position which General 
Scott has held for the past two years. 
Though he might not have been wear-

ing BDU’s or eating MRE’s for the past 
twenty-four months, General Scott has 
had the extremely important responsi-
bility of serving as the head of liaison 
efforts between the Congress and the 
Army. In that role, he has led the ef-
forts to make sure that our soldiers 
have the resources they require to ac-
complish their mission and dominate 
any battlefield, anytime, anywhere. 

General Scott is well qualified to rep-
resent the Army to the Legislative 
Branch. Every position he has held 
since beginning his Army career in 1968 
as a Cadet at the United States Mili-
tary Academy at West Point has given 
him a unique insight into what it is 
like to be a soldier at every level of the 
service. Thanks to his assignments to 
Infantry and Armored divisions, he un-
derstands what is involved in serving 
in a combat arms unit; as a result of 
his service as a Commanding General 
and Division Engineer, he understands 
what general officers require to do 
their jobs; a veteran of the White 
House Fellows program, he was exposed 
at an early stage to the relationship 
between the legislative and executive 
branches of government, as well as to 
the notion of civilian control of the 
military; and as a former Deputy Di-
rector of Strategy, Plans and Policy, 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations and plans, he has an appre-
ciation of the strategic, or ‘‘bigger’’, 
picture. All in all, General Scott came 
to this job with the credentials and ex-
perience that was required of him 

During his command as the Chief of 
Army Legislative Liaison, General 
Scott put his rich background to work 
for him and the Army, working hard to 
represent the interests of the service to 
the Senate and House of Representa-
tives, as well as working to make sure 
that the Army was responsive to our 
requests and interests. Over the past 
two-years, General Scott helped to 
shepherd through the Congress major 
initiatives on Army modernization and 
digitization. He has been a forceful and 
effective advocate for the Army’s 
‘‘Force XXI’’ and its ‘‘Force After 
Next’’; and, during my tenure as Chair-
man of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee, we worked together to 
build even stronger ties between the 
Army and the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. 

I have always believed that hard 
work will be rewarded, and after what 
I am certain at times was an agonizing, 
if not occasionally exasperating, expe-
rience of working with Congress, Gen-
eral Scott will soon take the reins of 
the United States Army Security As-
sistance Command. This is an impor-
tant assignment, especially in this day 
and age when building or re-reinforcing 
coalitions and friendships with other 
nations is as important to the security 
of the United States as maintaining a 
well equipped, well trained fighting 
force. In his new job, General Scott 
will in many ways be carrying out the 
duties of an ambassador, he will cer-
tainly be making an important con-
tribution to the diplomatic efforts of 
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the United States as he will be required 
to work with approximately 120 dif-
ferent nations and multinational orga-
nizations in promoting international 
security by assuring our allies have ac-
cess to modern and effective equipment 
and systems. I have every confidence 
that he will discharge the duties of his 
new job with the same ability, dedica-
tion, and professionalism as he has 
done throughout his career, and espe-
cially as he did as Chief of Army Legis-
lative Liaison. 

I am certain that my colleagues on 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
and throughout the Senate join me in 
applauding the work of General Scott 
and in thanking him for his tireless ef-
forts in working with us for the benefit 
of our Army and soldiers. I look for-
ward to continuing to monitor the ca-
reer of General Scott, and I predict 
that he will continue to achieve great 
things for many years to come. 

f 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 

close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, September 29, 1999, the Federal 
debt stood at $5,645,399,491,050.88 (Five 
trillion, six hundred forty-five billion, 
three hundred ninety-nine million, four 
hundred ninety-one thousand, fifty dol-
lars and eighty-eight cents). 

One year ago, September 29, 1998, the 
Federal debt stood at $5,523,786,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred twenty- 
three billion, seven hundred eighty-six 
million). 

Five years ago, September 29, 1994, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$4,669,823,000,000 (Four trillion, six hun-
dred sixty-nine billion, eight hundred 
twenty-three million). 

Ten years ago, September 29, 1989, 
the Federal debt stood at 
$2,857,431,000,000 (Two trillion, eight 
hundred fifty-seven billion, four hun-
dred thirty-one million) which reflects 
a doubling of the debt—an increase of 
almost $3 trillion—$2,787,968,491,050.88 
(Two trillion, seven hundred eighty- 
seven billion, nine hundred sixty-eight 
million, four hundred ninety-one thou-
sand, fifty dollars and eighty-eight 
cents) during the past 10 years. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11 a.m., a message from the House 

of Representatives, delivered by Ms. 
Niland, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2506. An act to amend title IX of the 
Public Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the Agency for Health Care Policy and 
Research. 

H.R. 2559. An act to amend the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act to strengthen the safety 
net for agricultural producers by providing 
greater access to more affordable risk man-
agement tools and improved protection from 
production and income loss, to improve the 
efficiency and integrity of the Federal crop 
insurance program, and for other purposes. 

At 6:18 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 

Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2981. An act to extend energy con-
servation programs under the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act through March 31, 2000. 

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated: 

H.R. 2506. An act to amend title IX of the 
Public Health Service Act to revise and ex-
tend the Agency for Health Care Policy and 
Research; to the Committee of Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

H.R. 2559. An act to amend the Federal 
Crop Insurance Act to strengthen the safety 
net for agricultural producers by providing 
greater access to more affordable risk man-
agement tools and improved protection from 
production and income loss, to improve the 
efficiency and integrity of the Federal crop 
insurance program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

The Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions was dis-
charge from further consideration of 
the following measure which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judici-
ary: 

S. 1515. A bill to amend the Radiation Ex-
posure Compensation Act, and for other pur-
poses. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on September 30, 1999, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill: 

S. 249. An act to provide funding for the 
National Center for Missing and Exploited 
Children, to reauthorize the Runaway and 
Homeless Youth Act, and for other purposes. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated: 

EC–5459. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Health Affairs, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report enti-
tled ‘‘Plan for Health Care Services for Gulf 
War Veterans’’; to the Committee on Vet-
eran’s Affairs. 

EC–5460. A communication from the Acting 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legis-
lative Affairs, transmitting a report relative 
to the proposed ‘‘Air Transportation Im-
provement Act’’; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5461. A communication from the Sec-
retary, Federal Trade Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the tar, nicotine, and carbon monoxide con-
tent of the smoke of domestics cigarettes 
sold in 1996 and 1997; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–5462. A communication from the Dep-
uty Executive Secretary, Health Care Fi-
nancing Administration, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, the report of a rule entitled 

‘‘Federal Enforcement in Group and Indi-
vidual Health Insurance Markets (HCFA– 
2019–IFC)’’ (RIN0938–AJ48), received Sep-
tember 22, 1999; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–5463. A communication from the Chief, 
Regulations Division, Bureau of Alcohol, To-
bacco and Firearms, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Notice—Labeling of 
Hard Cider; Treasury Decision—Hard Cider: 
Postponement of Labeling Compliance Date’’ 
(RIN1512–AB71), received September 28, 1999; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–5464. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Land and Minerals Manage-
ment, Minerals Management Service, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Coastal Zone Consistency Review of Explo-
ration Plans and Development and Produc-
tion Plans’’ (RIN1010–AC42), received Sep-
tember 27, 1999; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–5465. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting a report entitled ‘‘Notice of 
EPA Policy Regarding Certain Grants to 
Intertribal Consortia’’, received September 
27, 1999; to the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works. 

EC–5466. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Diflubezuron; Pesticide 
Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions’’ 
(FRL #6382–1), received September 24, 1999; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry. 

EC–5467. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Pymetrozine; Pesticide 
Tolerance’’ (FRL #6385–6), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–5468. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Regulatory Management and 
Information, Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation, Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report 
of a rule entitled ‘‘Tebufenozide; Pesticide 
Tolerance’’ (FRL #6383–6), received Sep-
tember 24, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. THOMPSON, from the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs, with an amend-
ment and an amendment to the title: 

H.R. 858. A bill to amend title 11, District 
of Columbia Code, to extend coverage under 
the whistleblower protection provisions of 
the District of Columbia Comprehensive 
Merit Personnel Act of 1978 to personnel of 
the courts of the District of Columbia (Rept. 
No. 106–167). 

By Mr. LUGAR, from the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, with-
out amendment: 

S. 1672. An original bill to amend the Agri-
cultural Marketing Act of 1946 to establish a 
program of mandatory market reporting for 
certain meat packers regarding the prices, 
quantities, and terms of sale for the procure-
ment of cattle, swine, lambs, and products of 
such livestock, to improve the collection of 
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information regarding the marketing of cat-
tle, swine, lambs, and products of such live-
stock, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 106– 
168). 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. HATCH, for the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

Robert Raben, of Florida, to be an Assist-
ant Attorney General, vice Andrew Fois, re-
signed. 

Robert S. Mueller, III, of California, to be 
United States Attorney for the Northern Dis-
trict of California for a term of four years. 

John Hollingsworth Sinclair, of Vermont 
to be United States Marshal for the District 
of Vermont for the term of four years. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

By Mr. LOTT for Mr. MCCAIN, for the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation: 

Thomas B. Leary, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a Federal Trade Commissioner for 
the term of seven years from September 26, 
1998. 

Stephen D. Van Beek, of the District of Co-
lumbia, to be Associate Deputy Secretary of 
Transportation. 

Michael J. Frazier, of Maryland, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Transportation, vice 
Steven O. Palmer. 

Gregory Rohde, of North Dakota, to be As-
sistant Secretary of Commerce for Commu-
nications and Information. 

Linda Joan Morgan, of Maryland, to be a 
Member of the Surface Transportation Board 
for a term expiring December 31, 2003. 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any 
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.) 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh)David S. Belz, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh)James S. Carmichael, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh)Roy J. Casto, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh)James A. Kinghorn, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh)Erroll M. Brown, 0000 

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Ralph D. Utley, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard Re-
serve to the grade indicted under Title 10, 
United States Code, Section 12203: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh)Carlton D. Moore, 0000 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard Re-
serve to the grade indicted under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Mary P. O’Donnell, 0000 

The following named officer of the United 
States Coast Guard to be a member of the 
Permanent Commissioned Teaching Staff of 

the Coast Guard Academy in the grade indi-
cated under title 14, U.S.C., section 188: 

To be lieutenant commander 

Kurt A. Sebastian, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Vivien S. Crea, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Kenneth T. Venuto, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. James W. Underwood, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Coast Guard to 
the grade indicted under title 14, U.S.C., sec-
tion 271: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. James C. Olson, 0000 

Mr. LOTT for Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. Presi-
dent, for the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation, I report 
favorably nomination lists which were 
printed in the RECORDS on the dates in-
dicated at the end of the days Senate 
proceedings, and ask unanimous con-
sent, to save the expense of reprinting 
on the Executive Calendar, that these 
nominations lie at the Secretary’s desk 
for the information of Senators. 

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

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration 83 nominations beginning Donald 
A. Dreves, and ending Kevin V. Werner, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of September 9, 1999 

Coast Guard 42 nominations beginning Er-
nest J. Fink, and ending William J. Wagner, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of September 13, 1999 

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed.) 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 1669. A bill to require country of origin 

labeling of peanuts and peanut products and 
to establish penalties for violations of the la-
beling requirements; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself and Mr. 
MACK): 

S. 1670. A bill to revise the boundary of 
Fort Matanzas National Monument, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ALLARD: 
S. 1671. A bill to reform the financing of 

Federal elections; to the Committee on 
Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. LUGAR: 
S. 1672. An original bill to amend the Agri-

cultural Marketing Act of 1946 to establish a 

program of mandatory market reporting for 
certain meat packers regarding the prices, 
quantities, and terms of sale for the procure-
ment of cattle, swine, lambs, and products of 
such livestock, to improve the collection of 
information regarding the marketing of cat-
tle, swine, lambs, and products of such live-
stock, and for other purposes; from the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry; placed on the calendar. 

By Mr. DeWINE (for himself, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 1673. A bill to amend titles 10 and 18, 
United States Code, to protect unborn vic-
tims of violence; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1674. A bill to promote small schools and 

smaller learning communities; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 1675. A bill to provide for school dropout 
prevention, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1676. A bill to improve accountability 

for schools and local educational agencies 
under part A of title I of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. 
HAGEL): 

S. 1677. A bill to establish a child centered 
program, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. CLELAND (for himself and Mr. 
COVERDELL): 

S. Res. 192. A resolution extending birth-
day greetings and best wishes to Jimmy Car-
ter in recognition of his 75th birthday; con-
sidered and agreed to. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. Res. 193. A resolution to reauthorize the 

Jacob K. Javits Senate Fellowship Program; 
considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. 
LEAHY, and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. Con. Res. 58. A concurrent resolution 
urging the United States to seek a global 
consensus supporting a moratorium on tar-
iffs and on special, multiple and discrimina-
tory taxation of electronic commerce; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. CLELAND: 
S. 1669. A bill to require country of 

origin labeling of peanuts and peanut 
products and to establish penalties for 
violations of the labeling require-
ments; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

THE PEANUT LABELING ACT OF 1999 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I am 
coming to the floor today to introduce 
the Peanut Labeling Act of 1999. This 
bill will require country of origin label-
ing for all peanut and peanut products 
sold in the United States; specifically 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11727 September 30, 1999 
it will require that consumers be noti-
fied whether the peanuts are grown in 
the United States or in another coun-
try. The main purpose of this bill is to 
provide American consumers with in-
formation about where the peanuts 
they purchase are grown. This bill will 
allow consumers to make informed 
food choices and support American 
farmers. And, with the labeling re-
quirement, should a health concern be 
raised about a specific country’s prod-
ucts, such as the Mexican strawberry 
scare we witnessed a few year’s back, 
consumers would have the information 
they need to make their own choices 
about the products they buy at the 
market. 

Family farmers in America are fac-
ing dire circumstances. Farmers’ abil-
ity to grow and sell their products have 
been severely affected by bad weather 
conditions, poor market prices, and 
trade restrictions. This bill allows con-
sumers to help American farmers in 
the best way that they can—with their 
food dollar. Consumers are provided 
with information about the country of 
origin of a wide range of products, in-
cluding clothes, appliances and auto-
mobiles. It only seems appropriate and 
fair that consumers should receive the 
same information about agricultural 
products, specifically peanuts. In fact, 
because consumers purchase agricul-
tural products, including peanuts, 
based on the quality and safety of 
these items for their families, it seems 
even more important to provide them 
with this basic information. 

By providing country of origin labels, 
consumers can determine if peanuts 
are from a country that has had pes-
ticide or other problems which may be 
harmful to their health. This is true 
particularly during a period when food 
imports are increasing, and will con-
tinue to increase in the wake of new 
trade agreements such as the WTO and 
GATT. As I previously mentioned, re-
cent outbreaks linked to strawberries 
in Mexico, and European beef related 
to ‘‘mad cow disease’’ have raised the 
public’s awareness of imported foods 
and their potential health impacts. 
Consumers should not have to wait for 
the same thing to happen with peanuts 
before they have the information they 
need to make wise food choices. With 
the labeling requirement, should such 
an outbreak occur, consumers would 
have the information to not only avoid 
harmful products, but to continue to 
purchase unaffected ones. 

The growth of biotechnology in the 
food arena necessitates more informa-
tion in the marketplace. Research is 
being conducted today on new peanut 
varieties. These research efforts in-
clude seeds that might deter peanut al-
lergies, tolerate more drought, and be 
more resistant to disease. As various 
countries use differing technologies, 
consumers need to be made aware of 
the source of the product they are pur-
chasing. GAO recently pointed out that 
FDA only inspected 1.7 percent of 2.7 
million shipments of fruit, vegetables, 

seafood and processed foods under its 
jurisdiction. Inspections for peanuts 
can be assumed to be in this range or 
less. This lack of inspection does not 
provide consumers of these products 
with a great deal of assurance. 

Another purpose of this bill is to pro-
vide consumers with the ability to gain 
benefit from the investments of their 
hard earned taxes paid to the U.S. gov-
ernment. The federal government 
spends a large sum of money on peanut 
research infrastructure that is by far 
the most advanced in the world. This 
research not only increases the produc-
tivity of peanut growers, but provides 
growers with vital information about 
best management practices, including 
pesticide and water usage. It assists 
growers in their efforts to more effec-
tively and efficiently grow a more su-
perior and safer product for American 
consumers. Consumers should be able 
to receive a return on this investment 
by being able to purchase U.S. peanuts. 

Polls have shown that consumers in 
America want to know the origin of 
the products they buy. And, contrary 
to the arguments given by opponents of 
labeling measures that such require-
ments would drive prices up, con-
sumers have indicated that they would 
be willing to pay extra for easy access 
to such information. I believe that this 
is a pro-consumer bill that will have 
wide support. 

I am also very pleased that peanut 
growers in America strongly support 
my proposal. I have endorsement let-
ters for my bill from the Georgia Pea-
nut Commission, the National Peanut 
Growers Group, the Southern Peanut 
Farmers Federation, the Alabama Pea-
nut Producers Association, and the 
Florida Peanut Producers Association. 

In conclusion, as my colleagues 
know, we live in a global economy 
which creates an international market-
place for our food products. I strongly 
believe that by providing country of or-
igin labeling for agricultural products, 
such as peanuts, we not only provide 
consumers with information they need 
to make informed choices about the 
quality of food being served to their 
family but we also allow American 
farmers to showcase the time and ef-
fort they put into producing the safest 
and finest food products in the world. I 
believe this bill represents these prin-
ciples and I ask my colleagues for their 
support. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill and let-
ters of support be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 1669 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Peanut La-
beling Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. INDICATION OF COUNTRY OF ORIGIN OF 

PEANUTS AND PEANUT PRODUCTS. 
(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 

(1) PEANUT PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘peanut 
product’’ means any product more than 3 
percent of the retail value of which is de-
rived from peanuts contained in the product. 

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Agriculture. 

(b) NOTICE OF COUNTRY OF ORIGIN RE-
QUIRED.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), a 
retailer of peanuts or peanut products pro-
duced in, or imported into, the United States 
(including any peanut product that contains 
peanuts that are not produced in the United 
States) shall inform consumers, at the final 
point of sale to consumers, of the country of 
origin of the peanuts or peanut products. 

(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive the 
application of paragraph (1) to a retailer of 
peanuts or peanut products if the retailer 
demonstrates to the Secretary it is impracti-
cable for the retailer to determine the coun-
try of origin of the peanuts or peanut prod-
ucts. 

(c) METHOD OF NOTIFICATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The information required 

by subsection (b) may be provided to con-
sumers by means of a label, stamp, mark, 
placard, or other clear and visible sign on 
the peanuts or peanut products or on the 
package, display, holding unit, or bin con-
taining the peanuts or peanut products at 
the final point of sale to consumers. 

(2) EXISTING LABELING.—If the peanuts or 
peanut products are already labeled regard-
ing country of origin by the packer, im-
porter, or another person, the retailer shall 
not be required to provide any additional in-
formation in order to comply with this sec-
tion. 

(d) VIOLATIONS.—If a retailer fails to indi-
cate the country of origin of peanuts or pea-
nut products as required by subsection (b), 
the Secretary may impose a civil penalty on 
the retailer in an amount not to exceed— 

(1) $1,000 for the first day on which the vio-
lation occurs; and 

(2) $250 for each day on which the violation 
continues. 

(e) DEPOSIT OF FUNDS.—Amounts collected 
under subsection (d) shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States as miscella-
neous receipts. 

(f) APPLICATION.—This section shall apply 
with respect to peanuts and peanut products 
produced in, or imported into, the United 
States after the date that is 180 days after 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

GEORGIA AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY 
COMMISSION FOR PEANUTS, 
Tifton, GA, September 22, 1999. 

Hon. MAX CLELAND, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CLELAND: On behalf of the 
Georgia Peanut Commission, I strongly sup-
port your efforts to introduce the ‘‘Peanut 
Labeling Act of 1999.’’ Origin labeling of pea-
nuts and peanut products is extremely im-
portant to our peanut industry in Georgia. It 
will not only benefit our Georgia growers, 
but it will be an asset for growers across our 
nation. 

Requiring an origin of label allows our con-
sumers the choice to buy American products. 
Because our quality and safety standards are 
among the best, our peanuts and peanut 
products should be labeled in order to dif-
ferentiate from other foreign products. The 
consumer should have information that al-
lows them to discern which peanut and pea-
nut product is best for them. 

We support and appreciate your efforts. 
Sincerely, 

BILLY GRIGGS, 
Chairman, Georgia Peanut Commission. 
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NATIONAL PEANUT GROWERS GROUP, 

Gorman, TX, September 22, 1999. 
Hon. MAX CLELAND, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CLELAND: The National Pea-
nut Growers Group endorses the ‘‘Peanut La-
beling Act of 1999.’’ Our group, which con-
sists of grower representation from our pea-
nut producing regions across the nation, 
fully supports your efforts to introduce this 
legislation. We believe origin labeling of pea-
nuts and peanut products is vital to our in-
dustry’s survival. Because our quality and 
safety standards are the best in the world, 
our peanuts and peanut products should be 
labeled in order to differentiate from other 
foreign products. The consumer should have 
information that allows them to discern 
which peanut and peanut product is best for 
them. 

Thank you for your support. We appreciate 
your efforts to strengthen our peanut indus-
try. 

Sincerely, 
WILBUR GAMBLE, 

Chairman. 

SOUTHERN PEANUT 
FARMERS FEDERATION, 

September 22, 1999. 
Hon. MAX CLELAND, 
U.S. Senate, Dirksen Senate Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CLELAND: The Southern 
Peanut Farmers Federation, an alliance of 
Alabama Peanut Producers Association, 
Georgia Peanut Commission, and Florida 
Peanut Producers Association, strongly sup-
ports the ‘‘Peanut Labeling Act of 1999.’’ We 
appreciate the opportunity to review the 
bill, and we believe its enactment will 
strengthen our peanut industry. 

This bill is very important to us for several 
reasons. First, we believe that like most 
products made in America, peanuts and pea-
nut products should have a label of origin. 
Secondly, we believe that by giving Amer-
ican consumers this information, it allows 
them to buy American products. The num-
bers of imported peanuts and peanut prod-
ucts continue to rise each year. We believe 
that by labeling our products, our growers 
will have a tool that keeps them at a level 
playing field with the competition. The 
American consumer will want to purchase 
products of high quality and that meets 
stringent safety standards. 

The labeling of peanuts and peanut prod-
ucts would alleviate the numbers of peanuts 
and peanut products coming into the coun-
try illegally. Many products are imported 
into our country without trade restrictions, 
due to NAFTA, and sold to our American 
consumer. Yet, some of those peanut prod-
ucts originated from our domestic growers. 
With a labeling requirement, we would be 
able to identify whether our exported prod-
ucts are returned to our domestic market. 
Alleviating this problem would keep our pea-
nut market from being saturated. 

The ‘‘Peanut Labeling Act’’ is a tremen-
dous step in the right direction for our in-
dustry. It is a vital tool that will allow our 
industry to compete in the future as our 
country’s trade policy is expanded. 

Sincerely, 
BILLY GRIGGS, 

Georgia Peanut Com-
mission. 

CARL SANDERS, 
Florida Peanut Pro-

ducers Association. 
GREGG HALL, 

Alabama Peanut Pro-
ducers Association. 

FLORIDA PEANUT 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

Marianna, FL, September 21, 1999. 
Hon. MAX CLELAND, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR CLELAND: The Florida Pea-
nut Producers Association Board of Direc-
tors, representing 1,100 peanut farmers in 
Florida, without reservations, endorse your 
‘‘Peanut Labeling Act of 1999’’. Mr. Bob Red-
ding of the Redding Firm in Washington has 
kept our board informed on the language and 
movement of this bill. We feel strongly that 
a Peanut Labeling Bill will once again give 
the American peanut farmer the edge to 
compete with imported competition. We are 
convinced the safety and quality of Amer-
ican grown will always be the choice of our 
consumers, if given a choice by origin label-
ing. 

We appreciate your efforts concerning this 
issue, as well as your over-all interest in 
Southern agriculture. 

Sincerely, 
GREG HALL, 

President. 
JEFF CRAWFORD, Jr., 

Executive Director. 

ALABAMA PEANUT 
PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, 

Dothan, AL, September 22, 1999. 
To: Senator Max Cleland. 
From: H. Randall Griggs. 

On behalf of the peanut producers in Ala-
bama, we appreciate your efforts to intro-
duce labeling legislation pertaining to pea-
nuts and peanut products. As the market-
place becomes more globalized, the U.S. in-
dustry should be allowed to differentiate 
itself from other origins. Also, consumers 
should have the information necessary to 
choose and know where their food products 
originate. 

Again, we support and appreciate your ef-
forts. 

By Mr. ALLARD: 
S. 1671. A bill to reform the financing 

of Federal elections; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE INTEGRITY ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, the 
Senate is again considering campaign 
finance reform. The problem is that al-
most every Senator has a different def-
inition of—and goal for—reform. Today 
I am introducing the ‘‘Campaign Fi-
nance Integrity Act.’’ I believe this bill 
can actually be agreed upon by a ma-
jority of this body that would want to 
ensure that we improve the campaign 
finance system (a nearly universally 
acknowledged goal) without being un-
constitutional and attempting meas-
ures that fly in the face of the First 
Amendment. 

Some in Congress have stated that 
freedom of speech and the desire for 
healthy campaigns in a healthy democ-
racy are in direct conflict, and that 
you can’t have both. But fortunately 
for those of us who believe in the First 
Amendment rights of all American 
citizens, the founding fathers and the 
Supreme Court are on our side. They 
believe, and I believe, that we can have 
both. 

I would hope that celebrating the 
value of the First Amendment on the 
floor of the United States Senate is 
preaching to the choir, as the expres-
sion goes, but let me go ahead and do 

it anyway. Thomas Jefferson repeat-
edly stated the importance of the First 
Amendment and how it allows the peo-
ple and the press the right to speak 
their minds freely. Jefferson clearly 
described its significance back in 1798 
with, ‘‘One of the amendments to the 
Constitution * * * expressly declares 
that ‘Congress shall make no law re-
specting an establishment of religion, 
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof, 
or abridging the freedom of speech or 
of the press,’ thereby guarding in the 
same sentence and under the same 
words, the freedom of religion, speech, 
and of the press; insomuch that what-
ever violates either throws down the 
sanctuary which covers the others.’’ 
Again in 1808, he stated that ‘‘The lib-
erty of speaking and writing guards 
our other liberties.’’ And in 1823, Jef-
ferson stated, ‘‘The force of public 
opinion cannot be resisted when per-
mitted freely to be expressed. The agi-
tation it produces must be submitted 
to.’’ Jefferson knew and believed that 
if we begin restricting what people say, 
how they say it, and how much they 
can say, then we deny the first and fun-
damental freedom given to all Citizens. 

The Supreme Court has also been 
very clear in its rulings concerning 
campaign finance and the First Amend-
ment. Since the post-Watergate 
changes to the campaign finance sys-
tem began, 24 Congressional actions 
have been declared unconstitutional, 
with 9 rejections based on the First 
Amendment. Out of those nine, 4 dealt 
directly with campaign finance reform 
laws. In each case, the Supreme Court 
has ruled that political spending is 
equal to political speech. 

In the now famous decision, or infa-
mous to some, Buckley vs. Valeo, the 
Court states that, ‘‘The First Amend-
ment denies government the power to 
determine that spending to promote 
one’s political views is wasteful, exces-
sive, or unwise. In the free society or-
dained by our Constitution it is not the 
government but the people—individ-
ually as citizens and candidates and 
collectively as associations and polit-
ical committees—who must retain con-
trol over the quantity and range of de-
bate on public issues in a political 
campaign.’’ 

Simply stated, the government can-
not ration or regulate political speech 
of an American through campaign 
spending limits any more than it can 
tell the local newspaper how many pa-
pers it can print or what it can print. 
This reinforces Jefferson’s statement 
that to impede one of these rights is to 
impede all First Amendment rights. 

Also, supporters of some of the cam-
paign finance reform bills believe that 
if we stop the growth of campaign 
spending and force giveaways of public 
and private resources then all will be 
fine with the campaign finance system. 
The Supreme Court agrees and is again 
very clear in its intent on campaign 
spending. The Buckley decision says, 
‘‘. . . the mere growth in the cost of 
federal election campaigns in and of 
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itself provides no basis for govern-
mental restrictions on the quantity of 
campaign spending. . . .’’ 

Campaigns are about ideas and ex-
pressing those ideas, no matter how 
great or small the means. The ‘‘dis-
tribution of the humblest handbill’’ to 
the ‘‘expensive modes of communica-
tion’’ are both indispensable instru-
ments of effective political speech. We 
should not force one sector to freely 
distribute our political ideas just be-
cause it is more expensive than all the 
other sectors. So no matter how objec-
tionable the cost of campaigns are, the 
Supreme Court has stated that this is 
not reason enough to restrict the 
speech of candidates or any other 
groups involved in political speech. 

We need a campaign finance bill that 
does not violate the First Amendment, 
while providing important provisions 
to open the campaign finances of can-
didates up to the scrutiny of the Amer-
ican people. I believe the Campaign Fi-
nance Integrity Act does that. 

My bill would: 
Require candidates to raise at least 

50 percent of their contributions from 
individuals in the state or district in 
which they are running. 

Equalize contributions from individ-
uals and political action committees 
(PACs) by raising the individual limit 
from $1000 to $2500 and reducing the 
PAC limit from $5000 to $2500. 

Index individual and PAC contribu-
tion limits for inflation. 

Reduce the influence of a candidate’s 
personal wealth by allowing political 
party committees to match dollar for 
dollar the personal contribution of a 
candidate above $5000. 

Require corporations and labor orga-
nizations to seek separate, voluntary 
authorization of the use of any dues, 
initiative fees or payment as a condi-
tion of employment for political activ-
ity, and requires annual full disclosure 
of those activities to members and 
shareholders. 

Prohibit depositing an individual 
contribution by a campaign unless the 
individual’s profession and employer 
are reported. 

Encourage the Federal Election Com-
mission to allow filing of reports by 
computers and other emerging tech-
nologies and to make that information 
accessible to the public on the Internet 
less than 24 hours of receipt. 

Ban the use of taxpayer financed 
mass mailings. 

This is common sense campaign fi-
nance reform. It drives the candidate 
back into his district or state to raise 
money from individual contributions. 
It has some of the most open, full and 
timely disclosure requirements of any 
other campaign finance bill in either 
the Senate or the House of Representa-
tives. I strongly believe that sunshine 
is the best disinfectant. 

The right of political parties, groups 
and individuals to say what they want 
in a political campaign is preserved by 
the right of the public to know how 
much they are spending and what they 

are saying is also recognized. I have 
great faith that the public can make 
its own decisions about campaign dis-
course if it is given full and timely in-
formation. 

Many of the proponents of other cam-
paign finance bills try to reduce the in-
fluence of interests by suppressing 
their speech. I believe the best ways to 
reduce the special interests influence is 
to suppress and reduce the size of gov-
ernment. If the government rids itself 
of special interest funding and cor-
porate subsidies, then there would be 
less reason for influence-buying dona-
tions. 

Objecting to the popular quest of the 
moment is very difficult for any politi-
cian, but turning your back on the 
First Amendment is more difficult for 
me. I want campaign finance reform 
but not at the expense of the First 
Amendment. My legislation does this. 
Not everyone will agree with the Cam-
paign Finance Integrity Act, and many 
of us still disagree on this issue, but 
the First Amendment is the reason we 
can disagree and it must be honored 
here rather than just the Courts.∑ 

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. 
HUTCHINSON, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. 
ENZI): 

S. 1673. A bill to amend titles 10 and 
18, United States Code, to protect un-
born victims of violence; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

UNBORN VICTIMS OF VIOLENCE ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, today I 
rise to speak on behalf of unborn chil-
dren who are the victims of violence. I 
am here to be their voice; I am here to 
fight for their rights. 

We live in a violent world, Mr. Presi-
dent. Sadly, sometimes—perhaps more 
often than we realize—even unborn ba-
bies are the targets, intended or other-
wise, of violent acts. I’ll give you some 
disturbing examples. 

In 1996, Airman, Gregory Robbins, 
and his family were stationed in my 
home state of Ohio at Wright-Patter-
son Air Force Base in Dayton. At that 
time, Mrs. Robbins was more than 
eight months pregnant with a daughter 
they named Jasmine. On September 12, 
1996, in a fit of rage, Airman Robbins 
wrapped his fist in a T-shirt (to reduce 
the chance that he would inflict visible 
injuries) and savagely beat his wife by 
striking her repeatedly about the head 
and abdomen. Fortunately, Mrs. Rob-
bins survived the violent assault. Trag-
ically, however, her uterus ruptured 
during the attack, expelling the baby 
into her abdominal cavity, causing Jas-
mine’s death. 

Air Force prosecutors sought to pros-
ecute the Airman for Jasmine’s death, 
but neither the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice nor the Federal code 
makes criminal such an act which re-
sults in the death or injury of an un-
born child. The only available federal 
offense was for the assault on the 
mother. This was a case in which the 
only available federal penalty did not 

fit the crime. So prosecutors 
bootstrapped the Ohio fetal homicide 
law to convict Mr. Robbins of Jas-
mine’s death. This case currently is 
pending appeal, and we do hope that 
justice will prevail. 

Mr. President, if it weren’t for the 
Ohio law that is already in place, there 
would have been no opportunity to 
prosecute and punish Airman Robbins 
for the assault against Baby Jasmine. 
We need a federal remedy to avoid hav-
ing to bootstrap state laws and to pro-
vide recourse when a violent act occurs 
during the commission of a federal 
crime—especially in cases when the 
state in which the crime occurs does 
not have a fetal protection law in 
place. A federal remedy will ensure 
that crimes against unborn victims are 
punished. 

There are other sickening examples 
of violence against innocent unborn 
children, Mr. President. An incident 
occurred in Arkansas just a few short 
weeks ago. Nearly nine months preg-
nant, Shawana Pace of Little Rock was 
days away from giving birth. She was 
thrilled about her pregnancy. Her boy-
friend, Eric Bullock, however, did not 
share her joy and enthusiasm. In fact, 
Eric Bullock wanted the baby to die. 
So, he hired three thugs to beat 
Shawana so badly that she would lose 
the unborn baby. 

During the vicious assault against 
mother and child, one of the hired 
hitmen allegedly said: ‘‘Your baby is 
going to die tonight.’’ Shawana’s baby 
did die that night. She named the baby 
Heaven. Mr. President, I am saddened 
and sickened by the sheer inhumanity 
and brutality of this act of violence. 

Fortunately, the State of Arkansas, 
like Ohio, passed a fetal protection 
law, which allows Arkansas prosecu-
tors to charge defendants with murder 
for the death of a fetus. Under previous 
law, such attackers could be charged 
only with crimes against the pregnant 
woman. As in the case of Baby Jas-
mine’s death in Ohio, but for the Ar-
kansas state law, there would be no 
remedy—no punishment—for Baby 
Heaven’s brutal murder. The only 
charge would be assault against the 
mother. 

In the Oklahoma City and World 
Trade Center bombings—here too—fed-
eral prosecutors were able to charge 
the defendants with the murders of or 
injuries to the mothers—but not to 
their unborn babies. Again, federal law 
currently only criminalizes crimes 
against born humans. There are no fed-
eral provisions for the unborn. 

This is wrong. 
It is wrong that our federal govern-

ment does absolutely nothing to crim-
inalize violent acts against unborn 
children. We must correct this loophole 
in our law, for it allows criminals to 
get away with violent acts—and some-
times even murder. 

We, as a civilized society, should 
not—with good conscience—stand for 
that. 
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So, today, I am introducing legisla-

tion, along with my distinguished col-
leagues, Senator TIM HUTCHINSON and 
Senator ABRAHAM, to provide justice 
for America’s unborn victims of vio-
lence. Our bill, the Unborn Victims of 
Violence Act, would hold criminals lia-
ble for conduct that harms or kills an 
unborn child. It would make it a sepa-
rate crime under the Federal code and 
the Uniform Code of Military Justice 
to kill or injure an unborn child during 
the commission of certain existing fed-
eral crimes. 

The Unborn Victims of Violence Act 
would create a separate offense for un-
born children—it would acknowledge 
them as individual victims. Our bill 
would no longer allow violent acts 
against unborn babies to be considered 
victimless crimes. At least twenty-four 
(24) states already have criminalized 
harm to unborn victims, and another 
seven (7) states criminalize the termi-
nation of pregnancy. 

Mr. President, in November of 1996, a 
baby, just three months from full-term, 
was killed in Ohio as a result of road 
rage. An angry driver forced a pregnant 
mother’s car to crash into a flatbed 
truck. Because the Ohio Revised Code 
imposes criminal liability for any vio-
lent conduct which terminates a preg-
nancy of a child in utero, prosecutors 
successfully tried and convicted the 
driver for recklessly causing the baby’s 
death. Our bill would make an act of 
violence like this a federal crime. It 
would be a simple step, but one with a 
dramatic effect. 

Mr. President, we purposely have 
drafted this legislation very narrowly. 
For example, it would not permit the 
prosecution for any abortion to which 
a woman consented. It would not per-
mit the prosecution of a woman for any 
action (legal or illegal) in regard to her 
unborn child. This legislation would 
not permit the prosecution for harm 
caused to the mother or unborn child 
in the course of medical treatment. 
And, the bill would not allow for the 
imposition of the death penalty under 
this Act. 

Mr. President, it is time that we 
wrap the arms of justice around unborn 
children and protect them against 
criminal assailants. Those who vio-
lently attack unborn babies are crimi-
nals. The federal penalty should fit the 
crime. I strongly urge my colleagues to 
join me in support of this legislation. 
We have an obligation to our unborn 
children.∑ 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S 1674. A bill to promote small 

schools and smaller learning commu-
nities; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

SMALL, SAFE SCHOOLS ACT 

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself 
and Mr. REID): 

S. 1675. A bill to provide for school 
drop out prevention, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

NATIONAL DROPOUT PREVENTION ACT OF 1999 

By Mr. BINGAMAN: 
S. 1676. A bill to improve account-

ability for schools and local edu-
cational agencies under part A of title 
I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT ACCOUNTABILITY ACT 
∑ Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, last 
week I introduced two education bills 
related to raising standards and ensur-
ing accountability for the teachers in 
our schools. Today, I am pleased to in-
troduce three bills that relate to rais-
ing standards and ensuring account-
ability for the performance of our 
schools—the Small, Safe Schools Act, 
the National Dropout Prevention Act 
and the School Improvement Account-
ability Act. Next week, I will introduce 
two bills which relate to raising stand-
ards and ensuring accountability for 
student achievement. All of these bills, 
which I hope to incorporate into the re-
authorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, form the 
foundation for a comprehensive plan to 
improve the quality of our public edu-
cation system. The three bills that I 
am introducing today focus on improv-
ing school performance. 

The Small, Safe Schools Act would 
help to ensure that children have a 
sense of belonging in their school by 
providing incentives for the construc-
tion of smaller schools and providing 
resources to create smaller learning 
communities in existing larger schools. 
In this way, we can create school envi-
ronments that keep our children safe 
and make it easier for them to meet 
high standards for achievement. Re-
search demonstrates that small schools 
outperform large schools on every 
measure of school success. 

In the wake of the tragedy at Col-
umbine High School, one of the most 
important concerns regarding school 
quality is school safety. Issues of 
school safety can be effectively ad-
dressed by creating smaller schools or 
smaller learning communities within 
larger schools. Behavorial problems, 
including truancy, classroom disrup-
tion, vandalism, aggressive behavior, 
theft, substance abuse and gang par-
ticipation are all more common in 
larger schools. Teachers in small 
schools learn of disagreements between 
students and can resolve problems be-
fore problems become severe. Based on 
studies of high school violence, re-
searchers have concluded that the first 
step in ending school violence must be 
to break through the impersonal at-
mosphere of large high schools by cre-
ating smaller communities of learning 
within larger structures, where teach-
ers and students can come to know 
each other well. 

School size also can have a critical 
impact on learning. Small school size 
improves students grades and test 
scores. This impact is even greater for 
ethnic minority and low income stu-

dents. Small institutional size has been 
found to be one of the most important 
factors in creating positive educational 
outcomes. Studies on school dropout 
rates show a decrease in the rates as 
schools get smaller. Students and staff 
at smaller schools have a stronger 
sense of personal efficacy, and students 
take more of the responsibility for 
their own learning, which includes 
more individualized and experimental 
learning relevant to the world outside 
of school. 

Small schools can be created cost ef-
fectively. Larger schools can be more 
expensive because their sheer size re-
quires more administrative support. 
More importantly, additional bureauc-
racy translates into less flexibility and 
innovation. In addition, because small 
schools have higher graduation rates, 
costs per graduate are lower than costs 
per graduate in large schools. 

The Small, Safe Schools Act would 
establish three programs designed to 
promote and support smaller schools 
and smaller learning communities 
within large schools. Schools or LEAs 
could apply for funds to help develop 
smaller learning communities within 
larger schools. The bill also authorizes 
the Secretary to provide technical as-
sistance to LEAs and schools seeking 
to create smaller learning commu-
nities. In addition, the bill would pro-
vide funding for construction and ren-
ovation of schools designed to accom-
modate no more than 350 students in an 
elementary school, 400 students in a 
middle school, and 800 students in a 
high school. 

On behalf of myself and Senator 
REID, I also offer the National Dropout 
Prevention Act, which is a bill de-
signed to reduce the dropout rate in 
our nation’s schools. While much 
progress has been made in encouraging 
more students to complete high school, 
the nation remains far from its goal of 
a 90 percent graduation rate for stu-
dents by 2000. In fact, none of the 
states with large and diverse student 
populations have yet come close to this 
goal, and dropout rates approaching 50 
percent are commonplace in some of 
the most disadvantaged communities 
during the period from ninth grade to 
senior year. The bill is based on many 
of the findings of the National Hispanic 
Dropout Project, a group of nationally 
recognized experts assembled during 
1996–97 to help find solutions to the 
high dropout rate among Hispanic and 
other at-risk students. In addition to 
widespread misconceptions about why 
so many students drop out of school 
and lack of familiarity with proven 
dropout prevention programs, one of 
the main factors contributing to the 
lack of progress in this area is that 
there is currently no concerted federal 
effort to provide or coordinate effective 
and proven dropout prevention pro-
grams for at-risk children. In fact, 
there is currently no federal agency or 
office that is responsible for the mul-
titude of programs that include drop-
out prevention as a component. 
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The Act makes lowering the dropout 

rate a national priority. Efforts to pre-
vent students from dropping out would 
be coordinated on the nation level by 
an Office of Dropout Prevention and 
Program Completion in the Depart-
ment of Education. The Office would 
disseminate best practices and models 
for effective dropout programs through 
a national clearinghouse and provide 
support and recognition to schools en-
gaged in dropout prevention efforts. In 
addition, this bill provides funds to pay 
the startup and implementation costs 
of effective, sustainable, coordinated, 
and whole school dropout prevention 
programs. Funds could be used to im-
plement comprehensive school-wide re-
forms, create alternative school pro-
grams or smaller learning commu-
nities. Grant recipients could contract 
with community-based organizations 
to assist in implementing necessary 
services. 

The School Improvement Account-
ability Act, the third bill I am intro-
ducing today, sets more rigorous stand-
ards for States and LEAs receiving 
Title I funds by strengthening the ac-
countability provisions in Title I. The 
Title I program provides supplemental 
services to disadvantaged students and 
schools with high concentrations of 
disadvantaged students. These students 
and these schools are often short- 
changed by our educational system. 
The bill seeks to ensure that all 
schools are often short-changed by our 
educational system. The bill seeks to 
ensure that all schools receiving Title I 
funding achieve realistic goals for stu-
dent achievement and that all students 
reach those goals, narrowing existing 
achievement gaps. Recipients will be 
required to set goals for student 
achievement which will result in all 
students (in Title I schools) passing 
state tests at a ‘‘proficiency’’ standard 
within 10 years of reauthorization. The 
bill also requires States, LEAs and 
schools to focus on elimination of the 
achievement gap between LEP, dis-
abled & low-income students and other 
students and to ensure inclusion of all 
students in state assessments. 

The bill also modifies the corrective 
action section of the bill, which is the 
section that is triggered when schools 
identified as being in need of improve-
ment, have not made sufficient gains 
towards the goals set out in the schools 
Title I plan. The School Improvement 
Accountability act would require 
schools failing to meet standards must 
take one of three actions affecting per-
sonnel and/or management of the 
schools: (1) decreasing decision-making 
authority at the school level; (2) recon-
stituting the school staff; or (3) elimi-
nating the use of noncredentialed staff. 
Students in failing schools also would 
have a right to transfer to a school 
which is not failing. 

In order to ensure equal educational 
opportunities for all our children, we 
must ensure that schools are safe, wel-
coming places. We also must ensure 
that students in danger of dropping out 

of school are not lost, but instead grad-
uate high school with the skills that 
they need to be productive members of 
our society. We must provide special 
support to students with greater obsta-
cles to learning, such as disadvantaged 
students, students whose first language 
is not English, and disabled students. 
We must ensure that schools serving 
these students can provide high quality 
educational programs and that those 
schools are held accountable for the 
success of all students. The bills I offer 
today will do much to achieve these 
goals. I hope that my colleagues will 
support these efforts.∑ 

By Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. HAGEL): 

S. 1677. A bill to establish a child cen-
tered program, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

CHILD CENTERED PROGRAM ESTABLISHMENT 
LEGISLATION 

∑ Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, today I 
am joined with Senator HAGEL in intro-
ducing a bill to allow States and 
schools districts to switch Title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation from a school-based to a child- 
based program. 

We will soon take up the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act. The centerpiece of 
which is Title I which was created in 
1965 to provide extra educational as-
sistance to low-income students. Since 
its inception, Title I has grown into 
the largest federal education program 
for elementary and secondary school 
students with funding, in this year 
alone, at $7.7 billion. 

Unfortunately, after more than 30 
years and expenditures of $118 billion, 
national evaluations indicate that 
Title I has failed to achieve its primary 
aim of reducing the achievement gap 
between advantaged and disadvantaged 
students. 

Reading scores in 1998 showed that 
only 6 States made progress in nar-
rowing the gap between White and Af-
rican American students and just 3 
made progress narrowing the gap be-
tween White and Hispanic students. 
While the gap actually grew in 16 
States. In math, nine year olds in high 
poverty schools remain 2 grade levels 
behind students in low-poverty schools. 

In reading, nine year old students in 
high poverty schools remain 3 to 4 
grade levels behind students in low 
poverty schools. Seventy percent of 
children in high poverty schools score 
below even the most basic level of 
reading. Two out of every three African 
American and Hispanic 4th graders can 
barely read. 

It is time to take a fresh look at this 
important program to ensure that our 
neediest students are receiving the 
services they need. We must provide 
enough flexibility in Title I for stu-
dents to receive high quality supple-
mental educational services, wherever 
those services are offered. 

In order to enable needy students to 
access high quality supplemental serv-

ices, States and school districts should 
be given the opportunity to transform 
Title I from a school-based program to 
a child-centered program. Which is ex-
actly what my bill does. Let me ex-
plain. 

Currently, Title I dollars are sent to 
States, then distributed to school dis-
tricts, and ultimately to schools—this 
is known as a school-based program. 
Aid goes to the school, rather than di-
rectly to the eligible child. 

This process of sending dollars to dis-
tricts and schools rather than students 
has a serious unintended consequence— 
millions of eligible children never re-
ceive the educational services promised 
to them by this program. 

To make matters worse, even schools 
which have been identified by their 
States and communities as chronic 
poor performers continue to receive 
Title I dollars, despite that fact that 
well over one-third of eligible children 
(about 4 million children) receive no 
services. 

Today, 4 million children generate 
Title I revenue for their school district, 
but never receive Title I services; de-
spite the fact that the school district 
received federal funds to provide sup-
plemental educational services to 
those very children. 

We should not continue the practice 
of sustaining failed schools at the ex-
pense of our nation’s children. 

The very serious problem of under 
serving our neediest students can be al-
leviated by giving States and school 
districts the ability to focus their ef-
forts by directly serving Title I eligible 
students through a child-centered pro-
gram. 

This bill permits interested States 
and school districts to use Title I dol-
lars to create a child-centered pro-
gram. 

Here is how it would work. Interested 
states and school districts could use 
their Title I dollars to establish a per 
pupil amount for each eligible child— 
any child between the ages of 5–17 from 
a family at or below the poverty line. 
The per pupil amount would then fol-
low the child to the school they attend. 
The per pupil amount would be used to 
provide supplemental educational 
(‘‘add-on’’ or ‘‘extra’’) services to meet 
the individual educational needs of 
children participating in the program. 

Since some schools continue to fail 
to provide high quality educational 
services to their neediest students, stu-
dents could use their per-pupil amount 
to receive supplemental educational 
(‘‘add-on’’) services from either their 
school or a tutorial assistance pro-
vider, be that a Sylvan learning center, 
a charter school or a private school. 
The idea behind this provision is to 
allow parents to use their per-pupil 
amount to purchase extra tutorial as-
sistance for before or after school. 

There are numerous benefits to turn-
ing Title I into a child-centered pro-
gram. It increases the number of dis-
advantaged children served by Title I. 
It ensures that federal dollars gen-
erated by a particular student actually 
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benefit that student. It rewards good 
schools and penalizes failing schools, as 
children would have the option to go 
the schools that best meet their needs 
and take their Title I money with 
them. A child-centered program de-
creases the practice of financially re-
warding schools that consistently fail 
to provide a high quality education to 
their students. And, it ensures that 
students who are stuck in a bad school 
have access to educational services 
outside the school, by permitting par-
ents to use their child’s per-pupil allot-
ment for tutorial assistance. 

In short, this bill creates a much- 
needed market for change in that it 
gives families the ability to take their 
federal dollars out of a school that is 
not using them effectively and pur-
chase services somewhere else. Fami-
lies are empowered and schools are 
compelled to improve in order to keep 
their students. 

I urge my colleagues to cosponsor 
this bill. Turning Title I into a child- 
centered program puts Title I back on 
the right track, focusing on what is 
best for the child first and foremost. 

I ask that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill follows: 
S. 1677 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE CHILD CEN-

TERED PROGRAM. 
Part A of title I of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
6311 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘Subpart 3—Child Centered Program 
‘‘SEC. 1131. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subpart: 
‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE CHILD.—The term ‘eligible 

child’ means a child who— 
‘‘(A) is eligible to be counted under section 

1124(c); or 
‘‘(B)(i) the State or participating local edu-

cational agency elects to serve under this 
subpart; and 

‘‘(ii) is a child eligible to be served under 
this part pursuant to section 1115(b). 

‘‘(2) PARTICIPATING LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCY.—The term ‘participating local edu-
cational agency’ means a local educational 
agency that elects under section 1133(b) to 
carry out a child centered program under 
this subpart. 

‘‘(3) SCHOOL.—The term ‘school’ means an 
institutional day or residential school that 
provides elementary or secondary education, 
as determined under State law, except that 
such term does not include any school that 
provides education beyond grade 12. 

‘‘(4) SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATION SERVICES.— 
The term ‘supplemental education services’ 
means educational services intended— 

‘‘(A) to meet the individual educational 
needs of eligible children; and 

‘‘(B) to enable eligible children to meet 
challenging State curriculum, content, and 
student performance standards. 

‘‘(5) TUTORIAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDERS.—The 
term ‘tutorial assistance provider’ means a 
public or private entity that— 

‘‘(A) has a record of effectiveness in pro-
viding tutorial assistance to school children; 
or 

‘‘(B) uses instructional practices based on 
scientific research. 

‘‘SEC. 1132. CHILD CENTERED PROGRAM FUND-
ING. 

‘‘(a) FUNDING.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, each State or participating 
local educational agency may use the funds 
made available under subparts 1 and 2, and 
shall use the funds made available under sub-
section (c), to carry out a child centered pro-
gram under this subpart. 

‘‘(b) PARTICIPATING LOCAL EDUCATIONAL 
AGENCY ELECTION.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If a State does not carry 
out a child centered program under this sub-
part or does not have an application ap-
proved under section 1134 for a fiscal year, a 
local educational agency in the State may 
elect to carry out a child centered program 
under this subpart, and the Secretary shall 
provide the funds that the local educational 
agency (with an application approved under 
section 1134) is eligible to receive under sub-
parts 1 and 2, and subsection (c), directly to 
the local educational agency to enable the 
local educational agency to carry out the 
child centered program. 

‘‘(2) SUBMISSION APPROVAL.—In order to be 
eligible to carry out a child centered pro-
gram under this subpart a participating local 
educational agency shall obtain from the 
State approval of the submission, but not 
the contents, of the application submitted 
under section 1134. 

‘‘(c) INCENTIVE GRANTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From amounts appro-

priated under paragraph (3) for a fiscal year 
the Secretary shall award grants to each 
State, or participating local educational 
agency described in subsection (b), that 
elects to carry out a child centered program 
under this subpart and has an application ap-
proved under section 1134, to enable the 
State or participating local educational 
agency to carry out the child centered pro-
gram. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—Each State or participating 
local educational agency that elects to carry 
out a child centered program under this sub-
part and has an application approved under 
section 1134 for a fiscal year shall receive a 
grant in an amount that bears the same rela-
tion to the amount appropriated under para-
graph (3) for the fiscal year as the amount 
the State or participating local educational 
agency received under subparts 1 and 2 for 
the fiscal year bears to the amount all 
States and participating local educational 
agencies carrying out a child centered pro-
gram under this subpart received under sub-
parts 1 and 2 for the fiscal year. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
subsection for fiscal year 2000 and each of the 
4 succeeding fiscal years. 
‘‘SEC. 1133. CHILD CENTERED PROGRAM RE-

QUIREMENTS. 

‘‘(a) USES.—Each State or participating 
local educational agency with an application 
approved under section 1134 shall use funds 
made available under subparts 1 and 2, and 
subsection (c), to carry out a child centered 
program under which— 

‘‘(1) the State or participating local edu-
cational agency establishes a per pupil 
amount based on the number of eligible chil-
dren in the State or the school district 
served by the participating local educational 
agency; and 

‘‘(2) the State or participating local edu-
cational agency may vary the per pupil 
amount to take into account factors that 
may include— 

‘‘(A) variations in the cost of providing 
supplemental education services in different 
parts of the State or the school district 
served by the participating local educational 
agency; 

‘‘(B) the cost of providing services to pupils 
with different educational needs; or 

‘‘(C) the desirability of placing priority on 
selected grades; and 

‘‘(3) in the case of a child centered program 
for eligible children at a public school, the 
State or the participating local educational 
agency makes available, not later than 3 
months after the beginning of the school 
year, the per pupil amount determined under 
paragraphs (1) and (2) to the school in which 
an eligible child is enrolled, which per pupil 
amount shall be used for supplemental edu-
cation services for the eligible child that 
are— 

‘‘(A) subject to subparagraph (B), provided 
by the school directly or through a contract 
for the provision of supplemental education 
services with any governmental or non-
governmental agency, school, postsecondary 
educational institution, or other entity, in-
cluding a private organization or business; or 

‘‘(B) if requested by the parent or legal 
guardian of an eligible child, purchased from 
a tutorial assistance provider, another public 
school, or a private school, selected by the 
parent or guardian. 

‘‘(b) SCHOOLWIDE PROGRAMS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a public 

school in which 50 percent of the students 
enrolled in the school are eligible children, 
the public school may use funds provided 
under this subpart, in combination with 
other Federal, State, and local funds, to 
carry out a schoolwide program to upgrade 
the entire educational program in the 
school. 

‘‘(2) PLAN.—If the public school elects to 
use funds provided under this part in accord-
ance with paragraph (1), and does not have a 
plan approved by the Secretary under sec-
tion 1114(b)(2), the public school shall de-
velop and adopt a comprehensive plan for re-
forming the entire educational program of 
the public school that— 

‘‘(A) incorporates— 
‘‘(i) strategies for improving achievement 

for all children to meet the State’s pro-
ficient and advanced levels of performance 
described in section 1111(b); 

‘‘(ii) instruction by highly qualified staff; 
‘‘(iii) professional development for teach-

ers and aides in content areas in which the 
teachers or aides provide instruction and, 
where appropriate, professional development 
for pupil services personnel, parents, and 
principals, and other staff to enable all chil-
dren in the school to meet the State’s stu-
dent performance standards; and 

‘‘(iv) activities to ensure that eligible chil-
dren who experience difficulty mastering 
any of the standards described in section 
1111(b) during the course of the school year 
shall be provided with effective, timely addi-
tional assistance; 

‘‘(B) describes the school’s use of funds pro-
vided under this subpart and from other 
sources to implement the activities de-
scribed in subparagraph (A); 

‘‘(C) includes a list of State and local edu-
cational agency programs and other Federal 
programs that will be included in the 
schoolwide program; 

‘‘(D) describes how the school will provide 
individual student assessment results, in-
cluding an interpretation of those results, to 
the parents of an eligible child who partici-
pates in the assessment; and 

‘‘(E) describes how and where the school 
will obtain technical assistance services and 
a description of such services. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULE.—In the case of a public 
school operating a schoolwide program under 
this subsection, the Secretary may, through 
publication of a notice in the Federal Reg-
ister, exempt child centered programs under 
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this section from statutory or regulatory re-
quirements of any other noncompetitive for-
mula grant program administered by the 
Secretary, or any discretionary grant pro-
gram administered by the Secretary (other 
than formula or discretionary grant pro-
grams under the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act), to support the 
schoolwide program, if the intent and pur-
poses of such other noncompetitive or discre-
tionary programs are met. 

‘‘(c) PRIVATE SCHOOL CHILDREN.—A State 
or participating local educational agency 
carrying out a child centered program under 
this subpart for eligible children at a private 
school shall ensure that eligible children 
who are enrolled in the private school re-
ceive supplemental education services that 
are comparable to services for eligible chil-
dren enrolled in public schools provided 
under this subpart. The supplemental edu-
cation services, including materials and 
equipment, shall be secular, neutral, and 
nonideological. 

‘‘(d) OPEN ENROLLMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to be eligible to 

carry out a child centered program under 
this subpart a State or participating local 
educational agency shall operate a statewide 
or school district wide, respectively, open 
enrollment program that permits parents to 
enroll their child in any public school in the 
State or school district, respectively, if 
space is available in the public school and 
the child meets the qualifications for attend-
ance at the public school. 

‘‘(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary may waive 
paragraph (1) for a State or participating 
local educational agency if the State or 
agency, respectively, demonstrates that par-
ents served by the State or agency, respec-
tively— 

‘‘(A) have sufficient options to enroll their 
child in multiple public schools; or 

‘‘(B) will have sufficient options to use the 
per pupil amount made available under this 
subpart to purchase supplemental education 
services from multiple tutorial assistance 
providers or schools. 

‘‘(e) PARENT INVOLVEMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any public school receiv-

ing funds under this subpart shall convene 
an annual meeting at a convenient time. All 
parents of eligible children shall be invited 
and encouraged to attend the meeting, in 
order to explain to the parents the activities 
assisted under this subpart and the require-
ments of this subpart. At the meeting, the 
public school shall explain to parents how 
the school will use funds provided under this 
subpart to enable eligible children enrolled 
at the school to meet challenging State cur-
riculum, content, and student performance 
standards. In addition, the public school 
shall inform parents of their right to choose 
to use the per pupil amount described in sub-
section (a) to purchase supplemental edu-
cation services from a tutorial assistance 
provider, another public school or a private 
school. 

‘‘(2) INFORMATION.—Any public school re-
ceiving funds under this subpart shall pro-
vide to parents a description and explanation 
of the curriculum in use at the school, the 
forms of assessment used to measure student 
progress, and the proficiency levels students 
are expected to meet. 
‘‘SEC. 1134. APPLICATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each State or partici-
pating local educational agency desiring to 
carry out a child centered program under 
this subpart shall submit an application to 
the Secretary at such time, in such manner, 
and accompanied by such information as the 
Secretary may require. Each such applica-
tion shall contain— 

‘‘(1) a detailed description of the program 
to be assisted, including an assurance that— 

‘‘(A) the per pupil amount established 
under section 1133(a) will follow each eligible 
child described in that section to the school 
or tutorial assistance provider of the parent 
or guardian’s choice; 

‘‘(B) funds made available under this sub-
part will be spent in accordance with the re-
quirements of this subpart; and 

‘‘(C) parents have the option to use the per 
pupil amount to purchase supplemental edu-
cation services for their children from a wide 
variety of tutorial assistance providers and 
schools; 

‘‘(2) an assurance that the State or partici-
pating local educational agency will publish 
in a widely read or distributed medium an 
annual report card that contains— 

‘‘(A) information regarding the academic 
progress of all students served by the State 
or participating local educational agency in 
meeting State standards, including students 
assisted under this subpart, with results 
disaggregated by race, family income, lim-
ited English proficiency, and gender, if such 
disaggregation can be performed in a statis-
tically sound manner; and 

‘‘(B) such other information as the State 
or participating local educational agency 
may require; 

‘‘(3) a description of how the State or par-
ticipating local educational agency will 
make available, to parents of children par-
ticipating in the child centered program, an-
nual school report cards, with results 
disaggregated by race, family income, lim-
ited English proficiency, and gender, for 
schools in the State or in the school district 
of the participating local educational agen-
cy; 

‘‘(4) in the case of an application from a 
participating local educational agency, an 
assurance that the participating local edu-
cational agency has notified the State re-
garding the submission of the application; 

‘‘(5) a description of specific measurable 
objectives for improving the student per-
formance of students served under this sub-
part; 

‘‘(6) a description of the process by which 
the State or participating local educational 
agency will measure progress in meeting the 
objectives; 

‘‘(7)(A) in the case of an application from a 
State, an assurance that the State meets the 
requirements of subsections (a), (b) and (e) of 
section 1111 as applied to activities assisted 
under this subpart; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of an application from a 
participating local educational agency, an 
assurance that the State’s application under 
section 1111 met the requirements of sub-
sections (a), (b) and (e) of such section; and 

‘‘(8) an assurance that each local edu-
cational agency serving a school that re-
ceives funds under this subpart will meet the 
requirements of subsections (a) and (c) of 
section 1116 as applied to activities assisted 
under this subpart. 
‘‘SEC. 1135. ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) PROGRAM DURATION.—A State or par-
ticipating local educational agency shall 
carry out a child centered program under 
this subpart for a period of 5 years. 

‘‘(b) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A State may 
reserve 2 percent of the funds made available 
to the State under this subpart, and a par-
ticipating local educational agency may re-
serve 5 percent of the funds made available 
to the participating local educational agency 
under this subpart, to pay the costs of ad-
ministrative expenses of the child centered 
program. The costs may include costs of pro-
viding technical assistance to schools receiv-
ing funds under this subpart, in order to in-
crease the opportunity for all students in the 
schools to meet the State’s content stand-
ards and student performance standards. The 

technical assistance may be provided di-
rectly by the State educational agency, local 
educational agency, or, with a local edu-
cational agency’s approval, by an institution 
of higher education, by a private nonprofit 
organization, by an educational service 
agency, by a comprehensive regional assist-
ance center under part A of title XIII, or by 
another entity with experience in helping 
schools improve student achievement. 

‘‘(c) REPORTS.— 
‘‘(1) ANNUAL REPORTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The State educational 

agency serving each State, and each partici-
pating local educational agency, carrying 
out a child centered program under this sub-
part shall submit to the Secretary an annual 
report, that is consistent with data provided 
under section 1134(a)(2)(A), regarding the per-
formance of eligible children receiving sup-
plemental education services under this sub-
part. 

‘‘(B) DATA.—Not later than 2 years after es-
tablishing a child centered program under 
this subpart and each year thereafter, each 
State or participating local educational 
agency shall include in the annual report 
data on student achievement for eligible 
children served under this subpart with re-
sults disaggregated by race, family income, 
limited English proficiency, and gender, 
demonstrating the degree to which measur-
able progress has been made toward meeting 
the objectives described in section 1134(a)(5). 

‘‘(C) DATA ASSURANCES.—Each annual re-
port shall include— 

‘‘(i) an assurance from the managers of the 
child centered program that data used to 
measure student achievement under subpara-
graph (B) is reliable, complete, and accurate, 
as determined by the State or participating 
local educational agency; or 

‘‘(ii) a description of a plan for improving 
the reliability, completeness, and accuracy 
of such data as determined by the State or 
participating local educational agency. 

‘‘(2) SECRETARY’S REPORT.—The Secretary 
shall make each annual report available to 
Congress, the public, and the Comptroller 
General of the United States (for purposes of 
the evaluation described in section 1136). 

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—Three years after the 
date a State or participating local edu-
cational agency establishes a child centered 
program under this subpart the Secretary 
shall review the performance of the State or 
participating local educational agency in 
meeting the objectives described in section 
1134(a)(5). The Secretary, after providing no-
tice and an opportunity for a hearing, may 
terminate the authority of the State or par-
ticipating local educational agency to oper-
ate a child centered program under this sub-
part if the State or participating local edu-
cational agency submitted data that indi-
cated the State or participating local edu-
cational agency has not made any progress 
in meeting the objectives. 

‘‘(e) TREATMENT OF AMOUNTS RECEIVED.— 
The per pupil amount provided under this 
subpart for an eligible child shall not be 
treated as income of the eligible child or the 
parent of the eligible child for purposes of 
Federal tax laws, or for determining the eli-
gibility for or amount of any other Federal 
assistance. 
‘‘SEC. 1136. EVALUATION. 

‘‘(a) ANNUAL EVALUATION.— 
‘‘(1) CONTRACT.—The Comptroller General 

of the United States shall enter into a con-
tract, with an evaluating entity that has 
demonstrated experience in conducting eval-
uations, for the conduct of an ongoing rig-
orous evaluation of child centered programs 
under this subpart. 

‘‘(2) ANNUAL EVALUATION REQUIREMENT.— 
The contract described in paragraph (1) shall 
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require the evaluating entity entering into 
such contract to annually evaluate each 
child centered program under this subpart in 
accordance with the evaluation criteria de-
scribed in subsection (b). 

‘‘(3) TRANSMISSION.—The contract de-
scribed in paragraph (1) shall require the 
evaluating entity entering into such con-
tract to transmit to the Comptroller General 
of the United States the findings of each an-
nual evaluation under paragraph (2). 

‘‘(b) EVALUATION CRITERIA.—The Comp-
troller General of the United States, in con-
sultation with the Secretary, shall establish 
minimum criteria for evaluating the child 
centered programs under this subpart. Such 
criteria shall provide for a description of— 

‘‘(1) the implementation of each child cen-
tered program under this subpart; 

‘‘(2) the effects of the programs on the 
level of parental participation and satisfac-
tion with the programs; and 

‘‘(3) the effects of the programs on the edu-
cational achievement of eligible children 
participating in the programs. 
‘‘SEC. 1137. REPORTS. 

‘‘(a) REPORTS BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.— 
‘‘(1) INTERIM REPORTS.—Three years after 

the date of enactment of this subpart the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
shall submit an interim report to Congress 
on the findings of the annual evaluations 
under section 1136(a)(2) for each child cen-
tered program assisted under this subpart. 
The report shall contain a copy of the annual 
evaluation under section 1136(a)(2) of each 
child centered program under this subpart. 

‘‘(2) FINAL REPORT.—The Comptroller Gen-
eral shall submit a final report to Congress, 
not later than March 1, 2006, that summa-
rizes the findings of the annual evaluations 
under section 1136(a)(2).’’. 
‘‘SEC. 1138. LIMITATION ON CONDITIONS; PRE-

EMPTION. 
Nothing in this subpart shall be con-

strued— 
‘‘(1) to authorize or permit an officer or 

employee of the Federal Government to 
mandate, direct, or control a State, local 
educational agency, or school’s specific in-
structional content or student performance 
standards and assessments, curriculum, or 
program of instruction, as a condition of eli-
gibility to receive funds under this subpart; 
and 

‘‘(2) to preempt any provision of a State 
constitution or State statute that pertains 
to the expenditure of State funds in or by re-
ligious institutions.’’.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 341 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 341, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to in-
crease the amount allowable for quali-
fied adoption expenses, to permanently 
extend the credit for adoption ex-
penses, and to adjust the limitations 
on such credit for inflation, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 381 
At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 381, a bill to allow certain 
individuals who provided service to the 
Armed Forces of the United States in 
the Philippines during World War II to 
receive a reduced SSI benefit after 
moving back to the Philippines. 

S. 386 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia (Mr. 
ROBB) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
386, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for tax-ex-
empt bond financing of certain electric 
facilities. 

S. 758 

At the request of Mr. ASHCROFT, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
SMITH), the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE), and the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 758, a bill to establish 
legal standards and procedures for the 
fair, prompt, inexpensive, and efficient 
resolution of personal injury claims 
arising out of asbestos exposure, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 784 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. GORTON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 784, a bill to establish a 
demonstration project to study and 
provide coverage of routine patient 
care costs for medicare beneficiaries 
with cancer who are enrolled in an ap-
proved clinical trial program. 

S. 980 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
980, a bill to promote access to health 
care services in rural areas. 

S. 1187 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
names of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. GORTON), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT), the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. REID), and the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. KERREY) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 1187, a bill to 
require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to mint coins in commemoration of the 
bicentennial of the Lewis and Clark 
Expedition, and for other purposes. 

S. 1211 

At the request of Mr. BENNETT, the 
name of the Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. ENZI) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1211, a bill to amend the Colorado 
River Basin Salinity Control Act to au-
thorize additional measures to carry 
out the control of salinity upstream of 
Imperial Dam in a cost-effective man-
ner. 

S. 1235 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. GRAMS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1235, a bill to amend part G of 
title I of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to allow 
railroad police officers to attend the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Na-
tional Academy for law enforcement 
training. 

S. 1266 

At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1266, a bill to allow a State to 
combine certain funds to improve the 

academic achievement of all its stu-
dents. 

S. 1277 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. LEVIN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 1277, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to establish a new 
prospective payment system for Feder-
ally-qualified health centers and rural 
health clinics. 

S. 1310 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) and the Senator from South 
Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 1310, a bill to amend 
title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
to modify the interim payment system 
for home health services, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1384 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Alabama 
(Mr. SESSIONS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1384, a bill to amend the Pub-
lic Health Service Act to provide for a 
national folic acid education program 
to prevent birth defects, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1453 
At the request of Mr. FRIST, the 

names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from 
Ohio (Mr. DEWINE), and the Senator 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. SANTORUM) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1453, a 
bill to facilitate relief efforts and a 
comprehensive solution to the war in 
Sudan. 

S. 1473 
At the request of Mr. ROBB, the name 

of the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
WELLSTONE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1473, a bill to amend section 2007 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
grant funding for additional Empower-
ment Zones, Enterprise Communities, 
and Strategic Planning Communities, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 1488 
At the request of Mr. GORTON, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1488, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for rec-
ommendations of the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services regarding 
the placement of automatic external 
defibrillators in Federal buildings in 
order to improve survival rates of indi-
viduals who experience cardiac arrest 
in such buildings, and to establish pro-
tections from civil liability arising 
from the emergency use of the devices. 

S. 1520 
At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1520, a bill to amend the U.S. Holocaust 
Assets Commission Act of 1998 to ex-
tend the period by which the final re-
port is due and to authorize additional 
funding. 

S. 1606 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
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HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1606, a bill to reenact chapter 12 of title 
11, United States Code, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 1608 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1608, a bill to provide annual payments 
to the States and counties from Na-
tional Forest System lands managed 
by the Forest Service, and the revested 
Oregon and California Railroad and re-
conveyed Coos Bay Wagon Road grant 
lands managed predominately by the 
Bureau of Land Management, for use 
by the counties in which the lands are 
situated for the benefit of the public 
schools, roads, emergency and other 
public purposes; to encourage and pro-
vide new mechanism for cooperation 
between counties and the Forest Serv-
ice and the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment to make necessary investments 
in federal lands, and reaffirm the posi-
tive connection between Federal Lands 
counties and Federal Lands; and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1661 
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
BROWNBACK) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1661, a bill to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to provide that 
certain voluntary disclosures of viola-
tions of Federal law made as a result of 
a voluntary environmental audit shall 
not be subject to discovery or admitted 
into evidence during a judicial or ad-
ministrative proceeding, and for other 
purposes. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 24 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SANTORUM) was added as a 
cosponsor of Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 24, a bill to express the sense of 
the Congress on the need for United 
States to defend the American agricul-
tural and food supply system from in-
dustrial sabotage and terrorist threats. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1812 
At the request of Mr. HUTCHINSON the 

names of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE), the Senator from Colorado 
(Mr. ALLARD), the Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. THOMAS), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAPO), and the Senator 
from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
1812 proposed to S. 1650, an original bill 
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, and Education, and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 58—URGING THE UNITED 
STATES TO SEEK A GLOBAL 
CONSENSUS SUPPORTING A MOR-
ATORIUM ON TARIFFS AND ON 
SPECIAL, MULTIPLE, AND DIS-
CRIMINATORY TAXATION OF 
ELECTRONIC COMMERCE 
Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. LEAHY, 

and Mr. BAUCUS) submitted the fol-

lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. RES. 58 
Whereas electronic commerce is not bound 

by geography and its borders are not easily 
discernible; 

Whereas transmissions over the Internet 
are made through packet-switching, making 
it impossible to determine with any degree 
of certainty the precise geographic route or 
endpoints of specific Internet transmissions 
and infeasible to separate interstate from 
interstate, and domestic from foreign, Inter-
net transmissions; 

Whereas inconsistent and inadministrable 
taxes imposed on Internet activity by sub-
national and national governments threaten 
not only to subject consumers, businesses 
and other users engaged in interstate and 
foreign commerce to multiple, confusing and 
burdensome taxation, but also to restrict the 
growth and continued technological matura-
tion of the Internet itself; 

Whereas the complexity of the issue of do-
mestic taxation of electronic commerce is 
compounded when considered at the global 
level of almost 200 separate national govern-
ments; 

Whereas the First Annual Report of the 
United States Government Working Group 
on Electronic Commerce found that fewer 
than 10 million people worldwide were using 
the Internet in 1995, that more than 140 mil-
lion people worldwide were using the Inter-
net in 1998 and that more than one billion 
people worldwide will be using the Internet 
in the first decade of the next Century; 

Whereas information technology industries 
have accounted for more than one-third of 
real growth in United States Gross Domestic 
Product over the past 3 years; 

Whereas information technology industries 
employ more than seven million people in 
the United States, and by 2006, more than 
one-half of the United States workforce is 
expected to be employed in industries that 
are either major producers or intensive users 
of information technology products and serv-
ices; 

Whereas electronic commerce among busi-
nesses worldwide is expected to grow from 
$43 billion in 1998 to more than $1.3 trillion 
by 2003, and electronic retail sales to con-
sumers worldwide are expected to grow from 
$8 billion in 1998 to more than $108 billion by 
2003; 

Whereas the Internet Tax Freedom Act of 
1998 enacted a policy of technological neu-
trality and non-discrimination toward tax-
ation of electronic commerce, and stated 
that United States policy should be to seek 
bilateral, regional and multilateral agree-
ments to remove barriers to global elec-
tronic commerce; 

Whereas the World Trade Organization, at 
its May 1998 Ministerial Conference, adopted 
a declaration that all 132 member countries 
‘‘will continue their current practice of not 
imposing customs duties on electronic trans-
missions’’; 

Whereas the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development and industry 
groups issued a joint declaration at its Octo-
ber 1998 Ministerial meeting on Global Elec-
tronic Commerce supporting the principles 
of technological neutrality and non-discrimi-
nation and opposing discriminatory taxation 
imposed on the Internet and electronic com-
merce; 

Whereas the Committee on Fiscal Affairs 
of the Organization for Economic Coopera-
tion and Development has stated that neu-
trality, efficiency, certainty and simplicity, 
effectiveness and fairness, and flexibility are 
the broad taxation principles that should be 
applied to electronic commerce; 

Whereas the United States has issued joint 
statements on electronic commerce with 

Australia, the European Union, France, Ire-
land, Japan, and Korea providing that any 
taxation of electronic commerce should be 
neutral and nondiscriminatory; and 

Whereas a July 1999 United Nations Report 
on Human Development urged world govern-
ments to impose ‘‘bit taxes’’ on electronic 
transmissions; Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress— 

(1) urges the President to seek a global 
consensus supporting— 

(A) a permanent international moratorium 
on tariffs on electronic commerce; and 

(B) an international ban on special, mul-
tiple, and discriminatory taxation of elec-
tronic commerce and the Internet; 

(2) urges the President to instruct the 
United States delegation to the November 
1999 World Trade Organization ministerial in 
Seattle to seek to make permanent and bind-
ing the moratorium on tariffs on electronic 
transmissions adopted by the World Trade 
Organization in May 1998; 

(3) urges the President to seek adoption by 
the Organization for Economic Cooperation 
and Development and implementation by the 
group’s 29 member countries of an inter-
national ban on special, multiple, or dis-
criminatory taxation of electronic commerce 
and the Internet; and 

(4) urges the President to oppose any pro-
posal by any country, the United Nations, or 
any other multilateral organization to estab-
lish a bit tax on electronic transmissions. 

∑ Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by Senators LEAHY 
and BAUCUS to introduce today a reso-
lution calling for an international ban 
on tariffs and on special, multiple and 
discriminatory taxes on electronic 
commerce and the Internet. Represent-
ative COX, with whom I have collabo-
rated in the past on Internet-related 
matters, is introducing a companion 
resolution in the House of Representa-
tives. 

The resolution urges the President to 
seek a global consensus supporting a 
permanent international moratorium 
on tariffs on electronic commerce, and 
an international ban on special, mul-
tiple, and discriminatory taxation of 
electronic commerce and the Internet. 
The resolution urges the President to 
pursue the ban on tariffs through the 
World Trade Organization—particu-
larly at the WTO Ministerial meeting 
that will be held in Seattle this No-
vember, and to pursue the moratorium 
on discriminatory, special, and mul-
tiple taxes on global e-commerce 
through the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development. These 
positions reinforce the efforts of the 
U.S. Trade Representative at the WTO 
and of the U.S. negotiators at the 
OECD. 

In the Internet Tax Freedom Act, en-
acted during the last Congress, we 
challenged the concept of 30,000 U.S. 
tax jurisdictions swamping online con-
sumers and entrepreneurs with a crazy 
quilt of discriminatory taxes. But this 
problem is small potatoes compared to 
the prospect of thousands of additional 
discriminatory tax regimes Americans 
might face in nearly 200 countries 
around the world. 

We are not going to sit by while the 
booming, global e-market becomes a 
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tasty feast for overly hungry tax col-
lectors from Bonn to Beijing and Ma-
nila to Milan. 

The same questions we dealt with in 
the United States become vastly more 
complex at the international level. For 
example, during the course of the de-
bate about the Internet Tax Freedom 
Act last year, I asked what happens 
when Aunt Millie in Iowa uses America 
Online in Virginia to order Harry and 
David’s pears from Medford, Oregon, 
pays for them with a bankcard in Cali-
fornia and ships them to her old friend 
in Florida? 

In the global arena, we have to ask 
what happens when a tax collector in 
Germany tries to collect a Value Added 
Tax on a U.S. e-entrepreneur from Coos 
Bay, Oregon with no physical presence 
in Europe? This is a very real threat 
because not long ago, the tax chief of a 
key European nation called trade over 
the Internet ‘‘a threat to all govern-
ment tax revenue—a very serious 
threat.’’ 

In addition, we have heard about the 
possibility of discriminatory bit taxes, 
which are taxes levied on the volume of 
e-mail that passes over the Net. And 
we have recently learned that the Eu-
ropean Union is discussing something 
known as ‘‘blocking and takedown.’’ 
This is not a rugby term, but if estab-
lished, it would allow the EU to bar the 
use of an American entrepreneur’s 
website in Europe if he or she was un-
willing to participate in an EU tax reg-
istration scheme. 

Moreover, some countries are blur-
ring the line between services and 
products in an effort to impose still 
more special, targeted tariffs and taxes 
on global e-commerce. At present, 
some digital delivery—for example, 
downloading a CD or software pro-
gram—is not taxed, but there’s consid-
erable support for turning this service 
into a product that could be the sub-
ject of discriminatory taxes. 

Developing fair ground rules for the 
global digital economy is not a job for 
the faint hearted. That is why strong 
U.S. leadership is imperative in key 
multinational groups that are begin-
ning to consider how to update old laws 
and regulations to apply in the global 
electronic marketplace. 

That is the point of the resolution we 
are introducing today. Again, the reso-
lution does two things: it urges the 
President to seek a global consensus 
supporting a global moratorium on tar-
iffs on electronic commerce at the up-
coming WTO ministerial meeting in 
Seattle, and second, it urges the Presi-
dent to seek through the OECD a glob-
al moratorium on discriminatory, mul-
tiple and special taxes on electronic 
commerce and the Internet. 

This resolution builds upon the good 
work we accomplished in the 1998 
Internet Tax Freedom Act. It is time 
to take the effort to stop discrimina-
tory taxes on electronic commerce to 
the international level. I urge my col-
leagues to join us in supporting the 
resolution.∑ 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator WYDEN in sup-
port of this resolution to urge the 
United States to seek a global con-
sensus supporting a moratorium on 
tariffs and discriminatory taxation of 
electronic commerce. I thank Senator 
WYDEN and Congressman COX for their 
leadership in keeping the Internet free 
of discriminatory taxes in the United 
States and around the world. 

The Internet allows businesses to sell 
their goods all over the world in the 
blink of an eye. This unique power also 
presents a unique challenge. That chal-
lenge facing the United States and the 
world is developing tax policies to nur-
ture this exciting new market. That is 
why I am pleased to cosponsor this res-
olution to urge the President to seek a 
global moratorium on discriminatory 
taxes and tariffs on electronic com-
merce. 

The growth of electronic commerce 
is everywhere, including my home 
state of Vermont. Today hundreds of 
Vermont businesses are doing business 
on the Internet, ranging from the 
Vermont Teddy Bear Company to Al’s 
Snowmobile Parts Warehouse to Ben & 
Jerry’s Homemade Ice Cream. These 
Vermont businesses are of all sizes and 
customer bases, from Main Street mer-
chants to boutique entrepreneurs to a 
couple of ex-hippies who sell great ice 
cream. But what Vermont online sell-
ers do have in common is the fact that 
Internet commerce lets them erase the 
geographic barriers that historically 
have limited our access to markets 
where our products can thrive. 
Cyberselling is paying off for Vermont 
and the rest of the United States. 

As electronic commerce continues to 
grow, the United States must take the 
lead in fostering sound international 
tax policies. The United States was the 
incubator of the Internet, and the 
world closely watches the Internet 
policies that we debate and propose. 
Our leadership is critical to the contin-
ued growth of commerce on the Inter-
net. Our resolution advances the lead-
ership role of the United States by urg-
ing the administration to secure a 
global moratorium on discriminatory 
e-commerce taxes. 

With more than 190 nations around 
the world able to levy discriminatory 
taxes on electronic commerce, we need 
this resolution to contribute to the 
stability necessary for electronic com-
merce to flourish. We are not asking 
for a tax-free zone on the Internet; if 
sales taxes and other taxes would apply 
to traditional sales and services, then 
those taxes would also apply to Inter-
net sales under our resolution. But our 
resolution would urge a global ban on 
any taxes applied only to Internet sales 
in a discriminatory manner. Let’s not 
allow the future of electronic com-
merce—with its great potential to ex-
pand the markets of Main Street busi-
nesses—to be crushed by the weight of 
multiple international taxation. 

Today, there are more than 700,000 
businesses selling their sales and serv-

ices on the World Wide Web around the 
world. Estimates predict that the num-
ber of e-business Web sites will top 1 
million by 2003. This explosion in Web 
growth has led to thousands of new and 
exciting opportunities for businesses 
from Main Street to Wall Street. 

The International Internet Tax Free-
dom Resolution will help ensure that 
these businesses and many others will 
continue to reap the rewards of elec-
tronic commerce.∑ 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 192—EX-
TENDING BIRTHDAY GREETINGS 
AND BEST WISHES TO JIMMY 
CARTER IN RECOGNITION OF HIS 
75TH BIRTHDAY 
Mr. CLELAND (for himself and Mr. 

COVERDELL) submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 192 

Whereas October 1, 1999, is the 75th birth-
day of James Earl (Jimmy) Carter; 

Whereas Jimmy Carter has served his 
country with distinction in the United 
States Navy, and as a Georgia State Senator, 
the Governor of Georgia, and the President 
of the United States; 

Whereas Jimmy Carter has continued his 
service to the people of the United States 
and the world since leaving the Presidency 
by resolutely championing adequate housing, 
democratic elections, human rights, and 
international peace; 

Whereas in all of these endeavors, Jimmy 
Carter has been fully and ably assisted by his 
wife, Rosalynn; and 

Whereas Jimmy Carter serves as a living 
international symbol of American integrity 
and compassion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) extends its birthday greetings and best 

wishes to Jimmy Carter; and 
(2) directs the Secretary of the Senate to 

transmit an enrolled copy of this resolution 
to Jimmy Carter. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 193—TO RE-
AUTHORIZE THE JACOB K. JAV-
ITS SENATE FELLOWSHIP PRO-
GRAM 
Mr. DODD submitted the following 

resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 193 
Resolved, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Jacob 

K. Javits Senate Fellowship Program Reso-
lution’’. 
SEC. 2. FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM EXTENDED; ELI-

GIBLE PARTICIPANTS. 
(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—In order to encour-

age increased participation by outstanding 
students in a public service career, the Jacob 
K. Javits Senate Fellowship Program (in this 
resolution referred to as the ‘‘program’’) is 
extended for 5 years. 

(b) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS.—The Jacob K. 
Javits Foundation, Incorporated, New York, 
New York, (referred to in this resolution as 
the ‘‘Foundation’’) shall select Senate fel-
lowship participants in the program. Each 
such participant shall complete a program of 
graduate study in accordance with criteria 
agreed upon by the Foundation. 
SEC. 3. SENATE COMPONENT OF FELLOWSHIP 

PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Sen-

ate (in this resolution referred to as the 
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‘‘Secretary’’) is authorized from funds made 
available under section 5, to appoint and fix 
the compensation of each eligible partici-
pant selected under section 2 for a period de-
termined by the Secretary. The period of em-
ployment for each participant shall not ex-
ceed 1 year. Compensation paid to partici-
pants under this resolution shall not supple-
ment stipends received from the Secretary of 
Education under the program. 

(b) NUMBER OF FELLOWSHIPS.—For any fis-
cal year not more than 10 fellowship partici-
pants shall be employed. 

(c) PLACEMENT.—The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Majority Leader and the 
Minority Leader, shall place eligible partici-
pants in positions in the Senate that are, 
within practical considerations, supportive 
of the fellowship participants’ academic pro-
grams. 
SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT. 

The Secretary of Education may enter into 
an agreement with the Foundation for the 
purpose of providing administrative support 
services to the Foundation in conducting the 
program. 
SEC. 5. FUNDS. 

An amount not to exceed $250,000 shall be 
available to the Secretary from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate for each of the 5 year 
periods beginning on October 1, 1999 to com-
pensate participants in the program. 
SEC. 6. PROGRAM EXTENSION. 

This program shall terminate September 
30, 2004. Not later than 3 months prior to 
September 30, 2004, the Secretary shall sub-
mit a report evaluating the program to the 
Majority Leader and the Senate along with 
recommendations concerning the program’s 
extension and continued funding level. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, 
HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, 
AND EDUCATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000 

DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1813 

Mr. DODD (for himself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. 
MURRAY, and Mr. JOHNSON) proposed an 
amendment to the bill (S. 1650) making 
appropriations for the Departments of 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
and Education, and related agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes; as follows: 

In the matter under the heading ‘‘PAY-
MENTS TO STATES FOR THE CHILD CARE AND DE-
VELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT’’ in the matter 
under the heading ‘‘ADMINISTRATION FOR 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES’’ in title II, strike 
‘‘$1,182,672,000’’ and insert ‘‘$2,000,000,000’’. 

HUTCHISON (AND BINGAMAN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1814 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON (for herself and 

Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. . The United States-Mexico Border 
Health Commission Act (22 U.S.C. 290n et 
seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking section 2 and inserting the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 2. APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS OF BORDER 

HEALTH COMMISSION. 
‘‘Not later than 30 days after the date of 

enactment of this section, the President 
shall appoint the United States members of 
the United States-Mexico Border Health 
Commission, and shall attempt to conclude 
an agreement with Mexico providing for the 
establishment of such Commission.’’; and 

(2) in section 3— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking the semi-

colon and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 

and inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3). 

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 1815 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ASHCROFT submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

To amend the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 to protect Social Security surpluses 
through strengthened budgetary enforce-
ment mechanisms. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Safe Deposit Box Act of 
1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(A) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that— 
(1) the Congress and the President joined 

together to enact the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 to end decades of deficit spending. 

(2) strong economic growth and fiscal dis-
cipline have resulted in strong revenue 
growth into the Treasury; 

(3) the combination of these factors is ex-
pected to enable the Government to balance 
its budget without the Social Security sur-
pluses; 

(4) the Congress has chosen to allocate in 
this Act all Social Security surpluses toward 
saving Social Security and Medicare; 

(5) amounts so allocated are even greater 
than those reserved for Social Security and 
Medicare in the President’s budget, will not 
require an increase in the statutory debt 
limit, and will reduce debt held by the public 
until Social Security and Medicare reform is 
enacted; and 

(6) this strict enforcement is needed to 
lock away the amounts necessary for legisla-
tion to save Social Security and Medicare. 

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act 
to prohibit the use of Social Security sur-
pluses for any purpose other than reforming 
Social Security and Medicare. 
SEC. 3. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-

PLUSES. 
(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL 

SECURITY SURPLUSES.—Section 312 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section: 

‘‘(g) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL 
SECURITY SURPLUSES.— 

‘‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of 
Representatives or the Senate to consider 
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or 
conference report thereon or amendment 
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget 
deficit for any fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—It shall not 
be in order in the House of Representatives 
or the Senate to consider any bill, joint reso-
lution, amendment, motion, or conference 
report if— 

‘‘(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported; 

‘‘(B) the adoption and enactment of that 
amendment; or 

‘‘(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report, would cause or increase an 
on-budget deficit for any fiscal year. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—The point of order set 
forth in paragraph (2) shall not apply to So-
cial Security reform legislation or Medicare 
reform legislation as defined by section 5(c) 
of the Social Security and Medicare Safe De-
posit Box Act of 1999. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘on-budget deficit’, when ap-
plied to a fiscal year, means the deficit in 
the budget in the budget as set forth in the 
most recently agreed to concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget pursuant to section 
301(a)(3) for that fiscal year.’’. 

(b) CONTENT OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET.—Section 301(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by re-
designating paragraphs (6) and (7) as para-
graphs (7) and (8) respectively, and by insert-
ing after paragraph (5) the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(6) the receipts, outlays, and surplus or 
deficit in the Federal Old-Age and Survivors 
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance trust Fund, combined, es-
tablished by title II of the Social Security 
Act;’’. 

(c) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—(1) 
Section 904(c)(1) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting ‘‘312(g),’’ 
after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’. 

(2) Section 904(d)(2) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting 
‘‘312(g),’’ after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’. 
SEC. 4. REMOVING SOCIAL SECURITY FROM 

BUDGET PRONOUNCEMENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any official statement 

issued by the Office of management and 
Budget, the Congressional Budget Office, or 
any other agency or instrumentality of the 
Federal Government of surplus or deficit to-
tals of the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President or of 
the surpluses or deficit totals of the congres-
sional budget, and any description of, or ref-
erence to, such totals in any official publica-
tion or material issued by either of such Of-
fices or any other such agency or instrumen-
tality, shall exclude the outlays and receipts 
of the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance program under title II of the Social 
Security Act (including the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund) 
and the related provisions of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986. 

(b) SEPARATE SOCIAL SECURITY BUDGET 
DOCUMENTS.—The excluded outlays and re-
ceipts of the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program under title II of 
the Social Security Act shall be submitted in 
separate Social Security budget documents. 
SEC. 5. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act shall take effect 
upon the date of its enactment and the 
amendments made by this Act shall apply 
only to fiscal year 2000 and subsequent fiscal 
years. 

(4) EXPIRATION.—Sections 301(a)(6) and 
312(g) shall expire upon the enactment of the 
Social Security reform legislation and Medi-
care reform legislation. 

(c) DEFINITION— 
(1) SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM LEGISLA-

TION.—The term ‘‘Social Security reform leg-
islation’’ means a bill or a joint resolution 
that is enacted into law and includes a provi-
sion stating the following: ‘‘For purposes of 
the Social Security and Medicare Safe De-
posit Box Act of 1999, this Act constitutes 
Social Security reform legislation.’’. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11738 September 30, 1999 
(2) The term ‘‘Medicare reform legislation’’ 

means a bill or a joint resolution that is en-
acted into law and includes a provision stat-
ing the following: ‘‘For purposes of the So-
cial Security and Medicare Safe Deposit Box 
Act of 1999, this Act constitutes Medicare re-
form legislation.’’. 

INHOFE AMENDMENT NO. 1816 

Mr. INHOFE proposed an amendment 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

PAYMENTS UNDER THE PROSPEC-
TIVE PAYMENT SYSTEM FOR HOS-
PITAL OUTPATIENT DEPARTMENT 
SERVICES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997, in 
order to achieve the objective of balancing 
the Federal budget, provided for the single 
largest change in the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) since the inception of 
such program in 1965. 

(2) Reliable, independent estimates now 
project that the changes to the medicare 
program provided for in the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997 will result in the reduction of 
payments to health care providers that 
greatly exceeds the level of estimated reduc-
tions when such Act was enacted. 

(3) Congressional oversight has begun to 
reveal that these greater-than-anticipated 
reductions in payments are harming the 
ability of health care providers to maintain 
and deliver high-quality health care services 
to beneficiaries under the medicare program 
and to other individuals. 

(4) One of the key factors that has caused 
these greater-than-anticipated reductions in 
payments is the inappropriate regulatory ac-
tion taken by the Secretary in implementing 
the provisions of the Balanced Budget Act of 
1997. 

(5) The Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, contrary to the direction of 77 
Members of the Senate and 253 Members of 
the House of Representatives (stated in let-
ters to the Secretary dated June 18, 1999, and 
September 14, 1999, respectively), has per-
sisted in interpreting the provisions of the 
prospective payment system for hospital 
outpatient department services under sec-
tion 1833(t) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395l(t)) in a manner that would im-
pose an unintended 5.7 percent across the 
board reduction in payments under such sys-
tem. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services should— 

(1) carry out congressional intent and 
cease its inappropriate interpretation of the 
provisions of the prospective payment sys-
tem for hospital outpatient department serv-
ices under section 1833(t) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395l(t)). 

DURBIN (AND DEWINE) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1817 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. DURBIN (for himself and Mr. 

DEWINE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 

CHILDHOOD ASTHMA 

SEC. . In addition to amounts otherwise 
appropriated under this title for the Centers 
for Disease Control and Prevention, 
$50,000,000 which shall become available on 

October 1, 2000 and shall remain available 
through September 30, 2001, and be utilized 
to provide grants to local communities for 
screening, treatment and education relating 
to childhood asthma. 

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 1818 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

Insert at the appropriate place the fol-
lowing new section. 

SEC. . The Secretary of Education shall 
recompute the fiscal year 1996 cohort default 
rate under section 435 of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1085) for pur-
poses of determining the eligibility for pro-
gram participation during academic year 
1999–2000 under title IV of such Act of Jack-
sonville College of Jacksonville, Texas, on 
the basis of the most recent data provided to 
the Department of Education by such Col-
lege. 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1819 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 

REED, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, and Mr. KERRY) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 60, line 10, before the period, insert 
the following ‘‘: Provided further, That in ad-
dition to any other amounts appropriated 
under this heading an additional $223,000,000 
is appropriated to carry out title II of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965, and a total of 
$300,000,000 shall be available to carry out 
such title, of which $300,000,000 shall become 
available on October 1, 2000’’. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1820 

Mr. REID proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

On page 66, line 16, strike $350 million and 
replace with $475 million. 

GRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1821 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. CLELAND) 
proposed an amendment to the bill, S. 
1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 

SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this title, the amount appropriated 
under this title for making grants pursuant 
to section 2002 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased to 
$2,380,000,000: Provided, That (1) $1,330,000,000 
of which shall become available on October 
1, 2000, and (2) notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount specified 
for allocation under section 2003(c) of such 
Act for fiscal year 2000 shall be $2,380,000,000. 

INOUYE AMENDMENT NO. 1822 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. INOUYE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. DESIGNATION OF ARLEN SPECTER NA-

TIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The National Library of 

Medicine building (building 38) at 8600 Rock-
ville Pike, in Bethesda, Maryland, shall be 
known and designated as the ‘‘Arlen Specter 
National Library of Medicine’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the building 
referred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed 
to be a reference to the Arlen Specter Na-
tional Library of Medicine. 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 1823 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KENNEDY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

On page 59, line 25, strike ‘‘$1,404,631,000,’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,464,631,000, of which $60,000,000 
shall be available on October 1, 2000, and’’. 

On page 60, line 10, before the period, insert 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That from 
amounts appropriated under this heading 
$240,000,000 shall be made available to carry 
out the Gear up program under chapter 2 of 
subpart 2 of part A of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965’’. 

COLLINS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1824 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. 

BREAUX, and Mr. GRASSLEY) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in title II, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ——. EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE SEN-

ATE TO RAISE THE AWARENESS OF 
THE DEVASTATING IMPACT OF DIA-
BETES AND TO SUPPORT IN-
CREASED FUNDS FOR DIABETES RE-
SEARCH. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Diabetes is a devastating, lifelong con-
dition that affects people of every age, race, 
income level, and nationality. 

(2) Sixteen million Americans suffer from 
diabetes, and millions more are at risk of de-
veloping the disease. 

(3) The number of Americans with diabetes 
has increased nearly 700 percent in the last 
40 years, leading the Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention to call it the ‘‘epidemic 
of our time’’. 

(4) In 1999, approximately 800,000 people 
will be diagnosed with diabetes, and diabetes 
will contribute to almost 200,000 deaths, 
making diabetes the sixth leading cause of 
death due to disease in the United States. 

(5) Diabetes costs our nation an estimated 
$105,000,000,000 each year. 

(6) More than 1 out of every 10 United 
States health care dollars, and about 1 out of 
every 4 Medicare dollars, is spent on the care 
of people with diabetes. 

(7) More than $40,000,000,000 a year in tax 
dollars are spent treating people with diabe-
tes through Medicare, Medicaid, veterans 
benefits, Federal employee health benefits, 
and other Federal health programs. 

(8) Diabetes frequently goes undiagnosed, 
and an estimated 5,400,000 Americans have 
the disease but do not know it. 

(9) Diabetes is the leading cause of kidney 
failure, blindness in adults, and amputa-
tions. 

(10) Diabetes is a major risk factor for 
heart disease, stroke, and birth defects, and 
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shortens average life expectancy by up to 15 
years. 

(11) An estimated 1,000,000 Americans have 
Type 1 diabetes, formerly known as juvenile 
diabetes, and 15,200,000 Americans have Type 
2 diabetes, formerly known as adult-onset di-
abetes. 

(12) Of Americans aged 65 years or older, 
18.4 percent have diabetes. 

(13) Of Americans aged 20 years or older, 8.2 
percent have diabetes. 

(14) Hispanic, African, Asian, and Native 
Americans suffer from diabetes at rates 
much higher than the general population, in-
cluding children as young as 8 years-old, who 
are now being diagnosed with Type 2 diabe-
tes, formerly known as adult-onset diabetes. 

(15) In 1999, there is no method to prevent 
or cure diabetes, and available treatments 
have only limited success in controlling dia-
betes devastating consequences. 

(16) Reducing the tremendous health and 
human burdens of diabetes and its enormous 
economic toll depend on identifying the fac-
tors responsible for the disease and devel-
oping new methods for treatment and pre-
vention. 

(17) Improvements in technology and the 
general growth in scientific knowledge have 
created unprecedented opportunities for ad-
vances that might lead to better treatments, 
prevention, and ultimately a cure. 

(18) After extensive review and delibera-
tions, the congressionally established and 
National Institutes of Health-selected Diabe-
tes Research Working Group has found that 
‘‘many scientific opportunities are not being 
pursued due to insufficient funding, lack of 
appropriate mechanisms, and a shortage of 
trained researchers’’. 

(19) The Diabetes Research Working Group 
has developed a comprehensive plan for Na-
tional Institutes of Health-funded diabetes 
research, and has recommended a funding 
level of $827,000,000 for diabetes research at 
the National Institutes of Health in fiscal 
year 2000. 

(20) The Senate as an institution, and 
Members of Congress as individuals, are in 
unique positions to support the fight against 
diabetes and to raise awareness about the 
need for increased funding for research and 
for early diagnosis and treatment. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that— 

(1) the Federal Government has a responsi-
bility to— 

(A) endeavor to raise awareness about the 
importance of the early detection, and prop-
er treatment of, diabetes; and 

(B) continue to consider ways to improve 
access to, and the quality of, health care 
services for screening and treating diabetes; 

(2) the National Institutes of Health, with-
in their existing funding levels, should in-
crease research funding, as recommended by 
the congressionally established and National 
Institutes of Health-selected Diabetes Re-
search Working Group, so that the causes of, 
and improved treatments and cure for, diabe-
tes may be discovered; 

(3) all Americans should take an active 
role to fight diabetes by using all the means 
available to them, including watching for 
the symptoms of diabetes, which include fre-
quent urination, unusual thirst, extreme 
hunger, unusual weight loss, extreme fa-
tigue, and irritability; and 

(4) national organizations, community or-
ganizations, and health care providers should 
endeavor to promote awareness of diabetes 
and its complications, and should encourage 
early detection of diabetes through regular 
screenings, education, and by providing in-
formation, support, and access to services. 

BOND AMENDMENT NO. 1825 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOND submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. (a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes 
the following findings: 

(1) The Department of Labor, through the 
Occupational Safety and Health Administra-
tion (referred to in this section as ‘‘OSHA’’) 
plans to propose regulations during 1999 to 
regulate ergonomics in the workplace. A 
draft of OSHA’s ergonomics regulation be-
came available on February 19, 1999. 

(2) A July 1997 report by the National Insti-
tute for Occupational Safety and Health that 
reviewed epidemiological studies that have 
been conducted of ‘‘work related musculo-
skeletal disorders of the neck, upper extrem-
ity, and low back’’ showed that there is in-
sufficient evidence to assess the level of risk 
to workers from repetitive motions. Such 
evidence would be necessary to write an effi-
cient and effective regulation. 

(3) An August 1998 workshop on ‘‘work re-
lated musculoskeletal injuries’’ held by the 
National Academy of Sciences reviewed ex-
isting research on musculoskeletal disorders. 
The workshop showed that there is insuffi-
cient evidence to assess the level of risk to 
workers from repetitive motions. 

(4) In October 1998, Congress and the Presi-
dent agreed that the National Academy of 
Sciences should conduct a comprehensive 
study of the medical and scientific evidence 
regarding musculoskeletal disorders. The 
study is intended to evaluate the basic ques-
tions about diagnosis and causes of such dis-
orders. 

(5) To complete that study, Public Law 105- 
277 appropriated $890,000 for the National 
Academy of Sciences to complete a peer-re-
viewed scientific study of the available evi-
dence examining a cause and effect relation-
ship between repetitive tasks in the work-
place and musculoskeletal disorders or re-
petitive stress injuries. 

(6) The National Academy of Sciences cur-
rently estimates that this study will be com-
pleted late in 2000 or early in 2001. 

(7) Given the uncertainty and dispute 
about these basic questions, and Congress’ 
intention that they be addressed in a com-
prehensive study by the National Academy 
of Sciences, it is premature for OSHA to pro-
pose a regulation on ergonomics as being 
necessary or appropriate to improve work-
ers’ health and safety until such study is 
completed. 

(b) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made 
available in this Act may be used by the Sec-
retary of Labor or the Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration to promulgate or 
issue, or to continue the rulemaking process 
of promulgating or issuing, any standard or 
regulation regarding ergonomics prior to 
September 29, 2000. 

LEVIN AMENDMENT NO. 1826 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. LEVIN submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. CONSIDERATION OF AN APPLICATION 

BY A CERTAIN ENTITY FOR MEDI-
CARE CERTIFICATION AS AN APPLI-
CATION BY A NEW PROVIDER. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services shall consider an application (or a 
reapplication) for certification of a long- 

term care facility under the medicare pro-
gram under title XVIII of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) that is, or 
was, submitted after January 1, 1994, by a 
subsidiary of a not-for-profit, municipally- 
owned, and medicare-certified hospital, 
where such long-term care facility has had a 
change of management from the previous 
owner prior to acquisition by such sub-
sidiary, as an application by a prospective 
provider. 

MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 1827 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. MURRAY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
(a) ERISA.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of sub-

title B of title I of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1185 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 714. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 

‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1001 note) is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 713 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 714. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-

logical care. 
(b) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.— 
(1) GROUP MARKET.—Subpart 2 of part A of 

title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300gg-4 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2707. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 
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‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-

ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(2) INDIVIDUAL MARKET.—Part B of title 
XXVII of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300gg–41 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the first subpart 3 (re-
lating to other requirements) as subpart 2; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end of subpart 2 the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2753. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘The provisions of section 2707 shall apply 

to health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in the individual 
market in the same manner as they apply to 
health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in connection with a 
group health plan in the small or large group 
market.’’. 

(c) INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.—Sub-
chapter B of chapter 100 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) in the table of sections, by inserting 
after the item relating to section 9812 the 
following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 9813. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-
logical care.’’; and 

(2) by inserting after section 9812 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 9813. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 

‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(d) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, amounts made avail-
able for salaries, expenses, and program 
management to agencies funded under this 
Act shall be ratably reduced in an amount 
equal to the amount necessary to carry out 
the amendments made by this section. 

COVERDELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1828 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL (for himself, Mr. 

ABRAHAM, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT) proposed an amendment to 
the bill, supra; as follows: 

On page 80, strike lines 1 through 8, and in-
sert the following: 

SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, no funds appropriated 
under this Act shall be used to carry out any 
program of distributing sterile needles or sy-
ringes for the hypodermic injection of any il-
legal drug. 

COVERDELL AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1829–1830 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1829 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. PROHIBITION REGARDING DAVIS- 
BACON ACT REQUIREMENTS. 

None of the funds appropriated under this 
title for construction shall be expended in 
accordance with the Act of March 3, 1931 (40 
U.S.C. 276a et seq.; commonly known as the 
Davis-Bacon Act), or any other law requiring 
the payment of wages in accordance with or 
based on determinations under such Act. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1830 
At the end, add the following: 

SEC. ll. PROHIBITION. 
None of the funds made available under 

this Act may be used to enter into a contract 
with a person or entity that is the subject of 
a criminal, civil, or administrative pro-
ceeding commenced by the Federal Govern-
ment and alleging fraud. 

ABRAHAM AMENDMENT NO. 1831 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. ABRAHAM submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end of the bill add the following: 
TITLE XX—SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS 

PRESERVATION AND DEBT REDUCTION 
ACT 

SEC. XX01. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Social Se-

curity Surplus Preservation and Debt Reduc-
tion Act’’. 
SEC. XX02. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the $69,246,000,000 unified budget surplus 

achieved in fiscal year 1998 was entirely due 
to surpluses generated by the social security 
trust funds and the cumulative unified budg-
et surpluses projected for subsequent fiscal 
years are primarily due to surpluses gen-
erated by the social security trust funds; 

(2) Congress and the President should bal-
ance the budget excluding the surpluses gen-
erated by the social security trust funds; 

(3) according to the Congressional Budget 
Office, balancing the budget excluding the 
surpluses generated by the social security 
trust funds will reduce the debt held by the 
public by a total of $1,859,500,000,000 by the 
end of fiscal year 2009; and 

(4) social security surpluses should be used 
for social security reform or to reduce the 
debt held by the public and should not be 
spent on other programs. 
SEC. XX03. PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECU-

RITY TRUST FUNDS. 

(a) PROTECTION BY CONGRESS.— 
(1) REAFFIRMATION OF SUPPORT.—Congress 

reaffirms its support for the provisions of 
section 13301 of the Budget Enforcement Act 
of 1990 that provides that the receipts and 
disbursements of the social security trust 
funds shall not be counted for the purposes 
of the budget submitted by the President, 
the congressional budget, or the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985. 

(2) PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENE-
FITS.—If there are sufficient balances in the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall give priority to the payment of so-
cial security benefits required to be paid by 
law. 

(b) POINTS OF ORDER.—Section 301 of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(j) SOCIAL SECURITY POINT OF ORDER.—It 
shall not be in order in the Senate to con-
sider a concurrent resolution on the budget, 
an amendment thereto, or a conference re-
port thereon that violates section 13301 of 
the Budget Enforcement Act of 1990. 

‘‘(k) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC POINT OF 
ORDER.—It shall not be in order in the Sen-
ate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, motion, or conference report 
that would— 

‘‘(1) increase the limit on the debt held by 
the public in section 253A(a) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985; or 

‘‘(2) provide additional borrowing author-
ity that would result in the limit on the debt 
held by the public in section 253A(a) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 being exceeded. 

‘‘(l) SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS PROTECTION 
POINT OF ORDER.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 
the Senate to consider a concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget, an amendment thereto, 
or a conference report thereon that sets 
forth a deficit in any fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (1) shall not 
apply if— 

‘‘(A) the limit on the debt held by the pub-
lic in section 253A(a) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
suspended; or 

‘‘(B) the deficit for a fiscal year results 
solely from the enactment of— 

‘‘(i) social security reform legislation, as 
defined in section 253A(e)(2) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985; or 

‘‘(ii) provisions of legislation that are des-
ignated as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985.’’. 

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER AND APPEAL.— 
Subsections (c)(1) and (d)(2) of section 904 of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 are 
amended by striking ‘‘305(b)(2),’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘301(k), 301(l), 305(b)(2),’’. 
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SEC. XX04. DEDICATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY 

SURPLUSES TO REDUCTION IN THE 
DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO THE CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET ACT OF 1974.—The Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 is amended— 

(1) in section 3, by adding at the end the 
following— 

‘‘(11)(A) The term ‘debt held by the public’ 
means the outstanding face amount of all 
debt obligations issued by the United States 
Government that are held by outside inves-
tors, including individuals, corporations, 
State or local governments, foreign govern-
ments, and the Federal Reserve System. 

‘‘(B) For the purpose of this paragraph, the 
term ‘face amount’, for any month, of any 
debt obligation issued on a discount basis 
that is not redeemable before maturity at 
the option of the holder of the obligation is 
an amount equal to the sum of— 

‘‘(i) the original issue price of the obliga-
tion; plus 

‘‘(ii) the portion of the discount on the ob-
ligation attributable to periods before the 
beginning of such month. 

‘‘(12) The term ‘social security surplus’ 
means the amount for a fiscal year that re-
ceipts exceed outlays of the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund.’’; 

(2) in section 301(a) by— 
(A) redesignating paragraphs (6) and (7) as 

paragraphs (7) and (8), respectfully; and 
(B) inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(6) the debt held by the public; and’’; and 

(3) in section 310(a) by— 
(A) striking ‘‘or’’ at the end of paragraph 

(3); 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); and 
(C) inserting the following new paragraph; 
‘‘(4) specify the amounts by which the stat-

utory limit on the debt held by the public is 
to be changed and direct the committee hav-
ing jurisdiction to recommend such change; 
or’’. 

(b) AMENDMENTS TO THE BALANCED BUDGET 
AND EMERGENCY DEFICIT CONTROL ACT OF 
1985.—The Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985 is amended— 

(1) in section 250, by striking subsection (b) 
and inserting the following: 

‘‘(b) GENERAL STATEMENT OF PURPOSE: This 
part provides for the enforcement of— 

‘‘(1) a balanced budget excluding the re-
ceipts and disbursements of the social secu-
rity trust funds; and 

‘‘(2) a limit on the debt held by the public 
to ensure that social security surpluses are 
used for social security reform or to reduce 
debt held by the public and are not spent on 
other programs.’’; 

(2) in section 250(c)(1), by inserting ‘‘ ‘debt 
held by the public,’ ‘social security surplus’ 
after ‘outlays’,’’; and 

(3) by inserting after section 253 the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 253A. DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC LIMIT. 

‘‘(a) LIMIT.—The debt held by the public 
shall not exceed— 

‘‘(1) for the period beginning May 1, 2000 
through April 30, 2001, $3,618,000,000,000; 

‘‘(2) for the period beginning May 1, 2001 
through April 30, 2002, $3,488,000,000,000; 

‘‘(3) for the period beginning May 1, 2002 
through April 30, 2004, $3,349,000,000,000; 

‘‘(4) for the period beginning May 1, 2004 
through April 30, 2006, $3,045,000,000,000; 

‘‘(5) for the period beginning May 1, 2006 
through April 30, 2008, $2,698,000,000,000; 

‘‘(6) for the period beginning May 1, 2008 
through April 30, 2010, $2,301,000,000,000; 

‘‘(b) ADJUSTMENTS FOR ACTUAL SOCIAL SE-
CURITY SURPLUS LEVELS.— 

‘‘(1) ESTIMATED LEVELS.—The estimated 
level of social security surpluses for the pur-
poses of this section is— 

‘‘(A) for fiscal year 1999, $125,000,000,000; 
‘‘(B) for fiscal year 2000, $147,000,000,000; 
‘‘(C) for fiscal year 2001, $155,000,000,000; 
‘‘(D) for fiscal year 2002, $163,000,000,000; 
‘‘(E) for fiscal year 2003, $172,000,000,000; 
‘‘(F) for fiscal year 2004, $181,000,000,000; 
‘‘(G) for fiscal year 2005, $195,000,000,000; 
‘‘(H) for fiscal year 2006, $205,000,000,000; 
‘‘(I) for fiscal year 2007, $217,000,000,000; 
‘‘(J) for fiscal year 2008, $228,000,000,000; and 
‘‘(K) for fiscal year 2009, $235,000,000,000. 
‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENT TO THE LIMIT FOR ACTUAL 

SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUSES.—After October 1 
and no later than December 31 of each year, 
the Secretary shall make the following cal-
culations and adjustments: 

‘‘(A) CALCULATION.—After the Secretary 
determines the actual level for the social se-
curity surplus for the current year, the Sec-
retary shall take the estimated level of the 
social security surplus for that year specified 
in paragraph (1) and subtract that actual 
level. 

‘‘(B) ADJUSTMENT.— 
‘‘(i) 2000 THROUGH 2004.—With respect to the 

periods described in subsections (a)(1), (a)(2), 
and (a)(3), the Secretary shall add the 
amount calculated under subparagraph (A) 
to— 

‘‘(I) the limit set forth in subsection (a) for 
the period of years that begins on May 1st of 
the following calendar year; and 

‘‘(II) each subsequent limit. 
‘‘(ii) 2004 THROUGH 2010.—With respect to 

the periods described in subsections (a)(4), 
(a)(5), and (a)(6), the Secretary shall add the 
amount calculated under subparagraph (A) 
to— 

‘‘(I) the limit set forth in subsection (a) for 
the period of years that includes May 1st of 
the following calendar year; and 

‘‘(II) each subsequent limit. 
‘‘(c) ADJUSTMENT TO THE LIMIT FOR EMER-

GENCIES.— 
‘‘(1) ESTIMATE OF LEGISLATION.— 
‘‘(A) CALCULATION.—If legislation is en-

acted into law that contains a provision that 
is designated as an emergency requirement 
pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e), 
OMB shall estimate the amount the debt 
held by the public will change as a result of 
the provision’s effect on the level of total 
outlays and receipts excluding the impact on 
outlays and receipts of the Federal Old-Age 
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the 
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund. 

‘‘(B) BASELINE LEVELS.—OMB shall cal-
culate the changes in subparagraph (A) rel-
ative to baseline levels for each fiscal year 
through fiscal year 2010 using current esti-
mates. 

‘‘(C) ESTIMATE.—OMB shall include the es-
timate required by this paragraph in the re-
port required under section 251(a)(7) or sec-
tion 252(d), as the case may be. 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENT.—After January 1 and no 
later than May 1 of each calendar year begin-
ning with calendar year 2000— 

‘‘(A) with respect to the periods described 
in subsections (a)(1), (a)(2), and (a)(3), the 
Secretary shall add the amounts calculated 
under paragraph (1)(A) for the current year 
included in the report referenced in para-
graph (1)(C) to— 

‘‘(i) the limit set forth in subsection (a) for 
the period of years that begins on May 1 of 
that calendar year; and 

‘‘(ii) each subsequent limit; and 
‘‘(B) with respect to the periods described 

in subsections (a)(4), (a)(5), and (a)(6), the 
Secretary shall add the amounts calculated 
under paragraph (1)(A) for the current year 
included in the report referenced in para-
graph (1)(C) to— 

‘‘(i) the limit set forth in subsection (a) for 
the period of years that includes May 1 of 
that calendar year; and 

‘‘(ii) each subsequent limit. 

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—The Secretary shall not 
make the adjustments pursuant to this sec-
tion if the adjustments for the current year 
are less than the on-budget surplus for the 
year before the current year. 

‘‘(d) ADJUSTMENT TO THE LIMIT FOR LOW 
ECONOMIC GROWTH AND WAR.— 

‘‘(1) SUSPENSION OF STATUTORY LIMIT ON 
DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.— 

‘‘(A) LOW ECONOMIC GROWTH.—If the most 
recent of the Department of Commerce’s ad-
vance, preliminary, or final reports of actual 
real economic growth indicate that the rate 
of real economic growth (as measured by real 
GDP) for each of the most recently reported 
quarter and the immediately preceding quar-
ter is less than 1 percent, the limit on the 
debt held by the public established in this 
section is suspended. 

‘‘(B) WAR.—If a declaration of war is in ef-
fect, the limit on the debt held by the public 
established in this section is suspended. 

‘‘(2) RESTORATION OF STATUTORY LIMIT ON 
DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.— 

‘‘(A) RESTORATION OF LIMIT.—The statutory 
limit on debt held by the public shall be re-
stored on May 1 following the quarter in 
which the level of real Gross Domestic Prod-
uct in the final report from the Department 
of Commerce is equal to or is higher than the 
level of real Gross Domestic Product in the 
quarter preceding the first two quarters that 
caused the suspension of the pursuant to 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) ADJUSTMENT.— 
‘‘(i) CALCULATION.—The Secretary shall 

take level of the debt held by the public on 
October 1 of the year preceding the date ref-
erenced in subparagraph (A) and subtract the 
limit in subsection (a) for the period of years 
that includes the date referenced in subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(ii) ADJUSTMENT: The Secretary shall add 
the amount calculated under clause (i) to— 

‘‘(I) the limit in subsection (a) for the pe-
riod of fiscal years that includes the date ref-
erenced in subparagraph (A); and 

‘‘(II) each subsequent limit. 
‘‘(e) ADJUSTMENT TO THE LIMIT FOR SOCIAL 

SECURITY REFORM PROVISIONS THAT AFFECT 
ON-BUDGET LEVELS.— 

‘‘(1) ESTIMATE OF LEGISLATION.— 
‘‘(A) CALCULATION.—If social security re-

form legislation is enacted, OMB shall esti-
mate the amount the debt held by the public 
will change as a result of the legislation’s ef-
fect on the level of total outlays and receipts 
excluded the impact on outlays and receipts 
of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insur-
ance Trust Fund and the Federal Disability 
Insurance Trust Fund. 

‘‘(B) BASELINE LEVELS.—OMB shall cal-
culate the changes in subparagraph (A) rel-
ative to baseline levels for each fiscal year 
though fiscal year 2010 using current esti-
mates. 

‘‘(C) ESTIMATE.—OMB shall include the es-
timate required by this paragraph in the re-
port required under section 252(d) for social 
security reform legislation. 

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENT TO LIMIT ON THE DEBT 
HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—If social security re-
form legislation is enacted, the Secretary 
shall adjust the limit on the debt held by the 
public for each period of fiscal years by the 
amounts determined under paragraph (1)(A) 
for the relevant fiscal years included in the 
report referenced in paragraph (1)(C). 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) SECRETARY.—The term ‘Secretary’ 

means the Secretary of the Treasury. 
‘‘(2) SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM LEGISLA-

TION.—The term ‘social security reform leg-
islation’ means legislation that— 

‘‘(A) implements structural social security 
reform and significantly extends the sol-
vency of the Social Security Trust Fund; and 

‘‘(B) includes a provision stating the fol-
lowing: ‘For purposes of the Social Security 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11742 September 30, 1999 
Surplus Preservation and Debt Reduction 
Act of 1999, this Act constitutes social secu-
rity reform legislation’. 

This paragraph shall apply only to the first 
bill or joint resolution enacted into law as 
described in this paragraph.’’. 
SEC. XX05. PRESIDENT’S BUDGET. 

Section 1105(f) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘in a manner 
consistent’’ and inserting ‘‘in compliance’’. 
SEC. XX06. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MEDICARE 

RESERVE FUND. 
(A) FINDINGS: The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Congressional budget plan has 

$505,000,000,000 over ten years in unallocated 
budget surpluses that could be used for long- 
term medicare reform, other priorities, or 
debt reduction; 

(2) the Congressional budget resolution for 
fiscal year 2000 already has set aside 
$90,000,000,000 over ten years through a re-
serve fund for long-term medicare reform in-
cluding prescription drug coverage; 

(3) the President estimates that his medi-
care proposal will cost $46,000,000,000 over 10 
years; and 

(4) thus the Congressional budget resolu-
tion provides more than adequate resources 
for medicare reform, including prescription 
drugs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Congressional budget 
resolution for fiscal year 2000 provides a 
sound framework for allocating resources to 
medicare to modernize medicare benefits, 
improve the solvency of the program, and 
improve coverage of prescription drugs. 
SEC. XX07. SUNSET. 

This title and the amendments made by 
this title shall expire on April 30, 2010. 

MURRAY AMENDMENT NO. 1832 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. MURRAY submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by her to 
the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
(a) ERISA.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subpart B of part 7 of sub-

title B of title I of the Employee Retirement 
Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1185 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 714. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 

‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-

ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1 of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1001 note) is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 713 the following 
new item: 
‘‘Sec. 714. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-

logical care. 
(b) PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT.— 
(1) GROUP MARKET.—Subpart 2 of part A of 

title XXVII of the Public Health Service Act 
(42 U.S.C. 300gg-4 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2707. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 

or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 

‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(2) INDIVIDUAL MARKET.—Part B of title 
XXVII of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 300gg-41 et seq.) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating the first subpart 3 (re-
lating to other requirements) as subpart 2; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end of subpart 2 the 
following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2753. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-

COLOGICAL CARE. 
‘‘The provisions of section 2707 shall apply 

to health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in the individual 
market in the same manner as they apply to 
health insurance coverage offered by a 
health insurance issuer in connection with a 
group health plan in the small or large group 
market.’’. 

(c) INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 1986.—Sub-
chapter B of chapter 100 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is amended— 

(1) in the table of sections, by inserting 
after the item relating to section 9812 the 
following new item: 

‘‘Sec. 9813. Access to obstetrical and gyneco-
logical care.’’; and 

(2) by inserting after section 9812 the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘SEC. 9813. ACCESS TO OBSTETRICAL AND GYNE-
COLOGICAL CARE. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a group health plan, 
or a health insurance issuer in connection 
with the provision of health insurance cov-
erage, requires or provides for a participant, 
beneficiary, or enrollee to designate a par-
ticipating primary care health care profes-
sional, the plan or issuer— 

‘‘(1) may not require authorization or a re-
ferral by the individual’s primary care 
health care professional or otherwise for cov-
erage of gynecological care (including pre-
ventive women’s health examinations) and 
pregnancy-related services provided by a 
participating health care professional, in-
cluding a physician, who specializes in ob-
stetrics and gynecology to the extent such 
care is otherwise covered; and 

‘‘(2) shall treat the ordering of other ob-
stetrical or gynecological care by such a par-
ticipating professional as the authorization 
of the primary care health care professional 
with respect to such care under the plan or 
coverage. 

‘‘(b) CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in subsection 
(a) shall be construed to— 

‘‘(1) waive any exclusions of coverage 
under the terms of the plan or health insur-
ance coverage with respect to coverage of ob-
stetrical or gynecological care; or 

‘‘(2) preclude the group health plan or 
health insurance issuer involved from requir-
ing that the obstetrical or gynecological pro-
vider notify the primary care health care 
professional or the plan or issuer of treat-
ment decisions.’’. 

(d) OFFSET.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, amounts made avail-
able for salaries, expenses, and program 
management to agencies funded under this 
Act shall be ratably reduced in an amount 
equal to the amount necessary to carry out 
the amendments made by this section. 

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 1833 
Mr. BROWNBACK proposed an 

amendment to the bill, S. 1650, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of the bill insert the following: 
TITLE ll—TASK FORCE ON THE STATE 

OF AMERICAN SOCIETY 
SEC ll01. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE TASK 

FORCE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established a 

task force of the Senate to be known as the 
Task Force on the State of American Soci-
ety (hereafter in this title referred to as the 
‘‘task force’’). 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the task 
force is— 

(1) to study the societal condition of Amer-
ica, particularly in regard to children, 
youth, and families; 

(2) to make such findings as are warranted 
and appropriate, including the impact that 
trends and developments have on the broader 
society, particularly in regards to child well- 
being; and 

(3) to study the causes and consequences of 
youth violence. 

(c) TASK FORCE PROCEDURE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraphs 1, 2, 7(a) (2), 

and 10(a) of rule XXVI of the Standing Rules 
of the Senate, and section 202 (i) of the Leg-
islative Reorganization Act of 1946, shall 
apply to the task force, except for the provi-
sions relating to the taking of depositions 
and the subpoena power. 

(2) EQUAL FUNDING.—The majority and the 
minority staff of the task force shall receive 
equal funding. 

(3) QUORUMS.—The task force is authorized 
to fix the number of its members (but not 
less than one-third of its entire membership) 
who shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of such business as may be considered 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11743 September 30, 1999 
by the task force. A majority of the task 
force will be required to issue a report to the 
relevant committees, with a minority of the 
task force afforded an opportunity to record 
its views in the report. 
SEC. ll02. MEMBERSHIP AND ORGANIZATION 

OF THE TASK FORCE. 
(a) MEMBERSHIP.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The task force shall con-

sist of 8 members of the Senate— 
(A) 4 of whom shall be appointed by the 

President pro tempore of the Senate from 
the majority party of the Senate upon the 
recommendation of the Majority Leader of 
the Senate; and 

(B) 4 of whom shall be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate from 
the minority party of the Senate upon the 
recommendation of the Minority Leader of 
the Senate. 

(2) VACANCIES.—Vacancies in the member-
ship of the task force shall not affect the au-
thority of the remaining members to execute 
the functions of the task force and shall be 
filled in the same manner as original ap-
pointments to it are made. 

(b) CHAIRMAN.—The chairman of the task 
force shall be selected by the Majority Lead-
er of the Senate and the vice chairman of the 
task force shall be selected by the Minority 
Leader of the Senate. The vice chairman 
shall discharge such responsibilities as the 
task force or the chairman may assign. 
SEC. ll03. AUTHORITY OF TASK FORCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—For the purposes of this 
title, the task force is authorized, in its dis-
cretion— 

(1) to make expenditures from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate; 

(2) to employ personnel; 
(3) to hold hearings; 
(4) to sit and act at any time or place dur-

ing the sessions, recesses, and adjourned pe-
riods of the Senate; 

(5) to procure the services of individual 
consultations or organizations thereof, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of section 202(i) 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946; 
and 

(6) with the prior consent of the Govern-
ment department or agency concerned and 
the Committee on Rules and Administration, 
to use on a nonreimbursable basis the serv-
ices of personnel of any such department or 
agency. 

(b) OTHER COMMITTEE STAFF.—At the joint 
request of the chairman and vice-chairman 
of the task force, the chairman and the rank-
ing member of any other Senate committee 
or subcommittee may jointly permit the 
task force to use, on a nonreimburseable 
basis, the facilities or services of any mem-
bers of the staff of such other Senate com-
mittee or subcommittee whenever the task 
force or its chairman, following consultation 
with the vice chairman, considers that such 
action is necessary or appropriate to enable 
the task force to make the investigation and 
study provided for in this title. 
SEC. ll04. REPORT AND TERMINATION. 

The task force shall report its findings, to-
gether with such recommendations as it 
deems advisable, to the relevant committees 
and the Senate prior to July 7, 2000. 
SEC. ll05. FUNDING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From the date this title 
is agreed to through July 7, 2000, the ex-
penses of the task force incurred under this 
title— 

(1) shall be paid out of the miscellaneous 
items account of the contingent fund of the 
Senate; 

(2) shall not exceed $500,000, of which 
amount not to exceed $150,000 shall be avail-
able for the procurement of the services of 
individual consultants, or organizations 
thereof, as authorized by section 202(i) of the 

Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 (2 
U.S.C. 72a(i)); and 

(3) shall include sums in addition to ex-
penses described under paragraph (2), as may 
be necessary for agency contributions re-
lated to compensation of employees of the 
task force. 

(b) PAYMENT OF EXPENSES.—Payment of 
expenses of the task force shall be disbursed 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman, ex-
cept that vouchers shall not be required for 
disbursements of salaries (and related agen-
cy contributions) paid at an annual rate. 

HUTCHINSON AMENDMENT NO. 1834 

Mr. HUTCHINSON proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 1812 
proposed by him to the bill, S. 1650, 
supra; as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: 

‘‘OF FUNDS FOR THE CONSOLIDATED HEALTH 
CENTERS 

SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, $25,471,000 of the amounts 
appropriated for the National Labor Rela-
tions Board under this Act shall be trans-
ferred and utilized to carry out projects for 
the consolidated health centers under sec-
tion 330 of the Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C. 254b). 

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 1835 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
her to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SINGLE SEX EDUCATION. 

Subsection (b) of section 6301 of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (20 U.S.C. 7351) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (8), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
after the semicolon; 

(2) in paragraph (9), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(10) education reform projects that pro-

vide same gender schools and classrooms, as 
long as comparable educational opportuni-
ties are offered for students of both sexes.’’. 

BOND (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1836 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BOND (for himself, Mr. HARKIN, 

Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
and Mr. SMITH of Oregon) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
them to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title II, add the following: 

WITHHOLDING OF SUBSTANCE ABUSE FUNDS 

SEC. ll. (a) IN GENERAL.—None of the 
funds appropriated by this Act may be used 
to withhold substance abuse funding from a 
State pursuant to section 1926 of the Public 
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 300x-26) if such 
State certifies to the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services that the State will com-
mit additional State funds, in accordance 
with subsection (b), to ensure compliance 
with State laws prohibiting the sale of to-
bacco products to individuals under 18 years 
of age. 

(b) AMOUNT OF STATE FUNDS.—The amount 
of funds to be committed by a State under 
subsection (a) shall be equal to one percent 
of such State’s substance above block grant 

allocation for each percentage point by 
which the State misses the retailer compli-
ance rate goal established by the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services under section 
1926 of such Act, except that the Secretary 
may agree to a smaller commitment of addi-
tional funds by the State. 

(c) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Amounts 
expended by a State pursuant to a certifi-
cation under subsection (a) shall be used to 
supplement and not supplant State funds 
used for tobacco prevention programs and for 
compliance activities described in such sub-
section in the fiscal year preceding the fiscal 
year to which this section applies. 

(D) The Secretary shall exercise discretion 
in enforcing the timing of the State expendi-
ture required by the certification described 
in subsection (A) as late as July 31, 2000. 

COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 1837 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COVERDELL submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

On page 54, line 19, strike ‘‘$1,151,550,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$1,126,550,000’’. 

On page 55, line 8, strike ‘‘$65,000,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$90,000,000’’. 

At the end, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law— 

(1) the total amount made available under 
this Act to carry out part A of title X of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 shall be $39,500,000; 

(2) the total amount made available under 
this Act to carry out part C of title X of the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 shall be $150,000,000; and 

(3) the total amount made available under 
this Act to carry out subpart 1 of part A of 
title IV of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965 shall be $451,000,000, of 
which $111,275,000 shall be available on July 
1, 2000. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1838–1842 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted five 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1838 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. EVALUATION OF OUTCOME OF WEL-

FARE REFORM AND FORMULA FOR 
BONUSES TO HIGH PERFORMANCE 
STATES. 

(a) ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF STATE PER-
FORMANCE.—Section 403(a)(4)(C) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Not later’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later’’; 
(2) by inserting ‘‘The formula shall provide 

for the awarding of grants under this para-
graph based on criteria contained in clause 
(ii) and in accordance with clauses (iii) and 
(iv).’’ after the period; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) FORMULA CRITERIA.—The grants 

awarded under this paragraph shall be based 
on the following: 

‘‘(I) EMPLOYMENT-RELATED MEASURES.— 
Employment-related measures, including 
work force entries, job retention, increases 
in earnings of recipients of assistance under 
the State program funded under this title, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11744 September 30, 1999 
and measures of utilization of resources 
available under welfare-to-work grants under 
paragraph (5) and title I of the Workforce In-
vestment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.), 
including the implementation of programs 
(as defined in subclause (VII)(bb)) to increase 
the number of individuals training for, and 
placed in, nontraditional employment. 

‘‘(II) MEASURES OF CHANGES IN INCOME OR 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN BELOW HALF OF POV-
ERTY.—For a sample of recipients of assist-
ance under the State program funded under 
this title, longitudinal measures of annual 
changes in income (or measures of changes 
in the proportion of children in families with 
income below 1⁄2 of the poverty line), includ-
ing earnings and the value of benefits re-
ceived under that State program and food 
stamps. 

‘‘(III) FOOD STAMPS MEASURES.—The change 
since 1995 in the proportion of children in 
working poor families that receive food 
stamps to the total number of children in 
the State (or, if possible, to the estimated 
number of children in working families with 
incomes low enough to be eligible for food 
stamps). 

‘‘(IV) MEDICAID AND SCHIP MEASURES.—The 
percentage of members of families who are 
former recipients of assistance under the 
State program funded under this title (who 
have ceased to receive such assistance for ap-
proximately 6 months) who currently receive 
medical assistance under the State plan ap-
proved under title XIX or the child health 
assistance under title XXI. 

‘‘(V) CHILD CARE MEASURES.—In the case of 
a State that pays child care rates that are 
equal to at least the 75th percentile of mar-
ket rates, based on a market rate survey 
that is not more than 2 years old, measures 
of the State’s success in providing child care, 
as measured by the percentage of children in 
families with incomes below 85 percent of 
the State’s median income who receive sub-
sidized child care in the State, and by the 
amount of the State’s expenditures on child 
care subsidies divided by the estimated num-
ber of children younger than 13 in families 
with incomes below 85 percent of the State’s 
median income. 

‘‘(VI) MEASURES OF ADDRESSING DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE.—In the case of a State that has 
adopted the option under the State plan re-
lating to domestic violence set forth in sec-
tion 402(a)(7) and that reports the proportion 
of eligible recipients of assistance under this 
title who disclose their status as domestic 
violence victims or survivors, measures of 
the State’s success in addressing domestic 
violence as a barrier to economic self-suffi-
ciency, as measured by the proportion of 
such recipients who are referred to and re-
ceive services under a service plan developed 
by an individual trained in domestic violence 
pursuant to section 260.55(c) of title 45 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

‘‘(VII) DEFINITIONS.—In this clause: 
‘‘(aa) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—The term ‘do-

mestic violence’ has the meaning given the 
term ‘battered or subjected to extreme cru-
elty’ in section 408(a)(7)((C)(iii). 

‘‘(bb) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAMS.—The 
term ‘implementation of programs’ means 
activities conducted pursuant to section 
134(a)(3)(A)(vi)(II) of the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 
2864(a)(3)(A)(vi)(II)), placement of recipients 
in nontraditional employment, as reported 
to the Department of Labor pursuant to sec-
tion 185(d)(1)(C) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
2935(d)(1)(C)), and the performance of the 
State on other measures such as the provi-
sion of education, training, and career devel-
opment assistance for nontraditional em-
ployment developed pursuant to section 
136(b)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 2871(b)(2))). 

‘‘(cc) NONTRADITIONAL EMPLOYMENT.—The 
term ‘nontraditional employment’ means oc-
cupations or fields of work, including careers 
in computer science, technology, and other 
emerging high skill occupations, for which 
individuals from 1 gender comprise less than 
25 percent of the individuals employed in 
each such occupation or field of work. 

‘‘(dd) WORKING POOR FAMILIES.—The term 
‘working poor families’ means families that 
receive earnings at least equal to a com-
parable amount that would be received by an 
individual working a half-time position for 
minimum wage. 

‘‘(iii) EMPLOYMENT, EARNING, AND INCOME 
RELATED MEASURES.—$100,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated for a fiscal year under 
subparagraph (F) shall be used to award 
grants to States under this paragraph for 
that fiscal year based on the measures of em-
ployment, earnings, and income described in 
subclauses (I), (II), and (V) of clause (ii), in-
cluding scores for the criteria described in 
those items. 

‘‘(iv) MEASURES OF SUPPORT FOR WORKING 
FAMILIES.—$100,000,000 of the amount appro-
priated for a fiscal year under subparagraph 
(F) shall be used to award grants to States 
under this paragraph for that fiscal year 
based on measures of support for working 
families, including scores for the criteria de-
scribed in subclauses (III), (IV) and (VI) of 
clause (ii). 

‘‘(v) LIMITATION ON APPLYING FOR ONLY 1 
BONUS.—To qualify under any one of the em-
ployment, earnings, food stamp, or health 
coverage criteria described in subclauses (I), 
(III), or (IV) of clause (ii), a State must sub-
mit the data required to compete for all of 
the criteria described in those subclauses. 

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.—Sec-
tion 411(a) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(8) REPORT ON OUTCOME OF WELFARE RE-
FORM FOR STATES NOT PARTICIPATING IN BONUS 
GRANTS UNDER SECTION 403(a)(4).— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a State 
which does not participate in the procedure 
for awarding grants under section 403(a)(4) 
pursuant to regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, the report required by paragraph 
(1) for a fiscal quarter shall include data re-
garding the characteristics and well-being of 
former recipients of assistance under the 
State program funded under this title for an 
appropriate period of time after such recipi-
ent has ceased receiving such assistance. 

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The data required under 
subparagraph (A) shall consist of informa-
tion regarding former recipients, including— 

‘‘(i) employment status; 
‘‘(ii) job retention; 
‘‘(iii) changes in income or resources; 
‘‘(iv) poverty status, including the number 

of children in families of such former recipi-
ents with income below 1⁄2 of the poverty 
line; 

‘‘(v) receipt of food stamps, medical assist-
ance under the State plan approved under 
title XIX or child health assistance under 
title XXI, or subsidized child care; 

‘‘(vi) accessibility of child care and child 
care cost; 

‘‘(vii) the percentage of families in poverty 
receiving child care subsidies; 

‘‘(viii) measures of hardship, including 
lack of medical insurance and difficulty pur-
chasing food; and 

‘‘(ix) the availability of the option under 
the State plan in section 402(a)(7)(relating to 
domestic violence) and the difficulty access-
ing services for victims of domestic violence. 

‘‘(C) SAMPLING.—A State may comply with 
this paragraph by using a scientifically ac-
ceptable sampling method approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘‘(D) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to ensure that— 

‘‘(i) data reported under this paragraph is 
in such a form as to promote comparison of 
data among States; 

‘‘(ii) a State reports, for each measure, 
changes in data over time and comparisons 
in data between such former recipients and 
comparable groups of current recipients; and 

‘‘(iii) a State that is already conducting a 
scientifically acceptable study of former re-
cipients that provides sufficient data re-
quired under subparagraph (A) may use the 
results of such study to satisfy the require-
ments of this paragraph.’’. 

(c) REPORT OF CURRENTLY COLLECTED 
DATA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 
2000, and annually thereafter, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall transmit 
to Congress a report regarding characteris-
tics of former and current recipients of as-
sistance under the State program funded 
under this part, based on information cur-
rently being received from States. 

(2) CHARACTERISTICS.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the characteristics shall in-
clude earnings, employment, and, to the ex-
tent possible, income (including earnings, 
the value of benefits received under the 
State program funded under this title, and 
food stamps), the ratio of income to poverty, 
receipt of food stamps, and other family re-
sources. 

(3) BASIS OF REPORT.—The report under 
paragraph (1) shall be based on longitudinal 
data of employer reported earnings for a 
sample of States, which represents at least 
80 percent of the population of the United 
States, including separate data for each of 
fiscal years 1997 through 2000 regarding— 

(A) a sample of former recipients; 
(B) a sample of current recipients; and 
(C) a sample of food stamp recipients. 
(d) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT OF MEAS-

URES.—Not later than July 1, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
transmit to Congress— 

(1) a report regarding the development of 
measures required under subclauses (II) and 
(V) of section 403(a)(4)(C)(ii) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)(ii)), as 
added by this Act, regarding subsidized child 
care and changes in income; and 

(2) a report, prepared in consultation with 
domestic violence organizations, regarding 
the domestic violence criteria required under 
subclause (VI) of such section. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF STATE PER-

FORMANCE.—The amendments made by sub-
section (a) apply to each of fiscal years 2001 
through 2003, except that the income change 
(or extreme child poverty) criteria described 
in section 403(a)(4)(C)(ii)(II) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)(ii)(II)) shall 
not apply to grants awarded under section 
403(a)(4) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) for 
fiscal year 2001. 

(2) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.—The 
amendment made by subsection (b) shall 
apply to reports submitted in fiscal years be-
ginning with fiscal year 2001. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1839 

In the matter under the heading ‘‘CHILDREN 
AND FAMILIES SERVICES PROGRAMS’’ under the 
heading ‘‘ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND 
FAMILIES’’ in title II, strike ‘‘$6,682,635,000, of 
which $20,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2001, shall be for grants to 
States for adoption incentive payments, as 
authorized by section 473A of the Social Se-
curity Act; of which $500,000,000 shall be for 
making payments under the Community 
Services Block Grant Act; and of which 
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$5,267,000,000 shall be for making payments 
under the Head Start Act,’’ and insert 
‘‘$9,682,635,000, of which $20,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001, shall be 
for grants to States for adoption incentive 
payments, as authorized by section 473A of 
the Social Security Act; of which $500,000,000 
shall be for making payments under the 
Community Services Block Grant Act; and of 
which $8,267,000,000 shall be for making pay-
ments under the Head Start Act,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1840 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. ADDITIONAL FUNDING. 
In addition to any other funds appro-

priated under this Act to carry out title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, there are appropriated an addi-
tional $3,000,000,000 to carry out such title. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1841 
At the end of title II, add the following: 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 
SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this title, the amount appropriated 
under this title for making grants pursuant 
to section 2002 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased to 
$2,380,000,000: Provided, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of this title, the amount 
specified for allocation under section 2003(c) 
of such Act for fiscal year 2000 shall be 
$2,380,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1842 
At the appropriate place add the following: 
SEC. ll. It is the sense of the Senate that 

it is important that Congress determine the 
economic status of former recipients of as-
sistance under the temporary assistance to 
needy families program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

SMITH AMENDMENTS NOS. 1843–1844 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire sub-

mitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill, S. 1650, 
supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1843 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
DISABLED VETERANS’ OUTREACH PROGRAMS 
SEC. . Notwithstanding any other provi-

sion of this Act, $10,000,000 of the amounts 
appropriated in this Act for the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting shall be transferred 
and utilized to carry out disabled veterans’ 
outreach programs under section 4103A of 
title 38, United States Code. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1844 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . No funds appropriated under this 

Act may be used to enforce the provisions of 
the Act of March 3, 1931 (commonly known 
as the Davis-Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. 276a et 
seq.)) in any area that has been declared a 
disaster area by the President under the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emer-
gency Assistance Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 et seq.). 

HARKIN (AND ROBB) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1845 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. HARKIN (for himself and Mr. 

ROBB) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

SCHOOL INFRASTRUCTURE. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The General Accounting Office has per-

formed a comprehensive survey of the Na-
tion’s public elementary and secondary 
school facilities and has found severe levels 
of disrepair in all areas of the United States. 

(2) The General Accounting Office has con-
cluded that more than 14,000,000 children at-
tend schools in need of extensive repair or 
replacement, 7,000,000 children attend 
schools with life threatening safety code vio-
lations, and 12,000,000 children attend schools 
with leaky roofs. 

(3) The General Accounting Office has 
found the problem of crumbling schools tran-
scends demographic and geographic bound-
aries. At 38 percent of urban schools, 30 per-
cent of rural schools, and 29 percent of sub-
urban schools, at least one building is in 
need of extensive repair or should be com-
pletely replaced. 

(4) The condition of school facilities has a 
direct affect on the safety of students and 
teachers and on the ability of students to 
learn. Academic research has provided a di-
rect correlation between the condition of 
school facilities and student achievement. 
At Georgetown University, researchers have 
found the test scores of students assigned to 
schools in poor condition can be expected to 
fall 10.9 percentage points below the test 
scores of students in buildings in excellent 
condition. Similar studies have dem-
onstrated up to a 20 percent improvement in 
test scores when students were moved from a 
poor facility to a new facility. 

(5) The General Accounting Office has 
found most schools are not prepared to in-
corporate modern technology in the class-
room. Forty-six percent of schools lack ade-
quate electrical wiring to support the full- 
scale use of technology. More than a third of 
schools lack the requisite electrical power. 
Fifty-six percent of schools have insufficient 
phone lines for modems. 

(6) The Department of Education has re-
ported that elementary and secondary school 
enrollment, already at a record high level, 
will continue to grow over the next 10 years, 
and that in order to accommodate this 
growth, the United States will need to build 
an additional 6,000 schools. 

(7) The General Accounting Office has de-
termined the cost of bringing schools up to 
good, overall condition to be $112,000,000,000, 
not including the cost of modernizing 
schools to accommodate technology, or the 
cost of building additional facilities needed 
to meet record enrollment levels. 

(8) Schools run by the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs (BIA) for Native American children are 
also in dire need of repair and renovation. 
The General Accounting Office has reported 
that the cost of total inventory repairs need-
ed for BIA facilities is $754,000,000. The De-
cember 1997 report by the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States states that, ‘‘Com-
pared with other schools nationally, BIA 
schools are generally in poorer physical con-
dition, have more unsatisfactory environ-
mental factors, more often lack key facili-
ties requirements for education reform, and 
are less able to support computer and com-
munications technology, 

(9) State and local financing mechanisms 
have proven inadequate to meet the chal-
lenges facing today’s aging school facilities. 
Large numbers of local educational agencies 
have difficulties securing financing for 
school facility improvement. 

(10) The Federal Government has provided 
resources for school construction in the past. 
For example, between 1933 and 1939, the Fed-
eral Government assisted in 70 percent of all 
new school construction. 

(11) The Federal Government can support 
elementary and secondary school facilities 
without interfering in issues of local control, 
and should help communities leverage addi-
tional funds for the improvement of elemen-
tary and secondary school facilities. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that Congress should provide 
at least $3,700,000,000 in Federal resources to 
help communities leverage funds to mod-
ernize public school facilities. 

ENZI AMENDMENT NO. 1846 

Mr. ENZI proposed an amendment to 
the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

On page 13, line 14, insert after ‘‘1970;’’ the 
following: ‘‘Provided, That of the amount ap-
propriated under this heading that is in ex-
cess of the amount appropriated for such 
purposes for fiscal year 1999, $16,883,500 shall 
be used to carry out the activities described 
in paragraph (1) and $16,883,500 shall be used 
to carry out paragraphs (2) through (6);’’. 

DEWINE AMENDMENT NO. 1847 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. DEWINE submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end, insert the following: 
SEC. . FUNDING. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law— 

(1) the total amount made available under 
this Act to carry out part C of title VIII of 
the Higher Education Amendments of 1998 
shall be $2,000,000; 

(2) the total amount made available under 
this Act to carry out section 428K of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 shall be 
$2,000,000; 

(3) the total amount made available under 
the heading ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, under 
the heading ‘‘OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND 
HEALTH ADMINISTRATION’’, under title I, for 
salaries and expenses for the Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration shall be 
$96,755,000; and 

(4) the total amount made available under 
the heading ‘‘SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, under 
the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT’’, 
under title I, for salaries and expenses at the 
Department of Labor shall be $245,001,000. 

GREGG AMENDMENTS NOS. 1848– 
1849 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. GREGG submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1848 

In the matter under the heading ‘‘COMMU-
NITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT FOR OLDER AMERI-
CANS’’, in the matter under the heading ‘‘EM-
PLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION’’, in 
title I, insert before the period at the end of 
the first sentence the following: ‘‘: Provided, 
That funds appropriated for activities car-
ried out under title V of such Act if allocated 
to private nonprofit organizations, shall only 
be allocated to such private nonprofit orga-
nizations (for use by such organizations, af-
filiates of such organizations, or successors 
in interest of such organizations), if such or-
ganizations administer not more than 10 per-
cent of the projects carried out by such orga-
nizations with such funds through sub-
contracts with entities that are not directly 
associated or affiliated with such organiza-
tions.’’ 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1849 

In the matter under the heading ‘‘COMMU-
NITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT FOR OLDER AMERI-
CANS’’, in the matter under the heading ‘‘EM-
PLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION’’, in 
title I, insert before the period at the end of 
the first sentence the following: ‘‘: Provided, 
That funds appropriated to carry out title V 
of such Act shall not be allocated to a public 
agency or a public or private nonprofit orga-
nization, affiliate of such an agency or orga-
nization, or successors in interest of such an 
agency or organization, if it has been deter-
mined that there has been fraud or criminal 
activity within such agency or organization, 
or that there are substantial and persistent 
administrative deficiencies involving such 
agency or organization, or that such agency 
or organization, for the period of 1993 
through 1996, had disallowed costs in excess 
of 3 percent of funds that were awarded over 
such period to carry out title V of such Act, 
as found in independent audits conducted by 
the Office of Inspector General or by final de-
terminations by the Secretary’’. 

NICKLES AMENDMENTS NOS. 1850– 
1851 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. NICKLES submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1850 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . PROTECTION OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY 

TRUST FUND. 
‘‘(a) Section 253(b) of the Balanced Budget 

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘ ‘(b) EXCESS DEFICIT.—The excess deficit 
is, if greater than zero, the estimated on- 
budget deficit for the budget year, excluding 
any surplus in the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance program established 
under title II of the Social Security Act.’. 

‘‘(b) Section 253(g) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 is 
repealed.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1851 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . PROTECTING SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-

PLUSES. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Congress and the President should bal-

ance the budget excluding the surpluses gen-
erated by the social security trust funds; and 

(2) social security surpluses should only be 
used for social security reform or to reduce 
the debt held by the public and should not be 
spent on other programs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that conferees on the fiscal 
year 2000 appropriations measures should en-
sure that total discretionary spending does 
not result in an on-budget deficit (excluding 
the surpluses generated by the Social Secu-
rity trust funds) by adopting an across-the- 
board reduction in all discretionary appro-
priations sufficient to eliminate such deficit. 

REID AMENDMENT NO. 1852 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. REID submitted an amendment 

intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SENSE OF THE SENATE ON PREVENTION OF 
NEEDLESTICK INJURIES 

SEC. ll. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds 
that— 

(1) the Centers for Disease Control and Pre-
vention reports that American health care 
workers report more than 800,000 needlestick 
and sharps injuries each year; 

(2) the occurrence of needlestick injuries is 
believed to be widely under-reported; 

(3) needlestick and sharps injuries result in 
at least 1,000 new cases of health care work-
ers with HIV, hepatitis C or hepatitis B 
every year; and 

(4) more than 80 percent of needlestick in-
juries can be prevented through the use of 
safer devices. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Senate should pass 
legislation that would eliminate or minimize 
the significant risk of needlestick injury to 
health care workers. 

SARBANES AMENDMENT NO. 1853 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. SARBANES submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. (a) Section 1905(u)(2)(B) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395d(u)(2)(B)) 
is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(B)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) for purposes of clause (i), a child is 

not considered to qualify for medical assist-
ance under the State plan if the child quali-
fied for such assistance only under a dem-
onstration that— 

‘‘(I) was approved under section 1115(a); 
‘‘(II) was implemented on or before March 

31, 1997; and 
‘‘(III) did not include hospital services as a 

covered benefit.’’. 
(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of 

this Act, amounts made available for sala-
ries, expenses, and program management to 
agencies funded under title II of this Act 
shall be ratably reduced in an amount equal 
to the amount necessary to carry out the 
amendments made by subsection (a). 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1854–1859 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted six 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1854 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. ADDITIONAL FUNDING. 

In addition to any other funds appro-
priated under this Act to carry out title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, there are appropriated an addi-
tional $3,000,000,000 to carry out such title. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1855 

In the matter under the heading ‘‘CHILDREN 
AND FAMILIES SERVICES PROGRAMS’’ under the 
heading ‘‘ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND 
FAMILIES’’ in title II, strike ‘‘$6,682,635,000, of 
which $20,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2001, shall be for grants to 
States for adoption incentive payments, as 
authorized by section 473A of the Social Se-
curity Act; of which $500,000,000 shall be for 
making payments under the Community 
Services Block Grant Act; and of which 
$5,267,000,000 shall be for making payments 
under the Head Start Act,’’ and insert 
‘‘$9,682,635,000, of which $20,000,000, to remain 
available until September 30, 2001, shall be 
for grants to States for adoption incentive 

payments, as authorized by section 473A of 
the Social Security Act; of which $500,000,000 
shall be for making payments under the 
Community Services Block Grant Act; and of 
which $8,267,000,000 shall be for making pay-
ments under the Head Start Act,’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1856 
At the appropriate place add the following: 
SEC. ll. It is the sense of the Senate that 

it is important that Congress determine the 
economic status of former recipients of as-
sistance under the temporary assistance to 
needy families program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 601 et seq.). 

AMENDMENT NO. 1857 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. EVALUATION OF OUTCOME OF WEL-

FARE REFORM AND FORMULA FOR 
BONUSES TO HIGH PERFORMANCE 
STATES. 

(a) ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF STATE PER-
FORMANCE.—Section 403(a)(4)(C) of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Not later’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later’’; 
(2) by inserting ‘‘The formula shall provide 

for the awarding of grants under this para-
graph based on criteria contained in clause 
(ii) and in accordance with clauses (iii) and 
(iv).’’ after the period; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) FORMULA CRITERIA.—The grants 

awarded under this paragraph shall be based 
on the following: 

‘‘(I) EMPLOYMENT-RELATED MEASURES.— 
Employment-related measures, including 
work force entries, job retention, increases 
in earnings of recipients of assistance under 
the State program funded under this title, 
and measures of utilization of resources 
available under welfare-to-work grants under 
paragraph (5) and title I of the Workforce In-
vestment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.), 
including the implementation of programs 
(as defined in subclause (VII)(bb)) to increase 
the number of individuals training for, and 
placed in, nontraditional employment. 

‘‘(II) MEASURES OF CHANGES IN INCOME OR 
NUMBER OF CHILDREN BELOW HALF OF POV-
ERTY.—For a sample of recipients of assist-
ance under the State program funded under 
this title, longitudinal measures of annual 
changes in income (or measures of changes 
in the proportion of children in families with 
income below 1⁄2 of the poverty line), includ-
ing earnings and the value of benefits re-
ceived under that State program and food 
stamps. 

‘‘(III) FOOD STAMPS MEASURES.—The change 
since 1995 in the proportion of children in 
working poor families that receive food 
stamps to the total number of children in 
the State (or, if possible, to the estimated 
number of children in working families with 
incomes low enough to be eligible for food 
stamps). 

‘‘(IV) MEDICAID AND SCHIP MEASURES.—The 
percentage of members of families who are 
former recipients of assistance under the 
State program funded under this title (who 
have ceased to receive such assistance for ap-
proximately 6 months) who currently receive 
medical assistance under the State plan ap-
proved under title XIX or the child health 
assistance under title XXI. 

‘‘(V) CHILD CARE MEASURES.—In the case of 
a State that pays child care rates that are 
equal to at least the 75th percentile of mar-
ket rates, based on a market rate survey 
that is not more than 2 years old, measures 
of the State’s success in providing child care, 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S11747 September 30, 1999 
as measured by the percentage of children in 
families with incomes below 85 percent of 
the State’s median income who receive sub-
sidized child care in the State, and by the 
amount of the State’s expenditures on child 
care subsidies divided by the estimated num-
ber of children younger than 13 in families 
with incomes below 85 percent of the State’s 
median income. 

‘‘(VI) MEASURES OF ADDRESSING DOMESTIC 
VIOLENCE.—In the case of a State that has 
adopted the option under the State plan re-
lating to domestic violence set forth in sec-
tion 402(a)(7) and that reports the proportion 
of eligible recipients of assistance under this 
title who disclose their status as domestic 
violence victims or survivors, measures of 
the State’s success in addressing domestic 
violence as a barrier to economic self-suffi-
ciency, as measured by the proportion of 
such recipients who are referred to and re-
ceive services under a service plan developed 
by an individual trained in domestic violence 
pursuant to section 260.55(c) of title 45 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations. 

‘‘(VII) DEFINITIONS.—In this clause: 
‘‘(aa) DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—The term ‘do-

mestic violence’ has the meaning given the 
term ‘battered or subjected to extreme cru-
elty’ in section 408(a)(7)((C)(iii). 

‘‘(bb) IMPLEMENTATION OF PROGRAMS.—The 
term ‘implementation of programs’ means 
activities conducted pursuant to section 
134(a)(3)(A)(vi)(II) of the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 
2864(a)(3)(A)(vi)(II)), placement of recipients 
in nontraditional employment, as reported 
to the Department of Labor pursuant to sec-
tion 185(d)(1)(C) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 
2935(d)(1)(C)), and the performance of the 
State on other measures such as the provi-
sion of education, training, and career devel-
opment assistance for nontraditional em-
ployment developed pursuant to section 
136(b)(2) of such Act (29 U.S.C. 2871(b)(2))). 

‘‘(cc) NONTRADITIONAL EMPLOYMENT.—The 
term ‘nontraditional employment’ means oc-
cupations or fields of work, including careers 
in computer science, technology, and other 
emerging high skill occupations, for which 
individuals from 1 gender comprise less than 
25 percent of the individuals employed in 
each such occupation or field of work. 

‘‘(dd) WORKING POOR FAMILIES.—The term 
‘working poor families’ means families that 
receive earnings at least equal to a com-
parable amount that would be received by an 
individual working a half-time position for 
minimum wage. 

‘‘(iii) EMPLOYMENT, EARNING, AND INCOME 
RELATED MEASURES.—$100,000,000 of the 
amount appropriated for a fiscal year under 
subparagraph (F) shall be used to award 
grants to States under this paragraph for 
that fiscal year based on the measures of em-
ployment, earnings, and income described in 
subclauses (I), (II), and (V) of clause (ii), in-
cluding scores for the criteria described in 
those items. 

‘‘(iv) MEASURES OF SUPPORT FOR WORKING 
FAMILIES.—$100,000,000 of the amount appro-
priated for a fiscal year under subparagraph 
(F) shall be used to award grants to States 
under this paragraph for that fiscal year 
based on measures of support for working 
families, including scores for the criteria de-
scribed in subclauses (III), (IV) and (VI) of 
clause (ii). 

‘‘(v) LIMITATION ON APPLYING FOR ONLY 1 
BONUS.—To qualify under any one of the em-
ployment, earnings, food stamp, or health 
coverage criteria described in subclauses (I), 
(III), or (IV) of clause (ii), a State must sub-
mit the data required to compete for all of 
the criteria described in those subclauses. 

(b) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.—Sec-
tion 411(a) of the Social Security Act (42 

U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(8) REPORT ON OUTCOME OF WELFARE RE-
FORM FOR STATES NOT PARTICIPATING IN BONUS 
GRANTS UNDER SECTION 403(a)(4).— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a State 
which does not participate in the procedure 
for awarding grants under section 403(a)(4) 
pursuant to regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary, the report required by paragraph 
(1) for a fiscal quarter shall include data re-
garding the characteristics and well-being of 
former recipients of assistance under the 
State program funded under this title for an 
appropriate period of time after such recipi-
ent has ceased receiving such assistance. 

‘‘(B) CONTENTS.—The data required under 
subparagraph (A) shall consist of informa-
tion regarding former recipients, including— 

‘‘(i) employment status; 
‘‘(ii) job retention; 
‘‘(iii) changes in income or resources; 
‘‘(iv) poverty status, including the number 

of children in families of such former recipi-
ents with income below 1⁄2 of the poverty 
line; 

‘‘(v) receipt of food stamps, medical assist-
ance under the State plan approved under 
title XIX or child health assistance under 
title XXI, or subsidized child care; 

‘‘(vi) accessibility of child care and child 
care cost; 

‘‘(vii) the percentage of families in poverty 
receiving child care subsidies; 

‘‘(viii) measures of hardship, including 
lack of medical insurance and difficulty pur-
chasing food; and 

‘‘(ix) the availability of the option under 
the State plan in section 402(a)(7)(relating to 
domestic violence) and the difficulty access-
ing services for victims of domestic violence. 

‘‘(C) SAMPLING.—A State may comply with 
this paragraph by using a scientifically ac-
ceptable sampling method approved by the 
Secretary. 

‘‘(D) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as may be nec-
essary to ensure that— 

‘‘(i) data reported under this paragraph is 
in such a form as to promote comparison of 
data among States; 

‘‘(ii) a State reports, for each measure, 
changes in data over time and comparisons 
in data between such former recipients and 
comparable groups of current recipients; and 

‘‘(iii) a State that is already conducting a 
scientifically acceptable study of former re-
cipients that provides sufficient data re-
quired under subparagraph (A) may use the 
results of such study to satisfy the require-
ments of this paragraph.’’. 

(c) REPORT OF CURRENTLY COLLECTED 
DATA.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than July 1, 
2000, and annually thereafter, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services shall transmit 
to Congress a report regarding characteris-
tics of former and current recipients of as-
sistance under the State program funded 
under this part, based on information cur-
rently being received from States. 

(2) CHARACTERISTICS.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1), the characteristics shall in-
clude earnings, employment, and, to the ex-
tent possible, income (including earnings, 
the value of benefits received under the 
State program funded under this title, and 
food stamps), the ratio of income to poverty, 
receipt of food stamps, and other family re-
sources. 

(3) BASIS OF REPORT.—The report under 
paragraph (1) shall be based on longitudinal 
data of employer reported earnings for a 
sample of States, which represents at least 
80 percent of the population of the United 
States, including separate data for each of 
fiscal years 1997 through 2000 regarding— 

(A) a sample of former recipients; 

(B) a sample of current recipients; and 
(C) a sample of food stamp recipients. 
(d) REPORT ON DEVELOPMENT OF MEAS-

URES.—Not later than July 1, 2000, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
transmit to Congress— 

(1) a report regarding the development of 
measures required under subclauses (II) and 
(V) of section 403(a)(4)(C)(ii) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)(ii)), as 
added by this Act, regarding subsidized child 
care and changes in income; and 

(2) a report, prepared in consultation with 
domestic violence organizations, regarding 
the domestic violence criteria required under 
subclause (VI) of such section. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.— 
(1) ADDITIONAL MEASURES OF STATE PER-

FORMANCE.—The amendments made by sub-
section (a) apply to each of fiscal years 2001 
through 2003, except that the income change 
(or extreme child poverty) criteria described 
in section 403(a)(4)(C)(ii)(II) of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)(C)(ii)(II)) shall 
not apply to grants awarded under section 
403(a)(4) of that Act (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) for 
fiscal year 2001. 

(2) DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING.—The 
amendment made by subsection (b) shall 
apply to reports submitted in fiscal years be-
ginning with fiscal year 2001. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1858 
At the end of title II, add the following: 

SOCIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT 
SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-

vision of this title, the amount appropriated 
under this title for making grants pursuant 
to section 2002 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased to 
$2,380,000,000: Provided, That notwithstanding 
any other provision of this title, the amount 
specified for allocation under section 2003(c) 
of such Act for fiscal year 2000 shall be 
$2,380,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1859 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. ADDITIONAL FUNDING. 
In addition to any other funds appro-

priated under this Act to carry out title I of 
the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of 1965, there are appropriated an addi-
tional $3,000,000,000 to carry out such title. 

COCHRAN AMENDMENT NO. 1860 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. COCHRAN submitted an amend-

ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That 
$2,000,000 shall be available from the Office 
on Women’s Health to support biological, 
chemical and botanical studies to assist in 
the development of the clinical evaluation of 
phytomedicines in women’s health.’’ 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1861 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 

REED, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. KENNEDY) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by them to the bill, supra; 
as follows: 

On pages 52, line 8, after ‘‘section 1124A’’, 
insert the following: ‘‘Provided further, That 
$200 million of funds available under section 
1124 and 1124A shall be available to carry out 
the purposes of section 1116(c) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.’’ 

REED AMENDMENTS NOS. 1862–1863 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11748 September 30, 1999 
Mr. REED submitted two amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1862 
In title I, under the heading ‘‘OCCUPA-

TIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, strike the 
second proviso. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1863 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. INVESTIGATIONS AND REPORTS CON-

CERNING EMPLOYEE DEATHS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, amounts appro-
priated to the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration for fiscal year 2000 
may be obligated or expended to conduct an 
investigation in response to an accident 
causing the death of an employee described 
in subsection (b) and to issue a report con-
cerning the causes of such an accident, so 
long as the Occupational and Safety and 
Health Administration does not impose a 
fine or take any other enforcement action as 
a result of such investigation or report. 

(b) EMPLOYEE.—An employee described in 
this section is an employee who is under 18 
years of age and who is employed by a person 
engaged in a farming operation that does not 
maintain a temporary labor camp and that 
employs 10 or fewer employees. 

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1864 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. REED (for himself, Ms. COLLINS, 

Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. LEVIN, and 
Mr. CONRAD) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
LEVERAGING EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 

PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 
SEC. ll. (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwith-

standing any other provision of this title, 
amounts appropriated in this title to carry 
out the leveraging educational assistance 
partnership program under section 407E of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 
1070c et seq.) shall be increased by $50,000,000. 

(b) REDUCTION.—The total discretionary 
amount appropriated by this Act shall be re-
duced by $50,000,000. Such reduction shall be 
made through a uniform percentage reduc-
tion in the amounts made available for ex-
penses and program management to agencies 
funded under titles I through IV of this Act. 

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1865 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. SMITH of 

Oregon, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. CONRAD) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them to the bill, supra; as follows: 

OFFICE OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 
STUDENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE 

For carrying out subparts 1, 3 and 4 of part 
A, part C and part E of title IV of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, $9,548,000, 
which shall remain available through Sep-
tember 30, 2001. 

REED AMENDMENTS NOS. 1866–1868 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. REED submitted three amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill, S 1650, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1866 
In title I, under the heading ‘‘OCCUPA-

TIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, insert before 
the colon at the end of the second proviso 
the following: ‘‘, except that amounts appro-
priated to the Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration for fiscal year 2000 
may be obligated or expended to conduct an 
investigation in response to an accident 
causing the death of an employee (who is 
under 18 years of age and who is employed by 
a person engaged in a farming operation that 
does not maintain a temporary labor camp 
and that employs 10 or fewer employees) and 
to issue a report concerning the causes of 
such an accident, so long as the Occupa-
tional and Safety and Health Administration 
does not impose a fine or take any other en-
forcement action as a result of such inves-
tigation or report’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1867 
At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated in 

this title may be expended for expenses of 
the Office of Workers’ Compensation Pro-
grams until the day after there is enacted a 
law that states the following: 

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any provision of sec-
tion 8122 of title 5, United States Code, a 
claim for compensation under subchapter I 
of chapter 81 of such title shall be treated as 
timely filed for the purposes of that sub-
chapter if— 

‘‘(1) the individual who filed the claim is 
eligible to do so under subsection (b) or is a 
person who filed the claim on behalf of such 
an individual; 

‘‘(2) the claim is for compensation for a 
disability or death resulting from a disease 
or condition described in subsection (c); and 

‘‘(3) the claim— 
‘‘(A) was filed under section 8121 of title 5, 

United States Code, on or before the date of 
the enactment of this Act; or 

‘‘(B) is filed under such section within one 
year after that date. 

‘‘(b) An individual is eligible under this 
section to file a claim for compensation 
under section 8121 of title 5, United States 
Code, without regard to paragraph (1) of that 
section, if the individual— 

‘‘(1) while serving as an employee of the 
War Department or the Navy Department 
during World War II, was exposed to a nitro-
gen or sulfur mustard agent in the perform-
ance of official duties as an employee; and 

‘‘(2) developed a disease specified in sub-
section (c) after the exposure. 

‘‘(c) A claim for compensation under sub-
chapter I of chapter 81 of title 5, United 
States Code, that is filed under this section 
shall be granted if warranted under the pro-
visions of that subchapter for a disability or 
death resulting from any of the following 
diseases or conditions: 

‘‘(1) In the case of an individual who was 
exposed to a sulfur mustard agent: 

‘‘(A) Chronic conjunctivitis. 
‘‘(B) Chronic keratitis. 
‘‘(C) Chronic corneal opacities. 
‘‘(D) Formation of scars. 
‘‘(E) Nasopharyngeal cancer. 
‘‘(F) Laryngeal cancer. 
‘‘(G) Lung cancer, other than mesothe-

lioma. 
‘‘(H) Squamous cell carcinoma of the skin. 
‘‘(I) Chronic laryngitis. 
‘‘(J) Chronic bronchitis. 
‘‘(K) Chronic emphysema. 
‘‘(L) Chronic asthma. 
‘‘(M) Chronic obstructive pulmonary dis-

ease. 
‘‘(2) In the case of an individual who was 

exposed to a nitrogen mustard agent: 
‘‘(A) Any disease or condition specified in 

paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) Acute nonlymphocytic leukemia. 
‘‘(d) Section 8119 of title 5, United States 

Code, does not apply with respect to a claim 
filed under this section. 

‘‘(e) In this section, the term ‘World War 
II’ has the meaning given the term in section 
101(8) of title 38, United States Code.’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1868 
At the end of title I, add the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated in 

this title may be expended for expenses of 
the Office of Workers’ Compensation Pro-
grams until the day after there is enacted a 
law that states the following: 

‘‘(a) Notwithstanding any provision of sec-
tion 8122 of title 5, United States Code, a 
claim for compensation under subchapter I 
of chapter 81 of such title shall be treated as 
timely filed for the purposes of that sub-
chapter if— 

‘‘(1) the individual who filed the claim was 
eligible to do so under subsection (b) or was 
a person who filed the claim on behalf of 
such an individual; 

‘‘(2) the claim is for compensation for a 
disability or death resulting from a disease 
or condition described in subsection (c); and 

‘‘(3) the claim was filed under section 8121 
of title 5, United States Code, not later than 
March 10, 1994. 

‘‘(b) An individual is eligible under this 
section to file a claim for compensation 
under section 8121 of title 5, United States 
Code, without regard to paragraph (1) of that 
section, if the individual— 

‘‘(1) while serving as an employee of the 
War Department or the Navy Department 
during World War II, was exposed to a nitro-
gen or sulfur mustard agent in the perform-
ance of official duties as an employee; and 

‘‘(2) developed a disease specified in sub-
section (c) after the exposure. 

‘‘(c) A claim for compensation under sub-
chapter I of chapter 81 of title 5, United 
States Code, that is filed under this section 
shall be granted if warranted under the pro-
visions of that subchapter for a disability or 
death resulting from any of the following 
diseases or conditions: 

‘‘(1) In the case of an individual who was 
exposed to a sulfur mustard agent: 

‘‘(A) Chronic conjunctivitis. 
‘‘(B) Chronic keratitis. 
‘‘(C) Chronic corneal opacities. 
‘‘(D) Formation of scars. 
‘‘(E) Nasopharyngeal cancer. 
‘‘(F) Laryngeal cancer. 
‘‘(G) Lung cancer, other than mesothe-

lioma. 
‘‘(H) Squamous cell carcinoma of the skin. 
‘‘(I) Chronic laryngitis. 
‘‘(J) Chronic bronchitis. 
‘‘(K) Chronic emphysema. 
‘‘(L) Chronic asthma. 
‘‘(M) Chronic obstructive pulmonary dis-

ease. 
‘‘(2) In the case of an individual who was 

exposed to a nitrogen mustard agent: 
‘‘(A) Any disease or condition specified in 

paragraph (1). 
‘‘(B) Acute nonlymphocytic leukemia. 
‘‘(d) Section 8119 of title 5, United States 

Code, does not apply with respect to a claim 
filed under this section. 

‘‘(e) In this section, the term ‘World War 
II’ has the meaning given the term in section 
101(8) of title 38, United States Code.’’. 

REED (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1869 

(Ordered to the lie on the table.) 
Mr. REED (for himself, Mr. SMITH of 

Oregon, Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. CONRAD) submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by them to the bill, supra; as follows: 
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At the end of title III, add the following: 

LEVERAGING EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM 

SEC. . (a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this title, amounts ap-
propriated in this title to carry out the 
leveraging educational assistance partner-
ship program under section 407 of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070c et seq.) 
shall be increased by $50,000,000, and these 
additional funds shall become available on 
October 1, 2000. 

WYDEN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1870 

(Ordered to the lie on the table.) 
Mr. WYDEN (for himself, Mr. GRA-

HAM, and Mr. SMITH of Oregon) sub-
mitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by them to the bill, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 19, line 8, insert before the period 
the following: ‘‘: Provided further, That funds 
made available under this heading shall be 
used to report to Congress, pursuant to Pub-
lic Law 85–67 (29 U.S.C. 5630 with options that 
will ensure a legal domestic work force in 
the agricultural sector, and provide for im-
proved compensation, longer and more con-
sistent work periods, improved benefits, im-
proved living conditions and better housing 
quality, and transportation assistance be-
tween agricultural jobs for agricultural 
workers, and address other issues related to 
agricultural labor that the Secretary of 
Labor determines to be necessary’’. 

DOMENICI AMENDMENTS NOS. 1871– 
1872 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. DOMENICI submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1871 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. . LAWTON CHILES FOUNDATION. 

From amounts made available to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services under 
this Act, the Secretary shall award a grant, 
in the amount of $10,000,000, to the Lawton 
Chiles Foundation to support a facility for 
the foundation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1872 

At the end, add the following: 
SEC. . LAWTON CHILES FOUNDATION. 

From amounts made available to the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services under 
this Act, the Secretary shall award a grant, 
in the amount of $10,000,000, to the Lawton 
Chiles Foundation to support a facility for 
the foundation. 

BINGAMAN AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1873–1874 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1873 

At the appropriate place in the bill add the 
following: 
SEC. . STUDY OF CONFOUNDING BIOPHYSIO-

LOGICAL INFLUENCES ON 
POLYGRAPHY. 

From within funds made available by this 
Act, the Director of the National Institutes 
of Health shall enter into appropriate ar-

rangements with the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct a comprehensive study 
and investigation into the scientific validity 
of polygraphy as a screening tool for federal 
and federal contractor personnel. Such study 
and investigation shall include the effect of 
prescription and non-prescription drugs on 
the validity of polygraph tests, the potential 
for other techniques of suppressing or alter-
ing conscious or autonomic physiological re-
flexes to compromise the validity of poly-
graph tests, and differential responses to 
polygraph tests according to biophysio-
logical factors that may vary according to 
age, gender, ethnic or socioeconomic back-
grounds, or other factors relating to natural 
variability in human populations. The study 
and investigation shall specifically address 
the scientific validity of polygraph tests 
being proposed for use in proposed rules pub-
lished at 64 Fed. Reg. 45062 (August 18, 1999). 

AMENDMENT NO. 1874 
At the appropriate place in the bill add the 

following: 
SEC. . STUDY OF CONFOUNDING BIOPHYSIO-

LOGICAL INFLUENCES ON 
POLYGRAPHY. 

From within funds made available by this 
Act, the Director of the National Institutes 
of Health shall enter into appropriate ar-
rangements with the National Academy of 
Sciences to conduct a comprehensive study 
and investigation into the scientific validity 
of polygraphy as a screening tool for federal 
and federal contractor personnel. Such study 
and investigation shall include the effect of 
prescription and non-prescription drugs on 
the validity of polygraph tests, the potential 
for other techniques of suppressing or alter-
ing conscious or autonomic physiological re-
flexes to compromise the validity of poly-
graph tests, and differential responses to 
polygraph tests according to biophysio-
logical factors that may vary according to 
age, gender, ethnic or socioeconomic back-
grounds, or other factors relating to natural 
variability in human populations. The study 
and investigation shall specifically address 
the scientific validity of polygraph tests 
being proposed for use in proposed rules pub-
lished at 64 Fed. Reg. 45062 (August 18, 1999). 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1875 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself, Mr. 

REED, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. KENNEDY) 
submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by them to the bill, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 52, line 8, after ‘‘section 1124A’’, in-
sert the following: ‘‘Provided further, That 
$200 million of funds available under section 
1124 and 1124A shall be available to carry out 
the purposes of section 1116(c) of the Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.’’ 

BINGAMAN AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1876–1878 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN submitted three 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1876 
At the end of title II, add the following: 

SEC. 216. STUDY AND REPORT ON THE GEO-
GRAPHIC ADJUSTMENT FACTORS 
UNDER THE MEDICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) STUDY.—The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall conduct a study on— 

(1) the reasons why, and the appropriate-
ness of the fact that, the geographic adjust-

ment factor (determined under paragraph (2) 
of section 1848(e) (42 U.S.C. 1395w–4(e)) used 
in determining the amount of payment for 
physicians’ services under the medicare pro-
gram is less for physicians’ services provided 
in New Mexico than for physicians’ services 
provided in Arizona, Colorado, and Texas; 
and 

(2) the effect that the level of the geo-
graphic cost-of-practice adjustment factor 
(determined under paragraph (3) of such sec-
tion) has on the recruitment and retention of 
physicians in small rural states, including 
New Mexico, Iowa, Louisiana, and Arkansas. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 3 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services shall 
submit a report to Congress on the study 
conducted under subsection (a), together 
with any recommendations for legislation 
that the Secretary determines to be appro-
priate as a result of such study. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1877 

At the end of title II, add the following: 

DENTAL SEALANT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM 

SEC. ll. From amounts appropriated 
under this title for the Health Resources and 
Services Administration, $1,000,000 shall be 
made available to the Maternal Child Health 
Bureau for the establishment of a multi- 
State preventive dentistry demonstration 
program to improve the oral health of low- 
income children and increase the access of 
children to dental sealants through 
community- and school-based activities. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1878 

At the end of title II, add the following: 
SEC. 216. REVISION OF GEOGRAPHIC ADJUST-

MENT FACTOR USED IN MAKING 
MEDICARE PAYMENTS FOR PHYSI-
CIANS’ SERVICES IN NEW MEXICO. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1848 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395w–4), in the case of physicians’ services 
provided in New Mexico, the geographic ad-
justment factor (determined under sub-
section (e)(2) of such section) used in deter-
mining the amount of payment for such serv-
ices shall be equal to the national average of 
such factors. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall 
apply to services provided on or after Janu-
ary 1, 2000. 

BINGAMAN (AND MURRAY) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1879 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mrs. 

MURRAY) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III add the following: 

ADVANCED PLACEMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAM 

SEC. ll. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this title, the amount appropriated 
under this title to carry out school improve-
ment activities authorized by titles II, IV, 
V–A and B, VI, IX, X, and XIII of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 (‘‘ESEA’’); the Stewart B. McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act; and the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and part B of title VIII of 
the Higher Education Act of 1965 programs 
shall be increased to $2,888,634,000: Provided, 
That $2,000,000 of which shall become avail-
able on October 1, 2000, shall remain avail-
able through September 30, 2001, and shall be 
made available for grants to States to enable 
the States to establish pilot programs for 
Internet-based advanced placement courses 
in rural parts of the United States where stu-
dents would not have access to advanced 
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placement instruction without the assist-
ance provided under this section. 

WELLSTONE AMENDMENTS NOS. 
1880–1881 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. WELLSTONE submitted two 

amendments intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 1880 

On page 31, line 9, strike ‘‘2,750,700,000’’ and 
insert ‘‘$2,799,516,000, of which $70,000,000 
shall be made available to carry out the 
mental health services block grant under 
subpart I of part B of title XIX of the Public 
Health Service Act, and’’. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1881 

On page 31, line 9, strike ‘‘$2,750,700,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$2,799,516,000, of which $70,000,000 
shall be made available to carry out the 
mental health services block grant under 
subpart I of part B of title XIX of the Public 
Health Service Act, and’’. 

KERRY (AND SMITH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1882 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. KERRY (for himself and Mr. 

SMITH of Oregon) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by them 
to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

COMPREHENSIVE PUBLIC EDU-
CATION REFORM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Recent scientific evidence demonstrates 
that enhancing children’s physical, social, 
emotional, and intellectual development be-
fore the age of six results in tremendous ben-
efits throughout life. 

(2) Successful schools are led by well- 
trained, highly qualified principals, but 
many principals do not get the training that 
the principals need in management skills to 
ensure their school provides an excellent 
education for every child. 

(3) Good teachers are a crucial catalyst to 
quality education, but one in four new teach-
ers do not meet state certification require-
ments; each year more than 50,000 under-pre-
pared teachers enter the classroom; and 12 
percent of new teachers have had no teacher 
training at all. 

(4) Public school choice is a driving force 
behind reform and is vital to increasing ac-
countability and improving low-performing 
schools. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the federal government 
should support state and local educational 
agencies engaged in comprehensive reform of 
their public education system and that any 
education reform should include at least the 
following principals: 

(A) that every child should begin school 
ready to learn by providing the resources to 
expand existing programs, such as Even 
Start and Head Start; 

(B) that training and development for prin-
cipals and teachers should be a priority; 

(C) that public school choice should be en-
couraged to increase options for students; 
and 

(D) that support should be given to com-
munities to develop additional counseling 
opportunities for at-risk students. 

(E) School boards, administrators, prin-
cipals, parents, teachers, and students must 
be accountable for the success of the public 

education system and corrective action in 
underachieving schools must be taken. 

BINGAMAN (AND HUTCHISON) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1883 

(Ordfered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and Mrs. 

HUTCHISON) submitted an amendment 
intended to be proposed by them to the 
bill, S. 1650, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. The United States-Mexico Border 
Health Commission Act (22 U.S.C. 290n et 
seq.) is amended— 

(1) by striking section 2 and inserting the 
following: 
‘‘SEC. 2. ESTABLISHMENT OF BORDER HEALTH 

COMMISSION. 
‘‘Not later than 30 days after the date of 

enactment of this section, the President 
shall appoint the United States members of 
the United States-Mexico Border Health 
Commission, and shall attempt to conclude 
an agreement with Mexico providing for the 
establishment of such Commission.’’; and 

(2) in section 3— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking the semi-

colon and inserting ‘‘; and’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 

and inserting a period; and 
(C) by striking paragraph (3). 

BROWNBACK AMENDMENT NO. 1884 

(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. BROWNBACK submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill, S. 1650, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 

The Senate finds the following: 
Earlier this year, the House of Representa-

tives passed a Social Security lockbox de-
signed to protect the Social Security surplus 
by an overwhelming vote of 416 to 12; 

Bipartisan efforts over the past few years 
have eliminated the budget deficit and cre-
ated a projected combined Social Security 
and non-Social Security surplus of 
$2,896,000,000,000 over the next ten years; 

This surplus is largely due to the collec-
tion of the Social Security taxes and interest 
on already collected receipts in the trust 
fund; 

The President and the Congress have not 
reached an agreement to use any of the non- 
Social Security surplus on providing tax re-
lief; and 

Any unspent portion of the projected sur-
plus will have the effect of reducing the debt 
held by the public; Now, therefore, 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Sen-
ate— 

(1) Should not consider legislation that 
would spend any of the Social Security sur-
plus; and 

(2) Should continue to pursue efforts to 
continue to reduce the $3,618,000,000,000 in 
debt held by the public. 

COVERDELL AMENDMENT NO. 1885 

Mr. COVERDELL proposed an 
amendment to amendment No. 1846 
proposed by Mr. ENZI to the bill, S. 
1650, supra; as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: ‘‘That of the amount appro-
priated under this heading that is in excess 
of the amount appropriated for such pur-
poses for fiscal year 1999, $16,883,000 shall be 
used to carry out the activities described in 

paragraph (1) and $16,883,000 shall be used to 
carry out paragraphs (2) through (6);’’. 

GRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1886 

Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. KENNEDY) proposed an 
amendment to the bill, S. 1650, supra; 
as follows: 

Strike all after the first word and insert 
the following: Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, the amount appro-
priated under this title for making grants 
pursuant to section 2002 of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1397a) shall be increased 
to $2,380,000,000: Provided, That (1) 
$1,330,000,000 of which shall become available 
on October 1, 2000, and (2) notwithstanding 
any other provision of this title, the amount 
specified for allocation under section 2003(c) 
of such Act for fiscal year 2001 shall be 
$3,030,000,000. 

f 

CAMPAIGN FINANCE INTEGRITY 
ACT OF 1999 

ALLARD AMENDMENT NO. 1887 

(Ordered referred to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration.) 

Mr. ALLARD submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill (S. 1671) to reform the fi-
nancing of Federal elections; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following: 
SEC. ll. DEDUCTION FOR POLITICAL CON-

TRIBUTIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VII of subchapter B 

of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 is amended by redesignating section 222 
as section 223 and inserting after section 221 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 222. POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS. 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION.—In the 
case of an individual, there shall be allowed 
as a deduction for the taxable year an 
amount equal to the lesser of— 

‘‘(1) the aggregate amount of contributions 
made to any candidate during the taxable 
year, or 

‘‘(2) $100 ($200 in the case of a joint return). 
‘‘(b) VERIFICATION.—The credit allowed by 

subsection (a) shall be allowed, with respect 
to any contribution, only if such contribu-
tion is verified in such manner as the Sec-
retary shall prescribe by regulations. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the terms ‘candidate’ and ‘contribu-
tion’ have the meaning given those terms in 
section 301 of the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971.’’ 

(b) DEDUCTION ALLOWED WHETHER OR NOT 
TAXPAYER ITEMIZES OTHER DEDUCTIONS.— 
Section 62(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 (defining adjusted gross income) is 
amended by inserting after paragraph (17) 
the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(18) POLITICAL CONTRIBUTION.—The deduc-
tion allowed by section 222.’’ 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VII of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
amended by striking the last item and in-
serting the following new items: 

‘‘Sec. 222. Political contribution. 
‘‘Sec. 223. Cross reference.’’ 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after the date of enactment 
of this Act. 
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LEGISLATION TO REENACT CHAP-

TER 12 OF TITLE 11, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO. 1888 

Mr. SESSIONS (for Mr. GRASSLEY) 
proposed an amendment to the bill (S. 
1606) to reenact chapter 12 of title 11, 
United States Code, and for other pur-
poses; as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS. 

Section 149 of title I of division C of Public 
Law 105–277, as amended by Public Law 106– 
5, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘March 31, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘September 30, 1999’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘October 1, 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 1 shall 
take effect on October 1, 1999. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘To extend 
for 9 additional months the period for which 
chapter 12 of title 11, United States Code, is 
reenacted.’’. 

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that a legislative hearing has been 
scheduled before the Energy and Nat-
ural Resources Committee. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re-
ceive testimony on S. 882, a bill to 
strengthen provisions in the Energy 
Policy Act of 1992 and the Federal Non-
nuclear Energy Research and Develop-
ment Act of 1974 with respect to poten-
tial Climate Change. 

The hearing will take place on Tues-
day, October 26, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. in 
room SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building in Washington, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for the hearing record should send two 
copies of their testimony to the Sub-
committee on Energy Research, Devel-
opment, Production and Regulation, 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, 364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC, 20510–6150. 

For further information, please call 
Kristin Phillips, Staff Assistant or Col-
leen Deegan, Counsel. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND 
FORESTRY 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry, be allowed to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Thursday, 

September 30, 1999. The purpose of this 
meeting will be to discuss the adminis-
tration’s Agriculture agenda for the 
upcoming World Trade Organization 
meeting in Seattle. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, September 30, 
1999, at 10:30 to hold a hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
Committee on the Judiciary requests 
unanimous consent to conduct a mark-
up on Thursday, September 30, 1999 be-
ginning at 10:00 a.m. in Dirksen Room 
226. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Select 
Committee on Intelligence be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, September 30, 1999 
at 2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on 
intelligence matters. 

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

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE YEAR 2000 
TECHNOLOGY PROBLEM 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on the Year 2000 Tech-
nology Problem be permitted to meet 
on September 30, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. for 
the purpose of conducting a hearing. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON CONSUMER AFFAIRS 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Consumer 
Affairs Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, September 30, 1999, at 9:30 
a.m. on the Motor Vehicle Rental Fair-
ness Act of 1999. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON FOREST AND PUBLIC LAND 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Forests & Public Land 
Management of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources be granted 
permission to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, September 
30, for purposes of conducting a Sub-
committee on Forests & Public Lands 
Management hearing which is sched-
uled to begin at 2:30 p.m. The purpose 
of this oversight hearing is to receive 
testimony on S. 1457, the Forest Re-
sources for the Environment and the 
Economy Act. 

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

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 
f 

TRIBUTE TO ADMIRAL 
CHAMBERLIN 

∑ Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to take this opportunity to 
pay tribute to Rear Admiral Bob 
Chamberlin, on his retirement from the 
United States Navy after 33 years of 
distinguished and dedicated service to 
the nation. 

Rear Admiral Chamberlin is a native 
of Massachusetts. He graduated from 
high school in Westwood and went on 
to earn his bachelor’s degree at the 
University of Wisconsin, where he dis-
tinguished himself as a first-tier ROTC 
graduate. Shortly after receiving his 
commission in 1966, he was assigned to 
the U.S.S. Hisseem in Pearl Harbor. 
From there he went on to serve in 
Vietnam, gaining the respect of all who 
shared duty with him and earning nu-
merous decorations and awards, includ-
ing the Navy Commendation Medal 
with Combat V, the Vietnamese Medal 
of Honor First Class, and the Combat 
Action Ribbon. 

Following his Vietnam tour, he came 
home to Massachusetts and earned an 
MBA degree from Harvard. He went on 
to serve in a variety of supply and fi-
nancial management assignments, 
ashore and afloat. He was soon re-
garded by his superiors as a tireless 
and innovative logistician. Ten years 
after attending the Naval Supply Corps 
School in Athens, Georgia, he returned 
to the school as an instructor and 
course developer. 

In 1987, after serving as director of 
stock control at the Aviation Supply 
Office in Philadelphia and as supply of-
ficer on the U.S.S. Nimetz, he was pro-
moted to captain and was assigned to 
the Naval Supply Systems Command in 
Washington, D.C., where he served as 
the project officer on a major supply- 
system modernization initiative. 
Later, he was appointed to be the Com-
mand’s vice commander. 

In July 1993, he was promoted to rear 
admiral, and for the past two years, he 
has served as the principal deputy di-
rector of the Defense Logistics Agen-
cy—America’s combat support agency. 
His vision and leadership have been 
vital to the agency’s award-winning 
business-process initiatives to ensure 
that the nation’s armed forces receive 
the supplies and equipment they need, 
and in a way that offers the best pos-
sible return to the American taxpayer. 

Admiral Chamberlin has been in the 
forefront of the ongoing advances in 
military logistics. His exemplary mili-
tary career comes to a close this 
month, but his contributions and 
achievements will continue to be felt 
throughout the Navy and the Depart-
ment of Defense. 

Bob Chamberlin has served his coun-
try with great ability, valor, loyalty, 
and integrity. On the occasion of his 
retirement from the United States 
Navy, I commend him for his out-
standing service. He is Massachusetts’ 
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finest, and I wish him well in the years 
ahead.∑ 

f 

VIRGINIA ANNE HOLSFORD 

∑ Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, to-
morrow a good friend of mine is retir-
ing after 24 years of faithful and exem-
plary service as primary assistant for 
two federal judges in my state. Vir-
ginia Anne Holtsford served first as 
secretary and primary assistant to 
Judge Orma Smith, who was United 
States District Judge for the Northern 
District of Mississippi. Upon his death 
she became the secretary and primary 
assistant to United States Fifth Cir-
cuit Appeals Court Judge E. Grady 
Jolly of Jackson, Mississippi. She has 
been with Judge Jolly from his first 
day on the bench, more than seventeen 
year ago. She is retiring to move back 
to her hometown of Iuka, Mississippi, 
to be with her mother. 

This is how Judge Jolly described Ms. 
Holtsford to me: ‘‘Anne Holtsford has a 
very special way of dealing with folks 
that has endeared her to hundreds of 
people who transact business with the 
federal courts in Mississippi and, in-
deed, throughout the Fifth Circuit. I 
believe there is no more popular and 
better-liked secretary in the Fifth Cir-
cuit.’’ 

All of us who have had the good for-
tune to know Anne Holtsford appre-
ciate her dedicated, friendly and pro-
fessional service. We will miss her very 
much, but certainly she deserves a 
wonderful retirement. 

I join all of her many friends in com-
mending her for a job well done and 
wishing her much happiness in the 
years ahead.∑ 

f 

AMBASSADOR VANDEN HEUVEL’S 
TRIBUTE TO SENATOR KENNEDY 

∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
today to congratulate the Honorable 
EDWARD KENNEDY, who received the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Freedom 
Medal in early May of this year. I ask 
that Ambassador William J. vanden 
Heuvel’s remarks honoring Senator 
KENNEDY be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing this statement. 

The remarks follow. 
THE FOUR FREEDOMS: A GATEWAY TO THE NEW 

MILLENNIUM 

An Address by William J. vanden Heuvel, 
President of the Franklin & Eleanor Roo-
sevelt Institute—Hyde Park, New York— 
May 7, 1999 

Today, midst the renewal of life that 
Spring represents, we come to the valley of 
the Hudson River that Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt loved so very much. The President 
parents and four children of Franklin and El-
eanor Roosevelt are buried in this country 
churchyard. We remember that three 
sovereigns of the Netherlands—Wilhelmina, 
Juliana and Beatrix came to this church to 
worship accompanied by it Senior Warden 
who was also the President of the United 
States. We welcome the Queen’s High Com-
missioner. Wim van Gelder, and the delega-
tion from Zeeland where the Roosevelt 
Study Center has established itself as a pre- 

eminent place of study of the American pres-
idency. 

Winston Churchill described Franklin Roo-
sevelt as the greatest man he had ever 
known. President Roosevelt’s life, Churchill 
said, ‘‘must be regarded as one of the com-
manding events in human destiny.’’ We lis-
ten once more to the words the President 
spoke to the Congress on January 6, 1941, as 
he defined the fundamental charter of de-
mocracy: [The voice of President Roosevelt 
as he spoke to the Congress of the United 
States on January 6, 1941] 

‘‘In the future days, which we seek to 
make secure we look forward to a world 
founded upon four essential freedoms. The 
first is Freedom of Speech and Expression— 
everywhere in the world. The second is Free-
dom of every person to worship God in his 
own way—everywhere in the world. The third 
is Freedom from Want—which, translated 
into world terms, means economic under-
standing which will secure to every nation a 
healthy peacetime life for its inhabitants— 
everywhere in the world. The fourth is Free-
dom from Fear—which, translated into world 
terms, means a worldwide reduction of arma-
ments to such a point and in such a thorough 
fashion that no nation will be in a position 
to commit an act of physical aggression 
against any neighbor—anywhere in the 
world.’’ 
Freedom of Speech and Expression 
Freedom of Worship 
Freedom from Want 
Freedom from Fear 

For ourselves, for our nations, for our 
world. Those are the reasons why we fought 
the most terrible war in human history—to 
secure those freedoms for our children and 
generations to come, to make possible for 
them the well-ordered society that only De-
mocracy can assure, a community estab-
lished by the consent of the governed, where 
the rule of law prevails, where freedom 
means respect for each other, and where fair-
ness and decency and tolerance are the cher-
ished values, where government protects the 
powerless while encouraging everyone to 
nourish the spirit and substance of our land. 

Franklin Roosevelt was the voice of the 
people of the United States during the most 
difficult crises of the century. He led Amer-
ica out of the despair of the Great Depres-
sion. He led us to victory in the Great War. 
Four times he was elected President of the 
United States. By temperament and talent, 
by energy and instinct, Franklin Roosevelt 
came to the presidency, ready for the chal-
lenges that confronted him. He was a breath 
of fresh air in our political life—so vital, so 
confident and optimistic, so warm and good 
humored. He was a man of incomparable per-
sonal courage. At the age of 39, he was 
stricken with infantile paralysis. He would 
never walk or stand again unassisted. We can 
feel the pain of his struggle—learning to 
move again, to stand, to rely upon the phys-
ical support of others—never giving into de-
spair, to self-pity, to discouragement. Just 
twelve years after he was stricken, he was 
elected President of a country itself para-
lyzed by the most fearful economic depres-
sion of its history. He lifted America from 
its knees and led us to our fateful rendezvous 
with history. The majesty of that triumph 
can never be dimmed. 

He transformed our government into an ac-
tive instrument of social justice. He made 
America the arsenal of democracy. He was 
Commander-in-Chief of the greatest military 
force in history. He crafted the victorious al-
liance that won the war. He was the father of 
the nuclear age. He inspired and guided the 
blueprint for the world that was to follow. 
The vision of the United Nations, the com-
mitment to collective security, the deter-
mination to end colonialism, the oppor-

tunity of peace and prosperity for all peo-
ple—everywhere in the world. Such was the 
legacy of Franklin Roosevelt. 

President Roosevelt spoke in simple terms 
that everyone understood. Civilization needs 
a police force, he said, just as every one of 
our communities look to their local police 
for security and protection against the law-
less. Adolf Hitler and his Nazi hoodlums 
brought the world to the precipice of de-
struction. Franklin Roosevelt was the first 
among the world’s leaders to denounce and 
confront the savagery of the Nazis. The tin 
horn dictators who trample democratic val-
ues today when they carry out ethnic cleans-
ing and murder innocent people, destroying 
their children and their hopes, are in the 
same gangster tradition. It is Franklin Roo-
sevelt’s legacy to nullify their power by col-
lective action. If the freedoms, which are the 
essence of civilization, are only rhetoric un-
worthy of defense and sacrifice, they will not 
prosper. They will perish. 

The America that President Roosevelt left 
us was prepared for the challenge of the New 
Frontier. Despite the trouble and turbulence 
of the 20th century, there is much of which 
we can be proud. We have a nation based 
upon the consent of the governed. We must 
cause it once again to be respectful of the 
opinions of Mankind. We have amassed 
wealth that has never been equaled. We have 
brought together all of the world’s races and 
creeds and shown that we can live together 
in peace and common purpose. We have spent 
our treasure and spilled our blood to prevent 
tyrants from destroying the possibilities of 
freedom and liberty. 

Neither President Roosevelt nor we who 
share his vision are projecting a Utopia, a 
place liberated of all human trouble, where 
no one shall want for anything. No, the Four 
Freedoms are not a vision of a distant mil-
lennium, but rather the basis of a world at-
tainable in our own time and generation. 

It is the purpose of this day to honor five 
laureates whose lives and achievements give 
us hope that our cherished freedoms will en-
dure as our Republic will endure. 

It is my privilege and honor to bestow the 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt Four Freedoms 
Medals. 

AWARD OF THE FRANKLIN DELANO ROOSEVELT 
FREEDOM MEDAL TO EDWARD MOORE KENNEDY 

‘‘We look forward,’’ President Roosevelt 
told Congress and an embattled world on 
January 6, 1941, ‘‘to a world founded upon 
four essential freedoms’’—Freedom of Speech 
and Expression, Freedom of Worship, Free-
dom from Want, Freedom from Fear. 

On this 7th day of May, 1999, the Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt Freedom Medal is awarded 
to Edward Moore Kennedy whose commit-
ment to peace and social justice and whose 
brilliant command of the parliamentary 
process have made him the most influential 
Senator of his era, esteemed by his col-
leagues, and respected and admired through-
out the world. 

Six times the voters of Massachusetts have 
elected you to the Senate of the United 
States. Like the great leaders of this cen-
tury, you have been the target of doubt, deri-
sion, ridicule and hatred, but to your en-
emies’ everlasting disappointment, you have 
endured and prevailed, fortified by an inner 
strength that caused each fateful assault to 
leave you stronger, more determined, and 
more effective. 

You have been much more than the heir to 
a great political dynasty. You have been the 
executor of its legacy, a pioneer forever ad-
vancing the new frontiers of equal oppor-
tunity and American purpose. Born into a 
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family of wealth and influence, you created 
an independent career that has profoundly 
enriched the Kennedy saga and given voice 
and power precisely to those who, lacking 
wealth and influence, have been denied the 
opportunity of the American dream. 

In the struggle for civil rights, your elo-
quence has been the trumpet of our leader-
ship. You are the inexhaustible champion of 
racial justice and minority rights, of better 
schools, of the protection of the environ-
ment, of care and concern for the casualties 
of a market society—of those left out of 
America’s historic prosperity. No one has 
done more to provide healthcare for all 
Americans. You have built extraordinary 
coalitions—and when necessary you have 
stood alone—in extending insurance cov-
erage, in controlling costs, in protecting the 
vulnerable, in advancing medical research. 
You have fought for a social security system 
that truly assures security. You have led the 
fight for the minimum wage and the rights 
of labor, for equal opportunity for women, 
for the protection of children and for all 
those caught in the web of poverty. What the 
New Deal established, you advanced. You are 
the defender of past social gains and the de-
signer of new social opportunities. Your ca-
pacity for friendship, your graciousness and 
good humor, your willingness to do the tedi-
ous homework that makes you a master of 
legislative detail has enabled you to over-
come partisan divisions. You have achieved 
extraordinary results without compromising 
principle. 

In world affairs, you are a champion of 
peace and international understanding. 
Northern Ireland has the hope of peace today 
in large part because of your outspoken op-
position to violence and terrorism and your 
untiring support of those on the front line 
working for justice and reconciliation. The 
developing nations of the world know you as 
their friend, and the United Nations esteems 
you as an American leader who is deter-
mined to see our country fulfill its respon-
sibilities of leadership. 

Your life has not been absent adversity and 
pain but that has not lessened your deter-
mination to strive, to seek, to find and never 
yield in the quest for a better world. In 1980 
bringing your campaign to an end, you said: 
‘‘. . . But for all those whose cares have been 
our concern, the work goes on, the cause en-
dures, the hope still lives, and the dream 
shall never die.’’ You have been faithful to 
that promise. Those words define our pur-
pose with this award. You have understood 
and enhanced the great message of the Four 
freedoms as Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
meant them. Therefore, in his name, we 
honor—and we thank you.∑ 

f 

CLOSING OF FORT McCLELLAN 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, this is 
an important day for the United States 
and for Alabama in the community of 
Anniston, Calhoun County. 

Fort McClellan closed today. It was a 
casualty of the 1995 BRAC process. 
There was a great institution and a 
great installation. Thousands and hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans served 
in that community. It was given to the 
military in the early 1900s by the peo-
ple of that area in order to found this 
base. 

I would like to read part of an article 
by Rose Livingston, writing for the 
Birmingham News, captioned ‘‘Taps for 
Fort McClellan as final door closes.’’ 

The barracks are boarded up, and barri-
cades block their driveways. Flags have been 

furled and stored as mementos. Soldiers have 
packed up and shipped out. 

Fort McClellan is no more. 
The 82-year-old Army training base in An-

niston finally shut its gates Thursday. It was 
given birth in 1917 by a community that 
chipped in to buy the land and donated it to 
their government. Its demise came at the 
hands of federal bean-counters, who decided 
in 1995 that Fort McClellan was surplus. 

No bugle sounded, no cannon fired for the 
final shutdown. Those symbols were quieted 
after a closing ceremony in August, when 
soldiers were still around to march in it. 
Most are long gone. All that remains now is 
a skeleton crew to manage the base’s transi-
tion from a bustling military post to a prof-
it-generating private enterprise. 

Indeed, we will be looking for reuse 
of that facility. The community has a 
joint power reuse authority: The 
Chamber of Commerce, the city of An-
niston are all working to do what they 
can to create the kind of activity in a 
different way than what existed there. 

I am pleased we had the support of 
this Senate to create the Center for 
Domestic Preparedness at Fort McClel-
lan because Fort McClellan was a 
chemical training school, among other 
things, and we have to be able to be 
prepared in this Nation for the use of 
weapons of mass destruction. 

So this base at least will be a small 
part of some of the chemical testing fa-
cilities, some of the training facilities, 
and training of teachers. They will be 
able to teach firemen and police how to 
respond if they are faced with a chem-
ical or biological weapons attack in 
their towns and cities. 

The people of Anniston, the people of 
Fort McClellan, and the people of Cal-
houn County are patriotic Americans. 
They gave the land that became Ft. 
McClellan, and now they will receive 
the land back. But they will lose a 
great deal of income and support. 

The people of Anniston fought for 
their fort, but took the loss gracefully. 
They believed that chemical weapons 
would remain a major threat and that 
we ought not to close this base. I think 
they made a lot of good arguments. 
But the Commission decided otherwise, 
and with good grace, fortitude, and de-
termination, they accepted it and made 
a determination to move to the future. 
I believe they will be successful in 
that. 

I know time is late. We need to move 
on to other matters. But I did not want 
this day to pass before we had an op-
portunity to pause and recognize the 
extraordinary contribution of over 
2,000 men and women soldiers and over 
2,000 civilians who have served at that 
base. 

f 

STATE OF SOCIETY 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Kansas for the 
remarks he made earlier and his com-
mitment to revitalizing the moral fiber 
of this Nation. 

I think the polls he showed that the 
American people consider the threat of 
decline in values as the greatest threat 
facing our country are correct. If we 

lose our commitment to honesty, 
truth, discipline, hard work, and faith, 
if we lose those values, our Nation 
could be jeopardized. I thank the Sen-
ator from Kansas for raising those 
points because in many ways they 
transcend all the other issues we are 
facing. 

I know Senator BROWNBACK, the Pre-
siding Officer tonight, was watching 
closely Sunday night when we had the 
‘‘Touched By An Angel’’ show. They 
talked about a Senator who was given 
a challenge to go out to Sudan and see 
for themselves what it was like. The 
show could have been done about the 
Presiding Officer tonight because Sen-
ator BROWNBACK did that months ago. 
He personally went to Sudan and ob-
served the terrible conditions there. He 
observed men being abused and killed. 
He observed women being taken into 
slavery and abused sexually—being 
bought and sold nearly into the 21st 
century. He was appalled by it. He has 
come back here and done something 
about that. 

I know Dr. BILL FRIST, another Mem-
ber of this body, had been there him-
self, to this poor, dangerous country, 
and helped serve with medical skills he 
possesses. 

I just want to say congratulations to 
you, and thank you for that. I think 
that film could well have been written 
about either of you. You felt a calling 
to respond to the less fortunate and 
have done so. I believe something good 
is going to come out of that. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 

f 

TO REENACT CHAPTER 12 OF 
TITLE 11, UNITED STATES CODE 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of 
Calendar No. 281, S. 1606. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1606) to reenact chapter 12 of title 

XI United States Code, and for other pur-
poses. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1888 

(Purpose: To extend for 9 additional months 
the period for which chapter 12 of title XI, 
United States Code, is reenacted) 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, Sen-
ator GRASSLEY has an amendment at 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Alabama (Mr. SESSIONS), 

for Mr. GRASSLEY, proposes an amendment 
numbered 1888. 

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

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

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following: 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES11754 September 30, 1999 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS. 

Section 149 of title I of division C of Public 
Law 105–277, as amended by Public Law 106– 
5, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘March 31, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘September 30, 1999’’: and 
(B) by striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘October 1, 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 1 shall 
take effect on October 1, 1999. 

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘To extend 
for 9 additional months the period for which 
chapter 12 of title 11, United States Code, is 
reenacted.’’. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be agreed to, the bill be read a 
third time and passed, as amended, the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and any statement relating to 
the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The amendment (No. 1888) was agreed 
to. 

The bill (S. 1606), as amended, was 
passed, as follows: 

S. 1606 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AMENDMENTS. 

Section 149 of title I of division C of Public 
Law 105–277, as amended by Public Law 106– 
5, is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘October 1, 1999’’ each place 
it appears and inserting ‘‘July 1, 2000’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘March 31, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘September 30, 1999’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘October 1, 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The amendments made by section 1 shall 
take effect on October 1, 1999. 

f 

REAUTHORIZING THE JOHN HEINZ 
SENATE FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. Res. 180 be 
discharged from the Rules Committee 
and, further that the Senate proceed to 
its consideration. 

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

The clerk will report the resolution 
by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 180) reauthorizing the 

John Heinz Senate Fellowship Program. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the resolution be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and any statement 
relating to this resolution be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 180) was 
agreed to. 

The resolution is as follows: 
S. RES. 180 

Resolved, 

SECTION 1. JOHN HEINZ SENATE FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAM. 

Senate Resolution 356, 102d Congress, 
agreed to October 7, 1992, is amended by 
striking sections 2 through 6 and inserting 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

‘‘The Senate makes the following findings: 
‘‘(1) Senator John Heinz believed that Con-

gress has a special responsibility to serve as 
a guardian for those persons who cannot pro-
tect themselves. 

‘‘(2) Senator Heinz dedicated much of his 
career in Congress to improving the lives of 
senior citizens. 

‘‘(3) It is especially appropriate to honor 
the memory of Senator Heinz through the 
creation of a Senate fellowship program to 
encourage the identification and training of 
new leadership in aging policy and to bring 
experts with firsthand experience of aging 
issues to the assistance of Congress in order 
to advance the development of public policy 
in issues that affect senior citizens. 
‘‘SEC. 3. FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—In order to encourage 
the identification and training of new leader-
ship in issues affecting senior citizens and to 
advance the development of public policy 
with respect to such issues, there is estab-
lished a John Heinz Senate Fellowship Pro-
gram. 

‘‘(b) SENATE FELLOWSHIPS.—The Heinz 
Family Foundation, in consultation with the 
Secretary of the Senate, is authorized to se-
lect Senate fellowship participants. 

‘‘(c) SELECTION PROCESS.—The Heinz Fam-
ily Foundation shall— 

‘‘(1) publicize the availability of the fellow-
ship program; 

‘‘(2) develop and administer an application 
process for Senate fellowships; 

‘‘(3) conduct a screening of applicants for 
the fellowship program; and 

‘‘(4) select participants without regard to 
race, color, religion, sex, national origin, 
age, or disability. 
‘‘SEC. 4. COMPENSATION; NUMBER OF FELLOW-

SHIPS; PLACEMENT. 
‘‘(a) COMPENSATION.—The Secretary of the 

Senate is authorized, from funds made avail-
able under section 5, to appoint and fix the 
compensation of each eligible participant se-
lected under this resolution for a period de-
termined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(b) NUMBER OF FELLOWSHIPS.—No more 
than 2 fellowship participants shall be so em-
ployed. Any individual appointed pursuant 
to this resolution shall be subject to all laws, 
regulations, and rules in the same manner 
and to the same extent as any other em-
ployee of the Senate. 

‘‘(c) PLACEMENT.—The Secretary of the 
Senate, after consultation with the Majority 
Leader and Minority Leader of the Senate, 
shall place eligible participants in positions 
in the Senate that are, within practical con-
siderations, supportive of the fellowship par-
ticipants’ areas of expertise. 
‘‘SEC. 5. FUNDS. 

‘‘The funds necessary to compensate eligi-
ble participants under this resolution for fis-
cal year 1999 shall be paid from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate. Such funds shall not 
exceed, for fiscal year 1999, $71,000. There are 
authorized to be appropriated $71,000 for each 
of the fiscal years 2000 through 2004 to carry 
out the provisions of this resolution.’’. 

f 

REREFERRAL OF S. 1515 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 1515 be dis-
charged from the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

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

f 

REAUTHORIZING THE JACOB K. 
JAVITS SENATE FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAM 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 193 introduced earlier 
today by Senator DODD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 193) to reauthorize 

the Jacob K. Javits Senate Fellowship Pro-
gram. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing a Senate resolution to re-
authorize the Jacob K. Javits Senate 
Fellowship Program. This program was 
created in 1985 to honor the life work of 
our former colleague, Senator Jacob K. 
Javits, who served the people of New 
York with distinction and legislative 
acumen for many years. The Senate ex-
panded this program and reauthorized 
it for 5 years in 1988 and reauthorized 
the program again in 1993 for another 5 
years. The resolution I am introducing 
today will reauthorize this outstanding 
program for another 5 years through 
September 30, 2004. 

The Javits Fellowship Program au-
thorizes up to 10 fellowship partici-
pants each year to be placed by the 
Secretary of the Senate, in consulta-
tion with the Majority Leader and Mi-
nority Leader, in positions in the Sen-
ate. To the extent practical, such posi-
tions should be supportive of the fel-
lowship participants’ academic pro-
grams. My office has been the bene-
ficiary of this program and found the 
Javits fellows to be talented, energetic, 
and of great assistance to the work of 
the Senate. 

I thank my colleague, the chairman 
of the Rules Committee, Senator 
MCCONNELL, for his assistance in mov-
ing this resolution. I urge its adoption. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the resolution 
and preamble be considered and agreed 
to, en bloc, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table without any inter-
vening action, and that any statement 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 193) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 193 

Resolved, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This resolution may be cited as the ‘‘Jacob 
K. Javits Senate Fellowship Program Reso-
lution’’. 
SEC. 2. FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM EXTENDED; ELI-

GIBLE PARTICIPANTS. 
(a) REAUTHORIZATION.—In order to encour-

age increased participation by outstanding 
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students in a public service career, the Jacob 
K. Javits Senate Fellowship Program (in this 
resolution referred to as the ‘‘program’’) is 
extended for 5 years. 

(b) ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS.—The Jacob K. 
Javits Foundation, Incorporated, New York, 
New York, (referred to in this resolution as 
the ‘‘Foundation’’) shall select Senate fel-
lowship participants in the program. Each 
such participant shall complete a program of 
graduate study in accordance with criteria 
agreed upon by the Foundation. 
SEC. 3. SENATE COMPONENT OF FELLOWSHIP 

PROGRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Sen-

ate (in this resolution referred to as the 
‘‘Secretary’’) is authorized from funds made 
available under section 5, to appoint and fix 
the compensation of each eligible partici-
pant selected under section 2 for a period de-
termined by the Secretary. The period of em-
ployment for each participant shall not ex-
ceed 1 year. Compensation paid to partici-
pants under this resolution shall not supple-
ment stipends received from the Secretary of 
Education under the program. 

(b) NUMBER OF FELLOWSHIPS.—For any fis-
cal year not more than 10 fellowship partici-
pants shall be employed. 

(c) PLACEMENT.—The Secretary, after con-
sultation with the Majority Leader and the 
Minority Leader, shall place eligible partici-
pants in positions in the Senate that are, 
within practical considerations, supportive 
of the fellowship participants’ academic pro-
grams. 
SEC. 4. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT. 

The Secretary of Education may enter into 
an agreement with the Foundation for the 
purpose of providing administrative support 
services to the Foundation in conducting the 
program. 
SEC. 5. FUNDS. 

An amount not to exceed $250,000 shall be 
available to the Secretary from the contin-
gent fund of the Senate for each of the 5 year 
periods beginning on October 1, 1999 to com-
pensate participants in the program. 
SEC. 6. PROGRAM EXTENSION. 

This program shall terminate September 
30, 2004. Not later than 3 months prior to 
September 30, 2004, the Secretary shall sub-
mit a report evaluating the program to the 
Majority Leader and the Senate along with 
recommendations concerning the program’s 
extension and continued funding level. 

f 

EXTENDING THE ENERGY POLICY 
AND CONSERVATION ACT 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
now proceed to the consideration of 
H.R. 2981, which is at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 2981) to extend energy con-

servation programs under the Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act through March 31, 2000. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent the bill be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 

laid upon the table, and that any state-
ment relating to the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

The bill (H.R. 2981) was read a third 
time and passed. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

Mr. SESSIONS. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate immediately pro-
ceed to executive session to consider 
the following nominations to the Exec-
utive Calendar: 169, 229, 230, and 234. 

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

Mr. SESSIONS. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the nominations be 
confirmed, the motions to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, any statements 
relating to the nominations be printed 
in the RECORD, the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action, 
and that the Senate then return to leg-
islative session. 

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

The nominations considered and con-
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Arthur L. Money, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Defense. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

The following Air National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Air Force to the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Daniel James III, 0000. 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Deputy Judge Advocate General of 
the United States Air Force and for appoint-
ment to the grade indicated under title 10, 
U.S.C., section 8037: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Thomas J. Fiscus, 0000. 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the Reserve of the Air Force to the 
grade indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 
12203: 

To be brigadier general 

Col. Bernard J. Pieczynski, 0000. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR FRIDAY, OCTOBER 1, 
1999 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it ad-

journ until the hour of 9 a.m. on Fri-
day, October 1. I further ask unani-
mous consent that on Friday, imme-
diately following the prayer, the Jour-
nal of proceedings be approved to date, 
the morning hour be deemed expired, 
the time for the two leaders be re-
served for their use later in the day, 
and the Senate then resume consider-
ation of the Labor-HHS appropriations 
bill. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. SESSIONS. For the information 
of all Senators, the Senate will con-
vene at 9 a.m. tomorrow and imme-
diately begin 30 minutes of debate on 
the Collins amendment regarding dia-
betes. At the expiration of that debate, 
the Senate will proceed to a vote on 
the amendment. Therefore, Senators 
may expect the first vote at approxi-
mately 9:30 a.m. Further consideration 
of the Labor-HHS bill is expected dur-
ing tomorrow’s session of the Senate, 
to be followed by a period of morning 
business. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. SESSIONS. If there is no further 
business to come before the Senate, I 
now ask unanimous consent the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:51 p.m., adjourned until Friday, 
October 1, 1999, at 9 a.m. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate September 30, 1999: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

ARTHUR L. MONEY, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE. 

THE ABOVE NOMINATION WAS APPROVED SUBJECT TO 
THE NOMINEE’S COMMITMENT TO RESPOND TO RE-
QUESTS TO APPEAR AND TESTIFY BEFORE ANY DULY 
CONSTITUTED COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 

THE FOLLOWING AIR NATIONAL GUARD OF THE UNITED 
STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RESERVE 
OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. DANIEL JAMES, III, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS DEPUTY JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL OF THE UNITED 
STATES AIR FORCE AND FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE 
GRADE INDICATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 8037: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. THOMAS J. FISCUS, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE RESERVE OF THE AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be brigadier general 

COL. BERNARD J. PIECZYNSKI, 0000. 
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INTRODUCTION OF THE MEDICARE
HOSPITAL OUTPATIENT PAY-
MENT EQUALITY ‘‘HOPE’’ ACT

HON. RICK LAZIO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. LAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in-
troduce legislation to provide needed relief for
our Nation’s hospitals seeking redress from
the Balanced Budget Act (BBA). My legisla-
tion, the Medicare Hospital Outpatient Pay-
ment Equality (HOPE) Act, addresses the
Health Care Financing Administration’s
(HCFA) proposal to implement the Medicare
Outpatient Prospective Payment System
(PPS). HCFA’s proposal will affect a hospital’s
ability to deliver outpatient services through re-
imbursement reductions up to 30 to 40 per-
cent.

Under the PPS, in my home State of New
York, hospitals from every corner of the State
would see major reductions in their outpatient
payments. Hospitals in my district on Long Is-
land would be harmed. Hospitals in northern
New York rural areas, such as the Adirondack
Medical Center in Lake Placid will realize re-
ductions totaling 16.9 percent in one year.
Urban hospitals in New York’s major cities,
like their rural counterparts, will witness similar
reductions. Mt. Sinai Medical Center, one of
America’s premier teaching hospitals, will see
their outpatient payments cut by 37.6 percent
in just one year. In fact, New York’s urban
hospitals are among the most severely hurt by
the proposed PPS in the Nation. According to
HCFA’s own analysis, 19 of the top 100 hos-
pitals in the Nation that are hurt by the pro-
posed PPS are in New York State.

Most importantly, the HCFA proposal could
harm seniors. For example, a Medicare bene-
ficiary living in the most underserved parts of
New York City receive routine, preventive
health services from a local clinic. Clinics pro-
vide cost-efficient, low-cost, quality care. This
patient’s health care needs, under my bill,
would be preserved because the clinic would
be able to stay open to serve seniors.

Another example of who my bill helps is the
senior living in any small town in northern New
York. Under the HCFA PPS, that senior’s care
will be jeopardized because of inadequate re-
imbursements to the local emergency room
and they may end up having to close their
doors because of financial reasons. The clos-
est ER, then, may be 100–150 miles away.
Emergency rooms are not a profitable part of
the hospital and require adequate reimburse-
ment to care for seniors with emergency
needs. If this patient needs immediate atten-
tion for a heart condition, requiring them to
travel hours to the nearest emergency room is
not a good way to provide care. The ERs
need to be there. My bill would ensure that
these ER services are available to seniors.

The outpatient reductions are due to go into
effect in early 2000. I introduce this legislation
today because we must take steps to ensure
seniors’ access to care. We must address the

inadequacies in the Medicare outpatient pay-
ment system by restoring funds to all hospitals
so they can take care of our seniors. My legis-
lation would do so through several changes.

First, the Medicare HOPE Act would imple-
ment a three-year transition to limit losses as
a result of HCFA’s PPS. Any new payment
system must include a transition mechanism
to enable hospitals to gradually adjust to the
new PPS.

Second, the Medicare HOPE Act would in-
crease payments for emergency room and
clinic visits. One of the ways to help many of
the essential city, suburban, and rural safety
net hospitals with large losses due to the PPS
is to increase payments for emergency room
and clinic services. Emergency rooms provide
life-saving care that is not available to Medi-
care beneficiaries in any other setting. These
services are provided without consideration of
one’s ability to pay and it is essential that
Medicare adequately reimburse hospitals for
its share of emergency room services. Also,
clinics provide many preventative and inex-
pensive services that monitor and manage the
health status of Medicare beneficiaries. This
results in lower utilization of more expensive
health care services. Hospitals that have the
highest share of clinic visits also treat the
highest percentage of poor patients. For this
reason, my legislation addresses the specific,
unique needs of these hospitals.

Finally, the Medicare HOPE Act would re-
scind the annual 1 percent reduction in the
outpatient PPS ‘‘inflation’’ update factor. With-
out this restoration, payments for outpatient
services would be reduced by an additional 3
percent.

By introducing this bill today, I join many of
my colleagues that have introduced or co-
sponsored legislation which recognizes that
America’s hospitals are heavily burdened by
the unintended consequences of the BBA.

My legislation helps all types of hospitals
across this country because HCFA’s out-
patient PPS hurts many hospitals across the
country. The legislation offers a solution for
my colleagues seeking relief for hospitals. This
legislation is endorsed by the American Hos-
pital Association and several State hospital as-
sociations including the Healthcare Associa-
tion of New York State.

I urge all of my colleagues to join me in co-
sponsoring the Medicare HOPE Act.
f

RECOGNIZING THE 16TH ANNUAL
CIRCLE CITY CLASSIC

HON. JULIA CARSON
OF INDIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
bestow recognition on a wonderful event in my
home town of Indianapolis. This weekend, the
16th annual Circle City Classic football game
will be played in Indianapolis.

The Circle City Classic is the second largest
college bowl game played between two histori-

cally black colleges. It features the Hampton
Pirates and the Southern Jaguars this year.

Fans attending the game enjoy not only a
competitive football game, but also a highly
spirited and energetic battle of the school
bands at half time.

Before the game, a parade through the
streets of downtown Indianapolis further de-
lights the thousands of people who line the
parade route. With the sounds of music echo-
ing throughout the community, the atmosphere
in Indianapolis during the Classic weekend is
truly exciting, memorable and a true classic.

The Circle City Classic is one of Indianap-
olis’ treasures, and is a testament to the spirit,
vision, and commitment of The Indiana Sports
Corporation and Indiana Black Expo.

Mr. Speaker, I invite all of my colleagues to
come to Indianapolis to experience the won-
derful Circle City Classic.

f

TRIBUTE TO FRANK G. LUMPKIN,
JR.

HON. MAC COLLINS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, Fort Benning, in
Columbus, GA, is an important Army base as-
sociated with many distinguished individuals
over time. It has received immunerable cita-
tions for its outstanding achievements. It is the
home of the U.S. Army Infantry School and
the U.S. Army School of the Americas. Some
call it the biggest military school in the world,
because it trains over 60,000 soldiers each
year. Every infantry officer, enlisted man, and
non-commissioned officer in the U.S. Army
trains there at least once in his career. With a
military population of 21,000, Ft. Benning is
the home of the 75th Ranger Regiment, 3rd
Brigade—3rd Infantry Division, the 29th Infan-
try Regiment, as well as an Infantry Training
Brigade and a Basic Combat Training Brigade.

The base is associated with many famous
soldiers. Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower, Gen.
George C. Marshall, Gen. Omar Bradley, Gen.
George Patton and Gen. Colin Powell served
there.

However, one individual whose name has
become part of the post’s heritage actually
had a short career as a soldier. His name,
Frank G. Lumpkin, Jr., is interwoven with Ft.
Benning’s history. Mr. Lumpkin’s name was
there at the Fort’s founding, and will be there
into the future, for it graces the road that runs
through the main post. Frank G. Lumpkin Jr.
was only 10 years old when he accompanied
his father to Washington in 1916. His father
persuaded Congress to place a military base
on the Chattahoochee. Two years later, Fort
Benning was founded in connection with the
Lumpkins, and that relationship remains until
the present day.

Twenty-four years after that trip, Mr.
Lumpkin himself served at Ft. Benning. It was
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World War II, and he was a captain in Gen.
Patton’s 2nd Armored division. Cpt. Lumpkin
served from 1940 to 1946, but although his
service in the army ended, his service to Ft.
Benning did not.

In 1993, at the age of 90, Mr. Lumpkin
heard the fort needed money to restore seven
WW II-era buildings. Otherwise, they were
slated for destruction. Mr. Lumpkin wrote a
personal check for $100,000 to save the build-
ings. He told the commanding general at the
time, Maj. Gen. John Hendrix, that the check
was bad—he didn’t have the money to make
it good. Yet, he did make it good over time, by
helping to raise money and resources to re-
store the structures.

Mr. Lumpkin and his family have consist-
ently dedicated themselves to the preservation
and betterment of Ft. Benning. They are a true
inspiration to the rest of us. By their faithful ef-
forts, they have made a significant contribution
to this county and to its history. I would like to
enter into the record this commendation of an
old soldier who may have stacked arms in
1946, but has never, in the following half cen-
tury, stopped fighting to preserve Ft. Benning
and its heritage.

I salute you, Mr. Lumpkin, and I thank you
for your contributions.
f

RECOGNIZING ST. BRIDGET’S ELE-
MENTARY, REED ELEMENTARY,
AND HENRY ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS

HON. JAMES M. TALENT
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. TALENT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize St. Bridget’s Elementary School,
Reed Elementary School, and Henry Elemen-
tary School for being selected as state cham-
pions, for their achievements in the Presi-
dent’s Challenge Physical Fitness Award Pro-
gram.

The State Championship Award is pre-
sented to schools with the highest number of
students scoring at or above the 85th per-
centile on the President’s Challenge. The
Presidential Physical Fitness Award is a pres-
tigious accomplishment, and in the 1998–1999
school year more than two million children na-
tionwide earn this award.

Mr. Speaker, physical activity is an impor-
tant component of the health and development
of our future generation, and I hope you will
join me in commending these schools for their
dedication to quality physical education.
f

EXPRESSION OF DESIRE: TOO
LITTLE, TOO LATE

HON. MAX SANDLIN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, today the Re-
publicans continue their budgetary charade in
an attempt to fool the American people into
believing that they intend to save the Social
Security surplus when they have already
begun spending it. Their latest tactic has
manifested itself in the form of a resolution
‘‘Expressing the Desire of the House Not to

Spend any of the Social Security Budget Sur-
plus and to Continue to Retire the Debt of the
Public.’’

The truth is, this ‘‘expression of desire’’ is
too little, too late. If Republicans truly believed
their empty promises; if they truly intended to
practice what they preach; they wouldn’t be on
the way to spending $27 billion of the Social
Security surplus they desire to protect. The
Congressional Budget Office reports that, by
late summer, the Republican majority had al-
ready committed the entire $14.4 billion non-
Social Security surplus, going so far as to end
up with a budget deficit of $16 billion. As this
deficit grows, the Social Security surplus
shrinks.

There is an inverse relationship here, but
my Republican friends on the other side of the
aisle seem content with ignoring this fiscal re-
ality and reverting to the dream world which
brought us the $800 billion tax cut package. In
light of these numbers, it would surprise any-
one that there would be any money left over
for massive tax cuts; yet the Republicans de-
cided to spend their entire political collateral
on spending these fictional funds while the
debt continues to grow and the Social Security
surplus continues to shrink. They spent all
their time and energy on trying to pass this
reckless tax cut package while the business of
the people was completely neglected. These
irresponsible actions have left us in the unnec-
essary, otherwise-avoidable position of having
to vote for a Continuing Resolution yet again
to keep the government funded because the
Republicans didn’t fulfill their fiscal duty to the
American people.

Now that the tax cut has been rightfully ve-
toed by the President and the American peo-
ple have voiced their opposition to spending
money that doesn’t exist, the Republican lead-
ership decides to ‘‘Express Their Desire . . .
Not to Spend any of the Social Security Sur-
plus.’’ They designate funding for a census
that is mandated to occur every ten years as
emergency spending, thus committing them-
selves to dipping into Social Security, and they
continue their balance sheet gimmicks, think-
ing they’ll get away with these tactics under
the guise of false fiscal responsibility by pass-
ing today’s resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I intend to vote for this resolu-
tion because I believe in it and because I be-
lieve my actions up to this point are a reflec-
tion of my commitment to saving Social Secu-
rity and paying down the debt. I cannot, how-
ever, cast this vote on the resolution in ques-
tion without identifying it as what it is: yet an-
other Republican budget gimmick.
f

HONORING JAPANESE AMBAS-
SADOR KUNIHKO SAITO FOR HIS
EXTRAORDINARY CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO UNITED STATES-JAPA-
NESE RELATIONS

HON. DOUG BEREUTER
OF NEBRASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, His Excel-
lency Kunihko Saito, the Honorable Ambas-
sador of Japan, is returning soon to the Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs in Tokyo upon comple-
tion of his assignment here. Prior to his depar-
ture, this Member wishes to recognize Ambas-
sador Saito’s extraordinary contributions to

strengthening the friendship and alliance be-
tween the United States and Japan.

It is frequently remarked that there is no
more important relationship in the world today
than the relationship between the United
States and Japan. Today, this relationship is
stronger than ever and one of the reasons for
that fact is the efforts of Ambassador Saito.
During the three and a half years, he so ably
represented his nation here, Ambassador
Saito helped our two countries navigate a se-
ries of milestones that updated the terms of
our security relationship for the post-cold war
era through the new U.S.-Japan Defense
Guidelines and our agreement to cooperate on
research on ballistic missile defense because
of the threats from North Korea. Moreover, Ja-
pan’s contribution as host nation support for
our armed forces stationed there remains the
highest in the world.

We also have deepened our cooperation
through the Common Agenda, including efforts
to fight disease, control narcotics, protect en-
dangered species, and preserve the environ-
ment. And while trade frictions will always
exist even among the closest of friends, Am-
bassador Saito has made important contribu-
tions to bilateral negotiations aimed at opening
Japan further to U.S. products through de-
regulation and to facilitating the kind of foreign
direct investment to Japan that supports our
exports.

As Chairman of the Asia and the Pacific
Subcommittee of the House International Re-
lations Committee, this Member extends to
Ambassador Saito and to the friendly, gra-
cious and diplomatically astute Mrs. Saito, the
recognition and appreciation of the United
States Congress for an important job ex-
tremely well done. We wish these two good
Japanese friends continued success in all fu-
ture endeavors and hope for future contact.

f

IN HONOR OF GLORIA KARPINSKI
BATTISTI

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
tribute to Gloria Karpinski Battisti, Immediate
Past President, Catholic Charities Corporation
Board, as she is honored for promoting her
Polish Heritage through her outstanding ac-
complishments by the Polonia Foundation of
Ohio, Inc.

Gloria Karpinski Battisti has dedicated a
substantial portion of her life to helping others
through social service. As an active member
of the Cleveland community, Gloria Karpinski
Battisti has led a remarkable career of civic,
church, and ethnic service. Gloria has been in-
volved in the Polish-American community
through her position as Director of the Polonia
Foundation of Ohio. She is also a member of
the Polish Women’s Alliance, the Alliance of
Poles, and the Polish American Congress.

Through her resolute dedication and enthu-
siasm for helping others, Gloria Karpinski
Battisti has participated and served with var-
ious groups and organizations. Most notably,
Gloria Battisti served as the past Chairman of
Catholic Charities. She was the first women
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elected to office in the Corporation and she
served as Treasurer, Vice Chair and two
terms as Chair.

I ask that my distinguished colleagues join
me in commending Gloria Karpinski Battisti for
her dedication, service, and leadership in the
Cleveland Community. Our community has
certainly been rewarded by true service dis-
played by Gloria Karpinski Battisti.
f

THANKS FOR TWENTY-THREE
YEARS, GARY LIEBER

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
take a moment to recognize Gary Lieber. He
is a man who has given a lifetime of govern-
ment service. After 23 years with the post of-
fice he has decided to retire and in his words,
‘‘Do what he wants to do when he wants to do
it.’’

Many years ago, when Gary began his serv-
ice at the Glenwood Springs, Colorado Post
Office, one rural carrier and three city carriers
delivered all the mail to the community. In his
years of service, he has seen the city grow to
three rural routes and seven city carriers.

Gary Lieber worked every position in the
post office, from overnight sorter, to super-
visor, to examination specialist at the front
counter. In working those many jobs, he has
encountered many people and been a won-
derful influence on all of them. One of those
people, his daughter Kelly, decided five years
ago to follow her father’s footsteps and join
the post office.

It is with this, Mr. Speaker, that I say thank
you to Gary Lieber, for years of dedicated
service to our government. For many years to
come Gary’s legacy of hard work and dedica-
tion will be remembered.

RECOGNIZING THE ACCOMPLISH-
MENTS OF PAUL MARTIN

HON. LYNN C. WOOLSEY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, September 30, 1999
Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to a dear friend and remarkable in-
dividual, Paul Martin, and to recognize him for
his commitment to riparian restoration and
education on his Stemple Creek ranch in the
community of Two Rick in Sonoma County,
California, the district I am privileged to rep-
resent. I truly wish I were able to join Paul, his
family and their many friends at The Bay Insti-
tute’s ‘‘Partners Protecting the Bay’’ Celebra-
tion tonight as Paul accepts the Carla Bard
Bay Education Award. Paul was the first
rancher willing to work with the 4th grade stu-
dents of the Shrimp Project of Brookside
School. Today, because of his vision and en-
thusiasm, there are increasing numbers of stu-
dents and teachers doing creek restoration on
Sonoma and Marin ranches each year.

It was in the winter of 1993 when the fourth
graders asked Paul if they could plant willows
at Stemple Creek on his property. They had
begun a project to help save an endangered
species, the California Freshwater Shrimp.
Paul allowed the students to come on his
property and plant willows, blackberries and
other native plants along the creek. He worked
with them every step of the way, digging the
holes with the posthole digger, and watering
the new plants with a bucket. He fenced off
part of this land to protect the new plantings,
temporarily giving up the land for grazing.

I have been to his ranch on Stemple Creek
many times and have seen the students’ ex-
citement as they plant the willow sprigs. Those
sprigs are now full-grown trees, shading the
creek and providing homes for Valley quail,
yellow warbler, California freshwater shrimp,
spiders, duck and more.

We have learned so much from Paul. He is
a marvelous teacher, and a great supporter of
education. He is always thinking about how a
particular experience will best benefit the chil-
dren’s education. He has taught suburban stu-
dents and teachers about a rancher’s life—the
complex problems, the joys and the hard, hard
work. He is wise and patient always taking
time to explain things that are important.

Paul is modest about his gifts and his in-
volvement, preferring to allow others to shine,
but his influence is widespread. He has af-
fected people’s ideas about what is possible in
education, even at a national/international
level. The collaborative work begun on
Stemple Creek has received local, national
and international media attention and awards.
Paul made this possible. The Shrimp Project
shows that people who might have differing
views—environmentalists, ranchers, students,
biologists, teachers, businesspeople—don’t
have to agree on everything, but can still work
together to achieve some common goals.
These new relationships result in increased
understanding, tolerance and appreciation of
everyone involved.

Because of Paul’s generosity, his ranch is
now a model of cooperation between a ranch-
er and environmental project students and
teachers. Because of his dedication to this
community and to education, other ranchers
and teachers are inspired to take part in this
kind of cooperative effort. One class has be-
come 90 classes. The Shrimp Project con-
tinues today as the STRAW (Students and
Teachers Restoring A Watershed) Project, fa-
cilitated by The Bay Institute and the Center
for Ecoliteracy. As the creek gets healthier,
the community is enriched and enlightened.
As the students plant at other ranchers in
Marin and Sonoma counties, Paul continues to
be an important voice for collaborative restora-
tion and is a model for so many others
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Daily Digest
HIGHLIGHTS

House Committee ordered reported 19 sundry measures, including the
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education appropriations for
fiscal year 2000.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S11663–S11755
Measures Introduced: Nine bills and three resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 1669–1677, S.
Res. 192–193, and S. Con. Res. 58.              Page S11726

Measures Reported: Reports were made as follows:
H.R. 858, to amend title 11, District of Colum-

bia Code, to extend coverage under the whistle-
blower protection provisions of the District of Co-
lumbia Comprehensive Merit Personnel Act of 1978
to personnel of the courts of the District of Colum-
bia, with an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. (S. Rept. No. 106–167)               Pages S11725–26

Measures Passed:
Extending Birthday Greetings to Former Presi-

dent Carter: Senate agreed to S. Res. 192, extending
birthday greetings and best wishes to Jimmy Carter
in recognition of his 75th birthday.       Pages S11669–70

U.S. Code Chapter 12: Senate passed S. 1606, to
extend for 9 additional months the period for which
chapter 12 of title 11, United States Code, is reen-
acted, after agreeing to the following amendment
proposed thereto:                                              Pages S11753–54

Sessions (for Grassley) Amendment No. 1888, in
the nature of a substitute.                            Pages S11753–54

John Heinz Senate Fellowship Program: Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration was discharged
from further consideration of S. Res. 180, reauthor-
izing the John Heinz Senate Fellowship Program,
and the resolution was then agreed to.         Page S11754

Jacob K. Javits Fellowship Program: Senate
agreed to S. Res. 193, to reauthorize the Jacob K.
Javits Fellowship Program.                         Pages S11754–55

Energy Policy and Conservation Act Extension:
Senate passed H.R. 2981, to extend energy conserva-
tion programs under the Energy Policy and Con-

servation Act through March 31, 2000, clearing the
measure for the President.                                   Page S11755

Labor/HHS/Education: Senate continued consider-
ation of S. 1650, making appropriations for the De-
partments of Labor, Health and Human Services, and
Education, and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2000, taking action on the
following amendments proposed thereto:
                               Pages S11663–66, S11681–S11719, S11721–24

Adopted:
Graham Amendment No. 1821, to restore fund-

ing for social services block grants. (By 39 yeas to
57 nays (Vote No. 302), Senate earlier failed to table
the amendment.)                         Pages S11701–11, S11715–17

Graham Amendment No. 1886 (to Amendment
No. 1821), to restore funding for social services
block grants.                                        Pages S11704–11, S11717

Dodd Amendment No. 1813, to increase funding
for activities carried out under the Child Care and
Development Block Grant Act of 1990. (By 41 yeas
to 54 nays (Vote No. 303), Senate earlier failed to
table the amendment.)             Pages S11711–14, S11716–17

Coverdell Amendment No. 1885 (to Amendment
No. 1846), to clarify provisions relating to expendi-
tures by the Occupational Safety and Health Admin-
istration by authorizing 50 percent of the amount
appropriated that is in excess of the amount appro-
priated for such purpose for fiscal year 1999 to be
used for compliance assistance and 50 percent of
such amount for enforcement and other purposes.
(By 44 yeas to 51 nays (Vote No. 304), Senate ear-
lier failed to table the amendment.)
                                                    Pages S11695–S11701, S11717–18

Enzi Amendment No. 1846, to clarify provisions
relating to expenditures by the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration by authorizing 50 per-
cent of the amount appropriated that is in excess of
the amount appropriated for such purpose for fiscal
year 1999 to be used for compliance assistance and
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50 percent of such amount for enforcement and
other purposes.                           Pages S11694–S11701, S11718

Inhofe Modified Amendment No. 1816, to express
the sense of the Senate regarding payments under
the prospective payment system for hospital out-
patient department services under the medicare pro-
gram.                                                                      Pages S11721–22

Rejected:
Boxer Amendment No. 1809, to increase funds

for the 21st century community learning centers
program. (By 54 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 299),
Senate tabled the amendment.)                 Pages S11663–66

Hutchinson Amendment No. 1812, to provide for
a transfer of funds for the consolidated health cen-
ters.                                                                          Pages S11685–94

Hutchinson Amendment No. 1834 (to Amend-
ment No. 1812), to provide funding for the consoli-
dated health centers. (By 50 yeas to 49 nays (Vote
No. 300), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                                  Pages S11691–93

Reid Amendment No. 1820, to increase the ap-
propriation for the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting. (By 51 yeas to 44 nays (Vote No. 301), Sen-
ate tabled the amendment.)
                                                            Pages S11682–85, S11714–15

Withdrawn:
Gregg Amendment No. 1810 (to Amendment

No. 1809), to require that certain appropriated funds
be used to carry out part B of the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act.                                 Page S11663

Reid Amendment No. 1807, to require the Sec-
retary of Labor to issue regulations to eliminate or
minimize the significant risk of needlestick injury to
health care workers.                               Pages S11663, S11721

Brownback Amendment No. 1833, to establish a
task force of the Senate to address the societal crisis
facing America.                                                 Pages S11722–24

A unanimous-consent time agreement was reached
providing for further consideration of the bill, with
an amendment to be proposed thereto, at 9 a.m., on
Friday, October 1, 1999.                                      Page S11755

FAA Authorization—Agreement: A unanimous-
consent agreement was reached providing for the
consideration of S. 82, to authorize appropriations
for Federal Aviation Administration, on Monday,
October 4, 1999.                                              Pages S11720–21

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Arthur L. Money, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Defense.

3 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
                                                                                          Page S11755

Messages From the House:                             Page S11725

Measures Referred:                                               Page S11725

Enrolled Bills Presented:                                  Page S11725

Communications:                                                   Page S11725

Executive Reports of Committees:             Page S11726

Statements on Introduced Bills:          Pages S11726–34

Additional Cosponsors:                             Pages S11734–35

Amendments Submitted:                         Pages S11737–51

Notices of Hearings:                                            Page S11751

Authority for Committees:                              Page S11751

Additional Statements:                              Pages S11751–53

Record Votes: Six record votes were taken today.
(Total—304)                        Pages S11666, S11693, S11715–17

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9:30 a.m., and
adjourned at 7:51 p.m., until 9:00 a.m., on Friday,
October 1, 1999. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s
Record on page S11755.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

WTO AGRICULTURAL TRADE AGENDA
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: Com-
mittee concluded hearings to review the Administra-
tion’s agriculture trade agenda for the upcoming
World Trade Organization meeting in Seattle, after
receiving testimony from Peter Scher, Special Trade
Negotiator, Office of United States Trade Represent-
ative; August Schumacher, Jr., Under Secretary of
Agriculture for Farm and Foreign Agricultural Serv-
ices; Andrew Whisenhunt, Arkansas Farm Bureau
Federation, Bradley, on behalf of the American Farm
Bureau Federation; Leland Swenson, National Farm-
ers Union, Nicholas D. Giordano, National Pork
Producers Council, Janet A. Nuzum, International
Dairy Foods Association, and Allen F. Johnson, Na-
tional Oilseed Processors Association, all of Wash-
ington, D.C.; and Kyle Phillips, Knoxville, Iowa, on
behalf of the National Corn Growers Association.

NOMINATIONS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
Committee ordered favorably reported the nomina-
tions of Thomas B. Leary, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a Federal Trade Commissioner, Stephen D.
Van Beek, of the District of Columbia, to be Asso-
ciate Deputy Secretary of Transportation, Michael J.
Frazier, of Maryland, to be an Assistant Secretary of
Transportation, Gregory Rohde, of North Dakota, to
be Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Communica-
tions and Information, Linda Joan Morgan, of Mary-
land, to be a Member of the Surface Transportation
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Board, and lists for promotion in the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, and the
United States Coast Guard.

MOTOR VEHICLE RENTAL FAIRNESS
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Consumer Affairs, Foreign Commerce,
and Tourism concluded hearings on S. 1130, to
amend title 49, United States Code, with respect to
liability of motor vehicle rental or leasing companies
for the negligent operation of rented or leased motor
vehicles, after receiving testimony from Sharon
Faulkner, Premier Car Rental Company, Albany,
New York; Ken Elder, Welcome Corporation, Alex-
andria, Virginia; Raymond T. Wagner, Jr., Enter-
prise Rent-A-Car Company, St. Louis, Missouri; and
Larry S. Stewart, Stewart, Tilghman, Fox and
Bianchi, Miami, Florida, on behalf of the Association
of Trial Lawyers of America.

FOREST RESOURCES FOR THE
ENVIRONMENT AND ECONOMY
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Sub-
committee on Forests and Public Land Management
concluded hearings on S. 1457, to amend the Energy
Policy Act of 1992 to assess opportunities to increase
carbon storage on national forests derived from the
public domain and to facilitate voluntary and accu-
rate reporting of forest projects that reduce atmos-
pheric carbon dioxide concentrations, after receiving
testimony from Robert Lewis, Jr., Deputy Chief, Re-
search and Development, Forest Service, Department
of Agriculture; Gerald J. Gray, American Forests,
Washington, D.C.; James F. Cathcart, Oregon De-
partment of Forestry, Salem; E. Austin Short, III,
Delaware Department of Agriculture Forest Service,
Dover, on behalf of the National Association of State
Foresters; and William H. Banzhaf, Society of Amer-
ican Foresters, Bethesda, Maryland.

CORRUPTION IN RUSSIA
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings to examine the extent of the corruption in
the Russian political and economic system, and the
future status of United States and Russian relations,
after receiving testimony from Peter Reddaway,
George Washington University Institute for Euro-
pean, Russian, and Eurasian Studies, Thomas E.
Graham, Jr., Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, and James O. Finckenauer, Rutgers Univer-
sity School of Criminal Justice, all of Washington,
D.C.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

S.J. Res. 3, proposing an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to protect the rights
of crime victims; and

The nominations of Robert Raben, of Florida, to
be an Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legisla-
tive Affairs, Robert S. Mueller, III, to be United
States Attorney for the Northern District of Cali-
fornia, and John Hollingsworth Sinclair, to be
United States Marshal for the District of Vermont,
all of the Department of Justice.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Small Business: On Wednesday, Sep-
tember 29, Committee ordered favorably reported S.
791, to amend the Small Business Act with respect
to the women’s business center program, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee held closed
hearings on intelligence matters, receiving testimony
from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee recessed subject to call.

GLOBAL TRANSPORTATION Y2K IMPACT
Special Committee on the Year 2000 Technology Problem:
Committee concluded hearings to examine how the
Year 2000 problem may interfere with the global
network of transportation systems and what steps
Governments, industry, and trade associations are
taking to minimize the potential impact, after re-
ceiving testimony from Mortimer L. Downey, Dep-
uty Secretary, Kenneth M. Mead, Inspector General,
Jane F. Garvey, Administrator, Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, and Rear Adm. George N. Naccara,
Chief Information Officer, United States Coast
Guard, all of the Department of Transportation;
Peter Cooke, British Airways, Harmondsworth, Eng-
land; David Z. Plavin, Airports Council Inter-
national-North America, and Thomas Windmuller,
International Air Transport Association, both of
Washington, D.C.; Edward Smart, International Fed-
eration of Air Line Pilots’ Associations, Montreal,
Quebec; and Richard T. du Moulin, Marine Trans-
port Corporation, Weehawken, New Jersey, on be-
half of the International Association of Independent
Tanker Owners.
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House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 13 public bills, H.R. 2978–2990;
and 1 resolution, H. Con. Res. 190, were intro-
duced.                                                                       Pages H9076–77

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows:
H.R. 354, to amend title 17, United States Code,

to provide protection for certain collections of infor-
mation, amended (H. Rept. 106–349, Pt. 1);

H.R. 1858, to promote electronic commerce
through improved access for consumers to electronic
databases, including securities market information
databases, amended (H. Rept. 106–350, Pt. 1);

H.R. 1663, to designate as a national memorial
the memorial being built at the Riverside National
Cemetery in Riverside, California to honor recipients
of the Medal of Honor, amended (H. Rept.
106–351);

H.J. Res. 65, commending the World War II vet-
erans who fought in the Battle of the Bulge, amend-
ed (H. Rept. 106–352, Pt. 1);

H.R. 1300, to amend the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 to promote brownfields redevelopment,
to reauthorize and reform the Superfund program,
amended (H. Rept. 106–353, Pt. 1);

Conference report on H.R. 1906, making appro-
priations for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food
and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies for
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000 (H. Rept.
106–354);

Conference report on H.R. 2084, making appro-
priations for the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000 (H. Rept. 106–355);

H. Res. 317, waiving points of order against the
conference report on H.R. 1906, making appropria-
tions for Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000 (H. Rept.
106–356); and

H. Res. 318, waiving points of order against the
conference report on H.R. 2084, making appropria-
tions for the Department of Transportation and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2000 (H. Rept. 106–357).             Pages H9075–H9173

Guest Chaplain: The prayer was offered by the
guest Chaplain, Rev. Darrell Darling of Santa Cruz,
California.                                                                       Page H9025

Journal: The House agreed to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal of Sept. 29, 1999 by yea and nay vote

of 362 yeas to 52 nays with 1 voting ‘‘present’’, Roll
No. 461.                                                    Pages H9025, H9031–32

Social Security Advisory Board: Upon the rec-
ommendation of the Minority Leader, the Speaker
appointed Ms. Martha Keys of Virginia to the Social
Security Advisory Board.                                        Page H9029

National Transportation Safety Board Amend-
ments Act: The House passed H.R. 2910, to amend
title 49, United States Code, to authorize appropria-
tions for the National Transportation Safety Board
for fiscal years 2000, 2001, 2002 by a yea and nay
vote of 420 yeas to 4 nays, Roll No. 462.
                                                                                    Pages H9032–40

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by the rule.
                                                                                            Page H9039

Agreed to the Weiner amendment that strikes
section 10 dealing with doppler weather radar.
                                                                                    Pages H9038–39

H. Res. 312, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to by a yea and nay vote
of 420 yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 460.
                                                                                    Pages H9029–31

Unborn Victims of Violence Act: The House
passed H.R. 2436, to amend title 18, United States
Code, and the Uniform Code of Military Justice to
protect unborn children from assault and murder by
a yea and nay vote of 254 yeas to 172 nays, Roll
No. 465.                                                                 Pages H9044–73

Agreed to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute made in order by the rule.
                                                                                            Page H9072

Agreed to the Canady amendment that makes
conforming changes to section 3 amending the Uni-
form Code of Military Justice, clarifies that the pun-
ishment is in lieu of that otherwise provided, and
broadens the exemption for abortion-related conduct
to include a surrogate decision maker who acts on
behalf of the pregnant woman (agreed to by a re-
corded vote of 269 ayes to 158 noes, Roll No. 463).
                                                                Pages H9063–64, H9071–72

Rejected the Lofgren amendment in the nature of
a substitute that establishes a Federal crime for any
violent or assaultive conduct against a pregnant
woman that interrupts or terminates her pregnancy
(rejected by a recorded vote of 201 ayes to 224 noes,
Roll No. 464).                                                     Pages H9064–72

H. Res. 313, the rule that provided for consider-
ation of the bill was agreed to by voice vote.
                                                                                    Pages H9040–44
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Extension of Energy Conservation Programs: The
House passed H.R. 2981, to extend energy conserva-
tion programs under the Energy Policy and Con-
servation Act through March 31, 2000.
                                                                                    Pages H9073–74

Recess: The House recessed at 9:02 p.m. and recon-
vened at 10:06 p.m.
Recess: The House recessed at 10:07 p.m. and re-
convened at 11:36 p.m.
Senate Messages: Message received from the Senate
appears on page H9025.
Amendments Ordered Printed: Amendments or-
dered printed pursuant to the rule appear in next
issue.
Referrals: S. 1051 was referred to the Committee on
Commerce.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Four yea and nay votes and
two recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H9030–31,
H9031–32, H9039–40, H9071–72, H9072, and
H9073. There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
adjourned at 11:38 p.m.

Committee Meetings
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
AND EDUCATION APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Ordered reported the
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education
appropriations for fiscal year 2000.

ANTHRAX VACCINE IMMUNIZATION
PROGRAM
Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Personnel held a hearing on the Department of
Defense Anthrax Vaccine Immunization Program.
Testimony was heard from the following officials of
the Department of Defense: John Hamre, Deputy
Secretary; Gen. Anthony Zinni, USMC Commander
in Chief, U.S. Central Command; Gen. John Keane,
USA, Vice Chief of Staff, Army; Dave Oliver, Prin-
cipal Deputy Under Secretary, Acquisition and Tech-
nology; Lt. Gen. Ronald R. Blanck, USA, Surgeon
General, Army; Lt. Col. Redmond Handy, USAF
(ret.); Maj. Jeffrey Jeffords, USAF, 164th Airlift
Wing, Tennessee Air National Guard; Master Sgt.
William Colley, USAF, 137th Airlift Wing, Okla-
homa Air National Guard; Col. Myron G. Ashcraft,
USAF, Chief of Staff, Headquarters Ohio Air Na-
tional Guard; Lt. (jg) Chris Rohrbach, USN, Assist-
ant Officer in Charge, Bravo Platoon, Group 8, Lit-
tle Creek, Virginia; and Gunnery Sgt. Larry

Miyamoto, USMC, Chemical Biological Incident Re-
sponse Force, Camp Lejeune, North Carolina.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Health and
Environment approved for full Committee action the
following bills: H.R. 2634, amended, Drug Addic-
tion Treatment Act of 1999; H.Res. 278, expressing
the sense of the House of Representatives regarding
the importance of education, early detection and
treatment, and other efforts in the fight against
breast cancer; H.R. 1070, to amend title XIX of the
Social Security Act to provide medical assistance for
certain women screened and found to have breast or
cervical cancer under a federally funded screening
program; H.R. 2418, amended, Organ Procurement
and Transplantation Network Amendments of 1999;
and H.R. 11, amended, to amend the Clean Air Act
to permit the exclusive application of California
State regulations regarding reformulated gas in cer-
tain areas within the State.

SCHOOLS AND LIBRARIES INTERNET
ACCESS ACT
Committee on Commerce: Subcommittee on Tele-
communications, Trade, and Consumer Protection
held a hearing on H.R. 1746, Schools and Libraries
Internet Access Act. Testimony was heard from Rep-
resentatives Weller and Tancredo; Christopher J.
Wright, General Counsel, FCC; Kelly Levy, Acting
Associate Administrator, Office of Policy Analysis
and Development. National Telecommunications and
Information Administration, Department of Com-
merce; and public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Government Reform: Ordered reported the
following bills: H.R. 1451, amended, to establish
the Abraham Lincoln Bicentennial Commission; H.
Res. 279, amended, congratulating Henry ‘‘Hank’’
Aaron on the 25th anniversary of breaking the Major
League Baseball career home run record established
by Babe Ruth and recognizing him as one of the
greatest baseball players of all time; H.R. 2904,
amended, to amend the Ethics in Government Act
of 1978 to reauthorize funding for the Office of
Government Ethics; H.R. 915, amended, to author-
ize a cost of living adjustment in the pay of admin-
istrative law judges; H.R. 2885, amended, Statistical
Efficiency Act of 1999; H.R. 1788, amended, Nazi
Benefits Termination Act of 1999; H.R. 642, to re-
designate the Federal building located at 701 South
Santa Fe Avenue in Compton, California, and known
as the Compton Main Post Office, as the ‘‘Mervyn
Malcolm Dymally Post Office Building’’; H.R. 643,
to redesignate the Federal building located at 10301
South Compton Avenue, in Los Angeles, California,
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and known as the Watts Finance Office, as the ‘‘Au-
gustus F. Hawkins Post Office Building’’; H.R.
1666, to designate the facility of the United States
Postal Service at 200 East Pinckney Street in Madi-
son, Florida, as the ‘‘Captain Colin P. Kelly, Jr.,
Post Office’’; H.R. 2307, to designate the building
of the United States Postal Service located at 5
Cedar Street in Hopkinton, Massachusetts, as the
‘‘Thomas J. Brown Post Office Building’’; H.R.
2357, to designate the United States Post Office lo-
cated at 3675 Warrensville Center Road in Shaker
Heights, Ohio, as the ‘‘Louise Stokes Post Office’’;
H.R. 1374, amended, to designate the United States
Post Office building located at 680 State Highway
130 in Hamilton, New Jersey, as the ‘‘John K.
Rafferty Hamilton Post Office Building’’; H.R.
2302, to designate the building of the United States
Postal Service located at 307 Main Street in Johnson
City, New York, as the ‘‘James W. McCabe, Sr. Post
Office Building’’; H.R. 2358, to designate the
United States Post Office located at 3813 Main
Street in East Chicago, Indiana, as the ‘‘Lance Cor-
poral Harold Gomez Post Office’’; H.R. 2460, to
designate the United States Post Office located at
125 Border Avenue West in Wiggins, Mississippi,
as the ‘‘Jay Hanna ‘Dizzy’ Dean Post Office’’; H.R.
2591, to designate the United States Post Office lo-
cated at 713 Elm Street in Wakefield, Kansas, as the
‘‘William H. Avery Post Office’’; and H.R. 2938, to
designate the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 424 South Michigan Street in
South Bend, Indiana, as the ‘‘John Brademas Post
Office’’.

GRANT WAIVERS
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
National Economic Growth, Natural Resources and
Regulatory Affairs and the Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Management, Information, and Technology
held a joint hearing on Grant Waivers: H.R. 2376,
to require executive agencies to establish expedited
review procedures for granting a waiver to a State
under a grant program administered by the agency
if another State has already been granted a similar
waiver by the agency under such program, and
Streamlining the Process. Testimony was heard from
Representative Green of Wisconsin; John J. Cal-
lahan, Assistant Secretary and Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Department of Health and Human Services;
Samuel Chambers, Jr., Administrator, Food and Nu-
trition Service, USDA; and public witnesses.

HONESTY IN SWEEPSTAKES ACT
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Postal Service approved for full Committee action, as
amended, H.R. 170, Honesty in Sweepstakes Act of
1999.

EAST TIMOR—HUMANITARIAN CRISIS
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights held a
hearing on the Humanitarian Crisis in East Timor.
Testimony was heard from the following officials of
the Department of State: Harold Hongju Koh, As-
sistant Secretary, Bureau of Democracy, Human
Rights, and Labor; and Julia Taft, Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migra-
tion; and public witnesses.

ELECTRONIC SIGNATURES IN GLOBAL
AND NATIONAL COMMERCE ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Courts
and Intellectual Property held a hearing on H.R.
1714, Electronic Signatures in Global and National
Commerce Act. Testimony was heard from Andrew
Pincus, General Counsel, Department of Commerce;
Ivan K. Fong, Deputy Associate Attorney General,
Department of Justice; Pamela Meade Sargent, U.S.
Magistrate Judge, Western District of Virginia; and
public witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Crime
held a hearing on the following bills: H.R. 1349,
Federal Prisoner Health Care Copayment Act of
1999; and H.R. 1887, to amend title 18, United
States Code, to punish the depiction of animal cru-
elty. Testimony was heard from Representative Salm-
on; Philip S. Wise, Assistant Director, Federal Bu-
reau of Prisons, Department of Justice; and public
witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims approved for full Committee ac-
tion the following bills: H.R. 1520, Child Status
Protection Act of 1999; H.R. 2886, to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act to provide that an
adopted alien who is less than 18 years of age may
be considered a child under such Act if adopted with
or after a sibling who is a child under such Act;
H.R. 2961, International Patient Act.

The Subcommittee also passed on for full Com-
mittee action two private relief bills.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on National
Parks and Public Lands held a hearing on the fol-
lowing bills: H.R. 1864, to standardize the process
for conducting public hearings for Federal agencies
within the Department of the Interior; H.R. 1866,
to provide a process for the public to appeal certain
decisions made by the National Park Service and by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service; and
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H.R. 2541, to adjust the boundaries of the Gulf Is-
lands National Seashore to include Cat Island, Mis-
sissippi. Testimony was heard from Representatives
Taylor of Mississippi and Underwood; the following
officials of the Department of the Interior: William
Shaddox, Acting Associate Director, Professional
Services, National Park Service; and Juliette Falkner,
Director, Office of Regulatory Affairs; and public
witnesses.

DAKOTA WATER RESOURCES ACT
Committee on Resources: Subcommittee on Water and
Power held a hearing on H.R. 2918, Dakota Water
Resources Act of 1999. Testimony was heard from
Senators Conrad and Dorgan; Representative Pom-
eroy; Eluid Martinez, Commissioner, Bureau of Rec-
lamation, Department of the Interior; Edward P,
Schafer, Governor, State of North Dakota; and public
witnesses.

CONFERENCE REPORT—AGRICULTURE,
RURAL DEVELOPMENT, FDA, AND
RELATED AGENCIES
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 1906, Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act 2000, and
against its consideration. The rule provides that the
conference report shall be considered as read. Testi-
mony was heard from Representative Skeen.

CONFERENCE REPORT—TRANSPORTATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a rule
waiving all points of order against the conference re-
port to accompany H.R. 2084, Department of Trans-
portation and related agencies Appropriations Act
2000, and against its consideration. The rule pro-
vides that the conference report shall be considered
as read. Testimony was heard from Representative
Sabo.

REFORMULATED GASOLINE
Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Energy and
Environment concluded hearings on Reformulated
Gasoline (Part II). Testimony was heard from public
witnesses.

COMPUTER SECURITY ENHANCEMENT ACT
Committee on Science: Subcommittee on Technology
held a hearing on H.R. 2413, Computer Security
Enhancement Act of 1999. Testimony was heard
from Raymond Kammer, Director, National Insti-
tutes of Standards and Technology, Department of
Commerce; Keith Rhodes, Director, Office of Com-

puter and Information Technology Assessment,
GAO: and public witnesses.

WOMEN’S BUSINESS CENTERS
SUSTAINABILITY ACT
Committee on Small Business: Ordered reported H.R.
1497, Women’s Business Centers Sustainability Act
of 1999.

FUTURE—WOODROW WILSON BRIDGE
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation held a hearing
on the Future of the Woodrow Wilson Bridge. Tes-
timony was heard from Senators Warner and Robb;
Representatives Davis of Virginia, Moran of Vir-
ginia, Hoyer, Wynn, Pombo and Radanovich; the
following officials of the Department of Transpor-
tation: Peter J. Basso, Assistant Secretary, Budget
and Programs and Chief Financial Officer; Kenneth
R. Wykle, Administrator, Federal Highway Admin-
istration; and Raymond J. DeCarli, Deputy Inspector
General; John D. Porcari, Secretary, Department of
Transportation, State of Maryland; the following offi-
cials of the District of Columbia: Carol Schwartz,
member, Council; and Vanessa Burns, Director, De-
partment of Public Works; and public witnesses.

FINANCIAL DATA QUALITY
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure: Sub-
committee on Oversight, Investigations, and Emer-
gency Management held a hearing on Financial Data
Quality. Testimony was heard from the following of-
ficials of the Department of Transportation: John L.
Meche, Deputy Assistant Inspector General, Finan-
cial and Information Technology; and Jack Basso,
Chief Financial Officer; the following officials of the
GSA: Eugene L. Waszily, Assistant Inspector Gen-
eral, Auditing; and William B. Early, Jr., Chief Fi-
nancial Officer; and the following officials of the
EPA: James O. Rauch, Assistant Inspector General,
Audit; and Sallyanne Harper, Chief Financial Officer.

VETERANS’ MATTERS
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations held a hearing on the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs Office of Resolution
Management and the Office of Employment Dis-
crimination Complaint Adjudication. Testimony was
heard from Carlton Hadden, Acting Director, Office
of Federal Operations, EEOC; Eugene A. Brickhouse,
Assistant Secretary, Human Resources and Adminis-
tration, Department of Veterans Affairs; and public
witnesses.
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LAND USE, CONSERVATION, AND
PRESERVATION—IMPACT OF TAX LAWS
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on
Oversight held a hearing on the Impact of Tax Laws
on Land Use, Conservation, and Preservation. Testi-
mony was heard from Representatives Johnson of
Connecticut, Kanjorski, Gilchrest, Blumenauer, Pitts
and Hoeffel; Leonard Burman, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, Tax Analysis, Department of the Treasury;
Dan W. Reicher, Assistant Secretary, Energy Effi-
ciency and Renewable Energy, Department of En-
ergy; D. Reid Wilson, Chief of Staff, EPA; and pub-
lic witnesses.

Joint Meetings
FINANCIAL SERVICES MODERNIZATION
Conferees continued to resolve the differences between
the Senate and House passed versions of S. 900/H.R.
10, bills to enhance competition in the financial
services industry by providing a prudential frame-
work for the affiliation of banks, securities firms, and
other financial service providers, but did not com-
plete action thereon, and recessed subject to call.

NEW PUBLIC LAWS
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST, p. D1050 )

H.R. 1905, making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2000. Signed September 29, 1999. (P.L. 106–57)

H.R. 2490, making appropriations for the Treas-
ury Department, the United States Postal Service,
the Executive Office of the President, and certain
Independent Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000. Signed September 29, 1999. (P.L.
106–58)

S. 1637, to extend through the end of the current
fiscal year certain expiring Federal Aviation Admin-
istration authorizations. Signed September 29, 1999.
(P.L. 106–59)
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR
FRIDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1999

Senate
No meetings/hearings scheduled.

House
Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Health,

hearing on Medicare Balanced Budget Act Refinements,
10 a.m., 1100 Longworth.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — DAILY DIGEST

Congressional Record The public proceedings of each House of Congress, as reported by
the Official Reporters thereof, are printed pursuant to directions
of the Joint Committee on Printing as authorized by appropriate

provisions of Title 44, United States Code, and published for each day that one or both Houses are in session, excepting very
infrequent instances when two or more unusually small consecutive issues are printed at one time. ¶ Public access to

the Congressional Record is available online through GPO Access, a service of the Government Printing Office, free of charge to the user.
The online database is updated each day the Congressional Record is published. The database includes both text and graphics from the
beginning of the 103d Congress, 2d session (January 1994) forward. It is available on the Wide Area Information Server (WAIS) through the
Internet and via asynchronous dial-in. Internet users can access the database by using the World Wide Web; the Superintendent of
Documents home page address is http://www.access.gpo.gov/suldocs, by using local WAIS client software or by telnet to
swais.access.gpo.gov, then login as guest (no password required). Dial-in users should use communications software and modem to call (202)
512–1661; type swais, then login as guest (no password required). For general information about GPO Access, contact the GPO Access User
Support Team by sending Internet e-mail to gpoaccess@gpo.gov, or a fax to (202) 512–1262; or by calling Toll Free 1–888–293–6498 or (202)
512–1530 between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m. Eastern time, Monday through Friday, except for Federal holidays. ¶ The Congressional Record paper and
24x microfiche will be furnished by mail to subscribers, free of postage, at the following prices: paper edition, $165.00 for six months, $325.00
per year, or purchased for $2.75 per issue, payable in advance; microfiche edition, $141.00 per year, or purchased for $1.50 per issue payable in
advance. The semimonthly Congressional Record Index may be purchased for the same per issue prices. Mail orders to: Superintendent of
Documents, P.O. Box 371954, Pittsburgh, PA 15250–7954, or phone orders to (202) 512–1800, or fax to (202) 512–2250. Remit check or money order,
made payable to the Superintendent of Documents, or use VISA, MasterCard, Discover, or GPO Deposit Account. ¶ Following each session of
Congress, the daily Congressional Record is revised, printed, permanently bound and sold by the Superintendent of Documents in individual
parts or by sets. ¶With the exception of copyrighted articles, there are no restrictions on the republication of material from the
Congressional Record.

UNUM
E PLURIBUS

D1072 September 30, 1999

Next Meeting of the SENATE

9 a.m., Friday, October 1

Senate Chamber

Program for Friday: Senate will continue consideration
of S. 1650, Labor/HHS/Education Appropriations. Also,
Senate will consider any conference reports when avail-
able.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Friday, October 1

House Chamber

Program for Friday: Consideration of the conference re-
port on H.R. 1906, Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and Related Agencies
Appropriations 2000 (rule waiving points of order);

Consideration of the conference report on H.R. 2084,
Department of Transportation and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act Conference Report, 2000 (rule waiving
points of order);

Consideration of the conference report on H.R. 2606,
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Pro-
grams Appropriations Conference Report, 2000 (rule
waiving points of order); and

Go to Conference on H.R. 2466, Department of Inte-
rior and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 2000.

Extensions of Remarks, as inserted in this issue
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(House proceedings for today will be continued in the next issue of the Record.)
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