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Senate 
PROVIDING FOR A CONDITIONAL 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE SENATE 
AND THE HOUSE OF REPRESENT-
ATIVES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
leader asked me to indicate the fol-
lowing: I send an adjournment resolu-
tion to the desk calling for a condi-
tional adjournment of the Senate until 
April 12 and ask that the resolution be 
agreed to, and the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 23) pro-

viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair, 
and I thank Senator LAUTENBERG. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution is agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 23) was agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, March 25, 1999, Friday, 
March 26, 1999, Saturday, March 27, 1999, or 
Sunday, March 28, 1999, on a motion offered 
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its 
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until noon on Monday, 
April 12, 1999, or until such time on that day 
as may be specified by its Majority Leader or 
his designee in the motion to recess or ad-
journ, or until noon on the second day after 
Members are notified to reassemble pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
whichever occurs first; and that when the 
House adjourns on the legislative day of 
Thursday, March 25, 1999, or Friday, March 
26, 1999, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader 
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 12:30 
p.m. on Monday, April 12, 1999, for morning- 
hour debate, or until noon on the second day 
after Members are notified to reassemble 
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 

of the Senate and the Minority Leader of the 
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble 
whenever, in their opinion, the public inter-
est shall warrant it. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 212 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 

SANTORUM), proposes an amendment num-
bered 212, as previously reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 2 minutes equally divided. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is 
recognized. 

Mr. SANTORUM. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

First, I ask that Senator TORRICELLI 
be added as cosponsor to the resolu-
tion. 

Mr. President, this is an amendment 
that is a sense of the Senate to extend 
reauthorization for the Farm Preserva-
tion Program. Senator BOXER and I 
were able to put in an amendment for 
$35 billion for farmland preservation in 
the Freedom to Farm bill 3 years ago. 
That authorization of $35 billion was 
supposed to last 5 years. It lasted 3. 
There is no more money for this pro-
gram, and there is a tremendous need. 
The backlog of applications is im-
mense. Nineteen States have partici-
pated in this. We have saved over 
123,000 acres of farmland. 

We have so much debate about urban 
sprawl. This is an amendment to do 
something in a responsible way by pre-
serving farmland and preserving agri-
culture communities that are under 
stress from urban sprawl and develop-
ment. 

I hope we will have a resounding fa-
vorable vote. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania for offering this amendment. 

We are ready to accept it here. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. SANTORUM. 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. 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), 
was necessarily absent. I further an-
nounce that the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. LUGAR), was absent because of a 
death in the family. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 97, 
nays 1, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 68 Leg.] 

YEAS—97 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 

Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 

Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
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Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 

Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 

Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—1 

Kyl 

NOT VOTING—2 

Lugar McCain 

The amendment (No. 212) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 162 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

are now 2 minutes equally divided. 
The Senate will be in order. 
The Senator from Rhode Island is 

recognized. 
Mr. REED. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Could we have 

order, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate is still not in order. 
The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. REED. I thank the Chair. 
Among the first casualties of this 

proposed budget will be the cities and 
rural communities of America. This 
budget would cut upwards to 78 percent 
of money devoted to community and 
regional development over the next 10 
years. 

My amendment is very straight-
forward. It would restore $88.7 billion 
over 10 years to bring up funding to the 
level proposed by the President. It 
would do so by taking a small portion 
of the projected tax cuts that are in-
cluded in this budget. Without my 
amendment, we will see extreme reduc-
tions in community development block 
grants, the Economic Development Ad-
ministration, the lead paint abatement 
program, the brownfields program, 
those programs that are essential to 
the cities and rural areas of this coun-
try. 

We cannot abandon these commu-
nities. In fact, we cannot throw them, 
as this budget would, into financial 
chaos as they try to make up the dif-
ference with the property tax. The 
irony here is that these tax cuts in the 
budget will mean tax increases for 
many communities. It is supported by 
the U.S. Conference of Mayors and the 
National League of Cities. I hope Sen-
ators will support this measure and not 
abandon the cities and rural commu-
nities of America. 

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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I do 

not think I am going to argue the sub-
stance, other than to say this amend-
ment increases taxes by $64 billion. 
This amendment increases taxes by $64 
billion, relative to the committee bill 
before us. It suggests it be spent for 
community and regional development. 

Frankly, it would not have to be. The 
appropriators have their own judg-
ment. They can do what they want 
with it. Essentially, I do not believe we 
ought to be raising taxes to pay for 
programs like this. 

In addition, this is not germane and 
is subject to a point of order, which I 
now make under the Budget Act. It 
would exceed the caps that we have 
agreed to and that are written into 
statutory law. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I move to 

waive the budget point of order. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The vote 

now occurs on the motion to waive the 
budget point of order. 

Mr. REED. 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. The question occurs on 
agreeing to the motion to waive the 
Budget Act. The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that Sen-

ator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN), is nec-
essarily absent. 

The yeas an nays resulted—yeas 49, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 69 Leg.] 
YEAS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
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 
Snowe 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—50 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

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) 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 49 and the nays are 
50. Three-fifths of the Senators duly 
chosen and sworn not having voted in 
the affirmative, the motion is not 
agreed to. The point of order is sus-
tained, and the amendment falls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 146 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. I remind Senators we 

have 10 minutes on the next vote. We 
intend to have regular order so we can 
finish at a reasonable time. Ten min-
utes is what we are allowed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho, Mr. CRAIG, is recog-
nized for 1 minute. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Nebraska, Senator KERREY, 
and I have joined together in our effort 
to control the overall growth of gov-
ernment. We are asking that the Sen-
ate apply a 60-vote requirement to any 
new entitlement program—not new 
spending in existing entitlement pro-
grams, but new entitlement pro-
grams—exactly as we treat any growth 
in discretionary spending. It would 
take a 60-vote point of order for us to 
add new entitlement programs and 
spend new money. 

I think it is a requirement that this 
Senate should have. Last year, 54 Sen-
ators voted for it. It is bipartisan in its 
character to control the overall growth 
of government. We think it is appro-
priate that it be spent that way. 

I retain the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

am opposing this amendment. It would 
prohibit using revenues to offset new 
mandatory spending and instead re-
quire all new spending to be offset with 
other mandatory cuts. It would give 
special protection to special interest 
tax loopholes at the expense of pro-
grams like Social Security or Medi-
care. 

I understand the Senator said ‘‘new 
programs.’’ It would prevent us from 
using the onbudget surplus for pre-
scription drugs, new benefits, or any 
new mandatory spending. The 
onbudget surplus could be used only for 
tax breaks. 

Also, the amendment would prevent 
us from using the user fees, such as gas 
tax, to pay for new highways. If we are 
looking for a way to pay for a new ben-
efit, why would we say that cutting So-
cial Security is OK but closing a waste-
ful tax loophole is not? Why would we 
say that cutting Medicare is OK but 
eliminating a corporate tax subsidy is 
not? 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, Mr. President, and I make 
the budget point of order. I think this 
is not germane. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order has already been made. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, how much 
time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. CRAIG. I ask Senators to vote 
for the waiving of the budget point of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act in relation to 
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the Craig amendment No. 146. 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 yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 70 Leg.] 
YEAS—52 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kerrey 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 

Murkowski 
Nickles 
Robb 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 52, the nays are 47. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to, the point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 175 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
California, Mrs. BOXER, is recognized 
for 1 minute. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the chairman of the com-
mittee and my ranking member for 
agreeing to this. Of course, Senator 
LAUTENBERG was very supportive in 
committee, and Senator DOMENICI to-
night has said he will go along with 
this amendment. 

It is very simple and clear. It says if 
there should be a tax cut, we want to 
see the substantial benefit go to the 
first 90 percent of wage earners, rather 
than the top 10 percent. 

I think this is good for the people of 
the country. 

I want to thank, again, Senator 
DOMENICI and Senator LAUTENBERG. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, there 
will be no rollcall vote on this amend-
ment. I agree to accept it. 

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

The amendment (No. 175) was agreed 
to. 

Mrs. BOXER. I move to reconsider 
the vote. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the next amend-
ment is offered by the Senator from 
Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH. 

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator would 
yield for some housekeeping, we are 
having a degree of success with the list 
of amendments. If your name is not on 
this list, then it means you are insist-
ing on a rollcall vote. That means 
there are still about 15 or 20 of you we 
are looking for to sit down and talk, so 
we will not have to have so many roll-
call votes. These are all generous Sen-
ators on this list. They have decided— 
and the other side has agreed—to ac-
cept them. We will do that right now, 
en bloc. 

So that Members might be thinking 
about this, maybe we ought to find a 
new way to take care of sense-of-the- 
Senate amendments that show up on a 
budget resolution. I had an idea that 
maybe we should change the law and 
have a second budget resolution after 
we have done the real one, and anybody 
that has a sense of the Senate can offer 
them to the second budget bill and ask 
the leader to set this up in a recess pe-
riod, and people can file these. When 
we return from the recess, we will vote 
on them en bloc. 

I think that would be an excellent so-
lution. The leader and I will be talking 
about it soon. 

In the meantime, we thank you for 
great cooperation. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. DOMENICI. Yes. 
Mr. REID. It is my understanding, 

having spoken to you and the Demo-
cratic manager and the two leaders, we 
will try to wrap this thing up tonight; 
is that true? 

Mr. DOMENICI. If we get this kind of 
cooperation, we can do it; if we don’t 
get cooperation, a few Senators will 
keep us over until tomorrow. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Late at night, 
too. 

Mr. REID. I say to the Senators on 
the list that the Democratic and Re-
publican staff worked on that and it 
still might require votes. We have had 
great cooperation and a number of 
amendments have already dropped off. 

AMENDMENT NO. 225, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

a modification to the desk of amend-
ment No. 225 from Senator SHELBY. 
This modification has been approved by 
the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendment (No. 225), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TRANSPOR-

TATION FIREWALLS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 

(1) domestic firewalls greatly limit funding 
flexibility as Congress manages budget prior-
ities in a fiscally constrained budget: 

(2) domestic firewalls inhibit congressional 
oversight of programs and organizations 
under such protections: 

(3) domestic firewalls mask mandatory 
spending under the guise of discretionary 
spending, thereby presenting a distorted pic-
ture of overall discretionary spending; 

(4) domestic firewalls impede the ability of 
Congress to react to changing circumstances 
or to fund other equally important pro-
grams; 

(5) the Congress implemented ‘‘domestic 
discretionary budget firewalls’’ for approxi-
mately 70 percent of function 400 spending in 
the 105th Congress; 

(6) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were 
to be enacted, firewalled spread would exceed 
100 percent of total function 400 spending 
called for under this resolution; and 

(7) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were 
to be enacted, drug interdiction activities by 
the Coast Guard, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration activities, rail safety 
inspections, Federal support of Amtrak, all 
National Transportation Safety Board ac-
tivities, Pipeline and Hazardous materials 
safety programs, and Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities would be drastically cut or 
eliminated. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that no additional firewalls 
should be enacted for function 400 transpor-
tation activities. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT— 
AMENDMENTS AGREED TO EN BLOC 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
following amendments have been 
cleared on both sides: Shelby, 209; Ses-
sions, 210; Santorum, 211; Roberts, 216; 
Gorton, 215; Specter, 220; Jeffords, 222; 
Shelby, 225, as modified; 226, Enzi; Col-
lins, 229; Chafee, 237; Specter, 219; Fitz-
gerald, 217; and Jeffords, 221. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
our amendments that have been 
cleared which we can consider en bloc, 
are as follows: 197, Lieberman; 186, Dur-
bin; 187, Durbin; 188, Dorgan; 189, Dor-
gan; 199, Bingaman; 191, Torricelli; 244, 
Moynihan; 169, Feinstein. 

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

The amendments (Nos. 209, 210, 211, 
216, 215, 220, 222, 225, as modified; 226, 
229, 237, 219, 217, 221, 197, 186, 187, 188, 
189, 199, 191, 244, 169) were agreed to, en 
bloc. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 234, 239, 235, 241 AND 193 
WITHDRAWN 

Mr. DOMENICI. The following 
amendments, and I am very appre-
ciative of this, have been withdrawn: 
234, 239, 235, 241 and 193. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments are withdrawn. 

The amendments (Nos. 234, 239, 235, 
241 and 193) were withdrawn. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have only 13 
amendments remaining on our side. I 
hope Members or their staffs will 
please sit down with our staff and see if 
we can resolve some of these and give 
us some idea whether we can finish to-
night. I very much appreciate it. 

Thank you for yielding, Senator. I 
am sorry for using your time. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3388 March 25, 1999 
AMENDMENT NO. 161 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment of the 
Senator from Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Ohio [Mr. VOINOVICH] 

proposes an amendment numbered 161, as 
previously offered. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, first, 
I want to commend the distinguished 
Chairman of the Budget Committee for 
offering a budget resolution that stays 
within the spending caps and—for the 
first time—protects Social Security 
surpluses. 

I also want to thank him for setting 
aside $131 billion in what I like to call 
a ‘‘rainy day fund.’’ This money can be 
used for possible contingencies in 
Medicare or agriculture, emergency 
spending, or debt reduction. 

I respect the view of my colleagues 
who want to use on-budget surpluses to 
give the American people a tax cut. 
But before we give a tax cut, I believe 
we should pay down our massive na-
tional debt first. 

My amendment would take out the 
tax cuts in the budget resolution and 
use that money to pay down the debt. 

If my amendment is adopted, and if 
the projected surpluses materialize, 
then we will slash the publicly-held 
debt from $3.6 trillion today to $960 bil-
lion in 2009. 

Paying down the debt is the right 
thing to do—it will reduce our net in-
terest payments, expand the economy, 
lower interest rates for families, and 
reduce the need for future tax in-
creases. 

Has there been a request for the yeas 
and nays on this? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
think the distinguished Senator from 
Ohio knows of the great respect I have 
for him. Over the years, I have worked 
with him when he was Governor. But I 
just can’t agree with this amendment, 
and I hope the Senate doesn’t. 

This amendment says that the Amer-
ican taxpayer deserves no tax relief 
and, yet, we can spend the money that 
is in surplus, but we can’t give the 
American people any tax relief. This 
strikes the entire tax relief program 
that we have planned in this budget 
resolution. We have heard some say 
that we should have only half. We have 
heard others say we should only have 
two-thirds of it. This one says none. 
While in the budget we spend money 
for Medicare, we spend money out of 
the surplus for other programs. But 
now it is being said that we cannot 
spend any of it on tax cuts. I don’t be-
lieve this is good policy, and I don’t 
think that is where we ought to end up 
this year. We will spend and spend and 
spend that surplus, and there won’t be 
any left for the American people in the 
not-too-distant future. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, is 
there any time left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the motion to table the 
amendment of the Senator from Ohio. 

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. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 67, 
nays 32, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 71 Leg.] 
YEAS—67 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Campbell 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 

Mikulski 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Reed 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—32 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Boxer 
Burns 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Kennedy 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Specter 
Voinovich 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 161) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Massachusetts is recognized. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a second? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—AMENDMENT 

NOS. 173 AND 218 
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator MURRAY’s 

amendment numbered 173 has dis-
appeared, and No. 218 by Senator 
HELMS has been withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from New Mexico make a 
unanimous consent request with re-
spect to those amendments? 

Mr. DOMENICI. No. 173 must be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is agreed to. 

The other amendment is withdrawn. 
The amendment (No. 173) is agreed 

to. 

The amendment (No. 218) was with-
drawn. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
AMENDMENT NO. 192 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in the 
budget there is $778 billion for 10 years 
for the reduction in taxes. The amend-
ment offered by myself and Senator 
DODD is very simple. Effectively, it 
takes $156 billion of that, first, to fully 
fund IDEA; to fully fund the smaller 
classrooms; and to take the remaining 
funds, which is $43 billion that can be 
used for afterschool programs, for tech-
nology, for Pell grants, for Work-Study 
Programs, and for other education pro-
grams. 

Effectively, we are saying this is the 
best opportunity that we have had in a 
generation to continue a partnership 
between local, State and the Federal 
Government in the areas of education. 
We have a real opportunity to do so. 
We believe that we can still leave 80 
percent of the tax cut. We are taking 20 
percent of the tax cut to fully fund 
IDEA, to meet our commitments, and 
to also fully fund the smaller class-
room. 

This is supported by school board as-
sociations, the school administrators, 
parent/teachers, the disability rights, 
the Consortium of Citizens with Dis-
abilities, and the Federation of Chil-
dren with Special Needs. It is sup-
ported by all of those groups in the 
best interests of the future of our coun-
try. I hope it is accepted. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 
1 minute. I yield 40 seconds to the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, and I will 
take the other 20 seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico will suspend. 

The Senator from New Mexico has 
yielded time. 

To whom does the Senator yield his 
time? 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to Senator 
JUDD GREGG of New Hampshire 40 sec-
onds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, essen-
tially, no one in this Senate has 
worked harder—many have worked as 
hard, but I think I have worked as hard 
as anyone else to try to get funding for 
IDEA programs. What this amendment 
is essentially is a ‘‘don’t worry, be 
happy’’ amendment. It is an amend-
ment which doesn’t address the under-
lying problem, which is that this Con-
gress and, unfortunately, some people 
on the other side of the aisle in this 
Congress are not willing to set prior-
ities in the area of education. 

We have in the law, on the books a 
law that says we should fund IDEA. 
The only people who have been trying 
to do that have been on this side of the 
aisle. In the last 3 years, we have in-
creased funding for IDEA by 85 percent 
from this side of the aisle. In the 
DOMENICI budget, we have increased it 
by another $2.5 billion. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3389 March 25, 1999 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator’s time has expired. 
Mr. GREGG. Let’s do it the right 

way. Let’s do it the way it is done in 
this budget. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

been telling you all, Democrat and Re-
publican alike, that what is going to 
happen with this surplus is we are 
going to spend it all. I have made a pre-
liminary analysis of this week’s Demo-
cratic amendments that use the sur-
plus. They have now used $430 billion of 
the surplus for new programs. This one 
is in this 430. Some others aren’t. I 
merely ask that we not do this and 
save some of the money for the Amer-
ican taxpayers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to 
table. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to table and 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays are ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table the amendment. 

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. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 72 Leg.] 

YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

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) 
Snowe 
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 
Feingold 
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 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 192) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). The Senator from New Mex-
ico. 

AMENDMENT NO. 219, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

have heretofore adopted a Specter 
amendment. We should have sent a 
modification to the desk to Amend-
ment No. 219. I send the modification 
to the desk and ask the amendment, 
which was adopted, be so modified. 

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

The amendment (No. 219), previously 
agreed to, as modified is as follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR INTENSIVE FIREARMS 
PROSECUTION PROGRAMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) gun violence in America, while declin-

ing somewhat in recent years, is still unac-
ceptably high; 

(2) keeping firearms out of the hands of 
criminals can dramatically reduce gun vio-
lence in America; 

(3) States and localities often do not have 
the investigative or prosecutorial resources 
to locate and convict individuals who violate 
their firearm laws. Even when they do win 
convictions, states and localities often lack 
the jail space to hold such convicts for their 
full prison terms; 

(4) there are a number of federal laws on 
the books which are designed to keep fire-
arms out of the hands of criminals. These 
laws impose mandatory minimum sentences 
upon individuals who use firearms to commit 
crimes of violence and convicted felons 
caught in possession of a firearm; 

(5) the federal government does have the 
resources to investigate and prosecute viola-
tions of these federal firearms laws. The fed-
eral government also has enough jail space 
to hold individuals for the length of their 
mandatory minimum sentences; 

(6) an effort to aggressively and consist-
ently apply these federal firearms laws in 
Richmond, Virginia, has cut violent crime in 
that city. This program, called Project Exile, 
has produced 288 indictments during its first 
two years of operation and has been credited 
with contributing to a 15% decrease in vio-
lent crimes in Richmond during the same pe-
riod. In the first three-quarters of 1998, homi-
cides with a firearm in Richmond were down 
55% compared to 1997; 

(7) the Fiscal Year 1999 Commerce-State- 
Justice Appropriations act provided $1.5 mil-
lion to hire additional federal prosecutors 
and investigators to enforce federal firearms 
laws in Philadelphia. The Philadelphia 
project—called Operation Cease Fire—start-
ed on January 1, 1999. Since it began, the 
project has resulted in 31 indictments of 52 
defendants on firearms violations. The 
project has benefited from help from the 
Philadelphia Police Department and the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms which 
was not paid for out of the $1.5 million grant; 

(8) In 1993, the office of the U.S. Attorney 
for the Western District of New York teamed 
up with the Monroe County District Attor-
ney’s Office, the Monroe County Sheriff’s De-
partment, the Rochester Police Department, 
and others to form a Violent Crimes Task 
Force. In 1997, the Task Force created an Il-
legal Firearms Suppression Unit, whose mis-
sion is to use prosecutorial discretion to 
bring firearms cases in the judicial forum 

where penalties for gun violations would be 
the strictest. The Suppression Unit has been 
involved in three major prosecutions of 
interstate gun-purchasing activities and cur-
rently has 30 to 40 open single-defendant fel-
ony gun cases; 

(9) Senator Hatch has introduced legisla-
tion to authorize Project CUFF, a federal 
firearms prosecution program; 

(10) the Administration has requested $5 
million to conduct intensive firearms pros-
ecution projects on a national level; 

(11) given that at least $1.5 million is need-
ed to run an effective program in one Amer-
ican city—Philadelphia—$5 million is far 
from enough funding to conduct such pro-
grams nationally. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that Function 750 in the budget 
resolution assumes that $50,000,000 will be 
provided in fiscal year 2000 to conduct inten-
sive firearms prosecution projects to combat 
violence in the twenty-five American cities 
with the highest crime rates. 

AMENDMENT NO. 224 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

have an Ashcroft amendment, amend-
ment No. 224, which is ready to be ac-
cepted. The Democratic leader accepts 
it also. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 224) was agreed 
to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 163 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. 
The Senator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, this 

amendment is a very straightforward 
amendment. It seeks to deal with the 
excess surplus we expect to be pro-
jected this July. We are now working 
on a budget that will be saving Social 
Security, for tax relief, and for the nec-
essary investments we must make in 
our military, education, Medicare, and 
other needed programs the Federal 
Government must pay attention to. 

After this budget is put together and 
we have made those adjustments, we 
expect the July reports will say we 
have an even larger surplus than is now 
expected. 

This amendment says, if a larger sur-
plus develops, that surplus should be 
set aside in a lockbox for either tax re-
lief or debt retirement. It is very 
straightforward, to say after we have 
met the needs in negotiating this budg-
et, we then apply any future increases 
in the surplus to debt retirement or tax 
relief. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the Crapo amend-
ment. As the Senator said, it creates a 
reserve fund to lock in any additional 
onbudget surplus in the outyears to be 
used exclusively for tax breaks and 
debt reduction. 

Mr. President, Democrats welcome 
the opportunity to lock away a portion 
of the surplus for debt reduction. We 
have offered amendments that would 
do just that. But this amendment 
would limit the use of future surpluses 
to debt reduction or tax breaks only. 

So I have to ask a question here. Why 
is it all right to set aside the surplus to 
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create a new special interest tax loop-
hole, but not OK to use the surplus for 
an increase in military pay? 

Why is it OK to set aside the surplus 
to give more tax breaks to the well off 
but not OK to use the surplus to hire 
more teachers and reduce class size? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate is not in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. Will the Senators 
take their conferences off the floor. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It would be nice 
to have order. 

Mr. President, this amendment is not 
about fiscal responsibility. It is not 
about saving Social Security or Medi-
care. It is about setting aside the sur-
plus to give tax breaks to a select few, 
including the wealthiest among us. I 
hope my colleagues will oppose this 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 165 

Mr. KOHL. I would like to take a mo-
ment to explain my opposition to the 
amendment by the gentleman from 
Idaho, Senator CRAPO. This amendment 
would set aside all on-budget surpluses 
above those estimated in the Repub-
lican Budget Resolution. These funds 
would then be used for either tax cuts 
or debt reduction. While I agree with 
his goals of reducing taxes and elimi-
nating the debt, I believe that this is 
the wrong way to go about it. 

I am committed to reserving 77 per-
cent of the total, unified, surplus to in-
crease the solvency of Medicare and 
Social Security. I do not believe that 
we should bind ourselves to the esti-
mates of surpluses in this bill. If higher 
than anticipated surpluses come into 
the Treasury then I believe that we 
should still put 77 percent of those new, 
unexpected funds into the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare programs. 

The Democratic plan leaves 23 per-
cent of the unified surplus for tax cuts, 
debt reduction and domestic priorities. 
This leaves room for a tax cut regard-
less of future surpluses, and is not de-
pendent on the estimates in this bill. 
Committing ourselves to reserving 77 
percent of the unified surplus for Medi-
care and Social Security will keep 
these programs solvent longer than the 
proposal from the Senator for Idaho, 
and therefore I cannot support his 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the point of order. 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 yeas and nays resulted—yeas 42, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.} 

YEAS—42 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Brownback 
Bunning 

Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 

DeWine 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grams 

Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Kyl 
Lott 
Mack 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roth 
Santorum 

Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith NH 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—57 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Gorton 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 

Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith OR 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 42, the nays are 57. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained and the 
amendment falls. 

The Senator from Connecticut has 1 
minute. 

AMENDMENT NO. 160, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I send a 

modification of my amendment to the 
desk and ask unanimous consent for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution— 

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,014,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,585,969,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,649,259,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,682,788,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,737,451,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,807,417,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,870,513,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,716,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$52,284,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$31,305,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$48,180,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$61,637,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$107,925,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$133,949,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$148,792,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$175,197,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,457,294,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,488,477,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,561,513,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,613,278,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2005: $1,666,843,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,698,902,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,754,567,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,815,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,875,969,000,000. 

(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 
enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,435,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,455,992,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,532,014,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,583,070,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,639,428,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,667,958,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,717,688,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,782,597,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,842,697,000,000. 

On page 28, strike beginning with line 13 
through page 31, line 19, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $244,390,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $248,088,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $251,873,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $257,750,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $264,620,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $267,411,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $277,386,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $277,175,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $286,576,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,388,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $298,942,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $299,128,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $305,655,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $305,943,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $312,047,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $312,753,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $325,315,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $326,666,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $335,562,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $337,102,000,000. 

On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-
sert the following: 

(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 
in fiscal year 2000, $138,485,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$765,985,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, I have the right to modify my 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It takes 
unanimous consent, which has been 
granted. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, this modi-
fication reduces the amount from $7.5 
billion over 5 years to $5 billion on a 
child care block grant amendment. It 
is very simple. It is designed to help 
working families. The amendment in-
creases the mandatory spending by $5 
billion over 5 years. The offset comes 
from a reduction of the $800 billion tax 
bill by that amount. 

This amendment also asserts in non-
binding language that if child care tax 
credits are expanded in future legisla-
tion, that they would be for stay-at- 
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home parents as well as working par-
ents, and that there would be a tax 
refundability so the poorer families 
would be able to take advantage of it. 

The reason why this amendment on 
this concurrent resolution is so impor-
tant is that if we do not provide addi-
tionally to the child care needs in the 
budget resolution, then there is no 
other opportunity for us to do it in the 
106th Congress. 

So this modest amount over 5 years, 
given the huge waiting lists that exist, 
the difficulty that working families 
have in meeting these costs, and pro-
viding that incentive as well for stay- 
at-home parents so they can get the 
benefit of it, I think justifies the adop-
tion of it. 

I am delighted to have as my cospon-
sors, Senator JEFFORDS of Vermont, 
Senator REED of Rhode Island, and oth-
ers. I thank some of my Republican 
colleagues on the other side for their 
indication of support for this amend-
ment as well. 

Mr. President, I urge adoption of the 
amendment. I think it is a good one. I 
think it will help working families and 
their children get good and decent 
child care. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 

know how interested my friend from 
Connecticut is in this, and that he has 
lowered the amount. But I really think 
that we ought to stick with the format 
that we have been following here, and 
we ought not start taking money out of 
the tax cut to put into new programs. 

I yield back my time and move to 
table the 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment, as 
modified. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCH-
INSON), the Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
MCCAIN), and the Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SESSIONS), are necessarily 
absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 40, 
nays 57, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.] 

YEAS—40 

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kyl 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roth 
Santorum 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 

Smith (OR) 
Stevens 

Thomas 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Voinovich 

NAYS—57 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Frist 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—3 

Hutchinson McCain Sessions 

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

The amendment (No. 160), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

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

Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I apologize 

to my colleagues for that vote being 
open as long as it was. We can’t do that 
anymore if we are going to have any 
hope of finishing this. 

I would like to ask all Senators to 
stay in the Chamber. We have reached 
an hour where I don’t think it would be 
necessary to go back to your office or 
go to receptions. We still have a num-
ber of amendments that are pending. I 
know the whip is working those 
amendments on the Democratic side. 
We are working them over here. 

I ask unanimous consent that for the 
next block of amendments—I think 
there are five of them in this block— 
the time for the votes be 6 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. There will need to be the 

2 minutes equally divided between the 
amendments. If the Senators will stay 
in the Chamber, we can clear a number 
of amendments. Hopefully, we can 
move through this quickly. We will see 
if there is any chance to wrap this up 
tonight. We will not hold the votes 
open on this next block of votes. 

Mr. REID. Mr. Leader, is there any 
requirement that the clerk read back 
every vote? That would save consider-
able time. Is there any need for that? 

Mr. LOTT. Does the Senator mean 
the results of the vote? 

Mr. REID. What happens is, midway 
through the votes they go over who 
voted for and against. Is there some re-
quirement for that to be necessary? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, that has 
been done since the beginning of time. 
(Laughter.) 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That takes care 
of that. 

Mr. LEAHY. I think it is going to 
continue, Mr. President. 

Mr. BYRD. By unanimous consent— 
may I say with great respect to the 
Senate—by unanimous consent you can 
avoid the recapitulation, if you want to 
do that. 

Mr. LOTT. Rather than changing the 
precedent, Mr. President, let me work 
with the leadership on both sides to see 
if we can’t in some way expedite this as 
quickly as possible, maybe without 
calling the names. We will work on 
that. 

Mr. BYRD. Will the majority leader 
yield to me? 

Mr. LOTT. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I will tell you how the 

leader can stop me from keeping every-
body else here waiting. He can tell 
them up there to call the roll, and an-
nounce the results. And if he catches 
me off the floor once, I will take my 
lumps. I ought to be here, and not keep 
everybody else waiting. I have a wife 
who is 81 years old. I am 81 years old. 
She is there waiting on me. I am here. 
I think Senators ought to have a little 
compassion and respect for one an-
other. If the leader will just teach us 
one time, for those who are not here 
when that announcement is made, they 
are going to show up as absent, that 
will break Senators from imposing on 
other Senators by being late for votes. 

Mr. LOTT. We just did that. Two 
Senators just missed that last vote. 

Stay in the Chamber. We are calling 
those votes after 6 minutes. Stay on 
the floor so we can begin the debate 
and voting. 

AMENDMENT NO. 213, AS MODIFIED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

have had a little bit of success in get-
ting rid of some other amendments. 

Amendment No. 213 needs a modifica-
tion. Then it is ready. This has been 
approved on the other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 213), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. XX. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

SUPPORT FOR STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) as national crime rates are beginning to 

fall as a result of State and local efforts, 
with Federal support, it is important for the 
Federal Government to continue its support 
for State and local law enforcement; 

(2) Federal support is crucial to the provi-
sion of critical crime fighting programs; 

(3) Federal support is also essential to the 
provision of critical crime fighting services 
and the effective administration of justice in 
the States, such as State and local crime 
laboratories and medical examiners’ offices; 

(4) Current needs exceed the capacity of 
State and local crime laboratories to process 
their forensic examinations, resulting in tre-
mendous backlogs that prevent the swift ad-
ministration of justice and impede funda-
mental individual rights, such as the right to 
a speedy trial and to exculpatory evidence; 
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(5) last year, Congress passed the Crime 

Identification Technology Act of 1998, which 
authorizes $250,000,000 each year for 5 years 
to assist State and local law enforcement 
agencies in developing and integrating their 
anticrime technology systems, and in up-
grading their forensic laboratories and infor-
mation and communications infrastructures 
upon which these crime fighting systems 
rely; and 

(6) the Federal Government must continue 
efforts to significantly reduce crime by 
maintaining Federal funding for State and 
local law enforcement, and wisely targeting 
these resources. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that— 

(1) The amounts made available for fiscal 
year 2000 to assist State and local law en-
forcement efforts should be comparable to or 
greater than amounts made available for 
that purpose for fiscal year 1999; 

(2) the amounts made available for fiscal 
year 2000 for crime technology programs 
should be used to further the purposes of the 
program under section 102 of the Crime Iden-
tification Technology Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C. 
14601); and 

(3) Congress should consider legislation 
that specifically addresses the backlogs in 
State and local crime laboratories and med-
ical examiners’ offices. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 213), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 207, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Amendment No. 207, 

which I tendered a while ago, has now 
been OK’d by the minority. I send it to 
the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 207), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 
(Purpose: To provide the Sense of the Senate 

regarding the need to pursue a rational ad-
justment to merger notification thresholds 
for small business and to ensure adequate 
funding for Antitrust Division of the De-
partment of Justice) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MERGER EN-

FORCEMENT BY DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE. 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
‘‘(1) The Antitrust Division of the Depart-

ment of Justice is charged with the civil and 
criminal enforcement of the antitrust laws, 
including review of corporate mergers likely 
to reduce competition in particular markets, 
with a goal to promote and protect the com-
petitive process; 

‘‘(2) the Antitrust Division requests a 16 
percent increase in funding for fiscal year 
2000; 

‘‘(3) justification for such an increase is 
based, in part, increasingly numerous and 
complex merger filings pursuant to the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976; 

‘‘(4) the Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Im-
provements Act of 1976 sets value thresholds 
which trigger the requirement for filing 
premerger notification; 

‘‘(5) the number of merger filings under the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements 
Act of 1976, which the Department, in con-
junction with the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, is required to review, increased by 38 
percent in fiscal year 1998; 

‘‘(6) the Department expects the number of 
merger filings to increase in fiscal years 1999 
and 2000; 

‘‘(7) the value thresholds, which relate to 
both the size of the companies involved and 
the size of the transaction, under the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976 have not been adjusted since passage of 
that Act. 

‘‘(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the Antitrust Division 
needs adequate resources and that the levels 
in this resolution assume the Division will 
have such adequate resources, including nec-
essary increases in funding, notwithstanding 
any report language to the contrary, to en-
able it to meet its statutory requirements, 
including those related to reviewing and in-
vestigating increasingly numerous and com-
plex mergers, but that Congress should pur-
sue consideration of modest, budget neutral, 
adjustments to the Hart-Scott-Rodino Anti-
trust Improvements Act of 1976 to account 
for inflation in the value thresholds of the 
Act, and in so doing, ensure that the Anti-
trust Division’s resources are focused on 
matters and transactions most deserving of 
the Division’s attention. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this 
amendment will put the Senate on 
record in two important areas. 

The first is that, notwithstanding as-
sumptions to the contrary, the Anti-
trust Division needs and should have 
adequate resources to enable it to meet 
its statutory requirements, including 
those related to reviewing and inves-
tigating increasingly numerous and 
complex mergers. 

The second, is that Congress needs to 
review and pursue adjustments to the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improve-
ments Act of 1976. This second point, 
Mr. President, is an important one and 
one whose time is long overdue. The 
threshold values in this Act which trig-
ger the requirement for businesses to 
file premerger notifications with gov-
ernment antitrust enforcers have not 
been changed, even for inflation, since 
1976—23 years ago. 

The overall purpose of the amend-
ment is to ensure that the Antitrust 
Division’s resources are focused on 
matters and transactions most deserv-
ing of the Division’s attention, and to 
remove unnecessary regulatory and fi-
nancial burdens on small businesses. 

Mr. President, few would disagree 
that it is important to adequately fund 
the Antitrust Division of the Depart-
ment of Justice. They are charged with 
the civil and criminal enforcement of 
the antitrust laws, including review of 
corporate mergers, in order to ensure 
that the consumer benefits from lower 
prices and better goods that come with 
vigorous competition in the market-
place. The interests of consumers must 
prevail over the political interests of 
some companies. 

At our oversight hearing of the Jus-
tice Department several weeks ago, I 
asked Attorney General Reno whether 
she would work with us to review the 
value thresholds of the Hart-Scott-Ro-
dino. It is my belief that adjustments 
to the value thresholds of Hart-Scott- 
Rodino are needed. They are needed to 
ensure that the Department’s merger 
reviews take into account inflation and 
the true economic impact of mergers in 
today’s economy—not in the economy 
of 1976. The Attorney General, and the 

Federal Trade Commission have 
pledged to work with us, and I look for-
ward with working with the Adminis-
tration to come up with a rational pro-
posal that is a win-win for both the De-
partment and small business. 

Mr. President, let me just add that 
this amendment is not about one com-
pany, or one issue. It is about pro-
viding rational relief for some small 
businesses and supporting the enforce-
ment of our laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment, as modified, 
is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 207), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 243, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, has 

Senator LAUTENBERG cleared amend-
ment No. 243 of Senator HUTCHISON and 
Senator FEINSTEIN? 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Yes. That is fine. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I send 

it to the desk. It is acceptable. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is so modified. 
The amendment (No. 243), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 243, AS MODIFIED 
(Purpose: Sense of the Senate to create a 

task force to pursue the creation of a nat-
ural disaster reserve fund) 
At the appropriate place, insert: 
It is the Sense of the Senate that a task 

force be created for the purpose of studying 
the possibility of creating a reserve fund for 
natural disasters. The task force should be 
composed of three Senators appointed by the 
majority leader, and two Senators appointed 
by the minority leader. The task force 
should also be composed of three members 
appointed by the speaker of the House, and 
two members appointed by minority leader 
in the House. It is the sense of the Senate 
that the task force make a report to the ap-
propriate committees in Congress within 90 
days of being convened. The report should be 
available for the purposes of consideration 
during comprehensive overhaul of budget 
procedures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment, as modified, 
is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 243), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the Chair. I 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota, Mr. DORGAN, 
is recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 178 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 

amendment we will consider next is an 
amendment which provides an oppor-
tunity to address the dire emergency 
that exists on American farms. All of 
us in this Chamber know that farm 
prices have collapsed. We also know 
that we face the prospect of losing tens 
of thousands, hundreds of thousands 
perhaps, of family farmers unless 
something is done to restore some 
price protection during this time. 

The amendment I have offered is the 
only opportunity to do that. It pro-
vides room in this Budget Act for a $6- 
billion-per-year price protection oppor-
tunity. 
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In 1995, the budget resolution that we 

considered was the start of the change 
of farm programs to the new Freedom 
to Farm bill. In this budget resolution, 
we are trying to provide an oppor-
tunity to repair the deficiencies in that 
bill that stripped away much of the 
needed price protection. 

This amendment I hope will be sup-
ported by my colleagues and give us 
the opportunity this year, after a mid-
year correction by the Congressional 
Budget Office, to use needed resources 
to help family farmers during their 
dire emergency. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I have 

been keeping track on how much of the 
surplus we have spent. We spent $430 
billion. If we adopt the Democratic 
amendment, this is $30 billion more. So 
the surplus would have had $460 billion 
already spent, if this amendment were 
adopted. We will increase the manda-
tory expenditures under agriculture 
from about $39 billion, to $40 billion, to 
$75 billion. That will be fixed and per-
manent, because it is an entitlement. 
And actually there are many who say 
this agriculture economy will recover 
in a couple of years. Yet, we have this 
built in for 5 years. 

I don’t think we ought to do this to-
night. There is ample time to consider. 

I remind you that the President 
didn’t ask for one nickel. We put $6 bil-
lion new money in, and now this is $30 
billion more. 

I move to table the amendment. 
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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Mexico to lay 
on the table the amendment of the 
Senator from North Dakota. 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) 
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
THOMAS), are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 53, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 75 Leg.] 

YEAS—53 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 

Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 
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) 

Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 

Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—45 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Feingold 
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 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

McCain Thomas 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 178) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, that vote 
took 101⁄2 minutes, but I know there 
were some Senators who were not 
aware we got consent to limit these 
votes to 6 minutes. Again, I urge all 
Senators to remain in the Chamber or 
in the Cloakroom at the furthest dis-
tance. The next vote will cut off after 
6 minutes. 

I yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 240 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I un-
derstand the Ashcroft amendment, No. 
240, has been cleared on the other side. 
It is at the desk. I ask for its imme-
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 240) was agreed 
to. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Sen-
ator SNOWE’s amendment is next. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator SNOWE’s 
amendment No. 242 is the one that is 
up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on its own motion, observes the 
absence of a quorum. 

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

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

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 
Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 166 WITHDRAWN 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 
amendment is the Lautenberg amend-
ment, No. 166. 

The Senator from New Jersey is rec-
ognized. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
am withdrawing amendment No. 166. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is with-
drawn. 

The amendment (No. 166) was with-
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 232 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 

amendment is the Snowe amendment, 
No. 232. The Senator from Maine is rec-
ognized. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in con-
trast to the President’s budget, we do 
have a means by which to create a pro-
vision for a prescription drug benefit 
program in the budget resolution. We 
created a reserve fund in the Budget 
Committee that was supported by an 
overwhelmingly bipartisan vote, 21 to 
1. 

Mr. President, the reserve fund that 
is included in the budget resolution for 
the purposes of financing a prescription 
drug benefit program was supported 
overwhelmingly by the members of the 
committee on a bipartisan basis, a 21- 
to-1 vote. 

The amendment I am offering, along 
with Senator WYDEN, as well as cospon-
sor Senator SMITH of Oregon, is to ex-
pand and create a funding mechanism 
that will ensure and guarantee the 
funding of a prescription drug benefit 
program. We think it is important to 
ensure that we have this benefit pro-
gram for our Nation’s senior citizens. 
It is contingent upon a reform package 
being reported out of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee to extend the sol-
vency of the Medicare program. The 
funding mechanism would be an in-
crease in the tobacco taxes. 

I think it is an appropriate linkage 
between Medicare and tobacco taxes. A 
recent study shows, in fact, that $25 
billion was the cost to the Medicare 
program as a result of tobacco-related 
illnesses. 

Mr. President, the amendment I am 
offering along with my good friends 
and colleagues from Oregon, Senators 
WYDEN and GORDON SMITH, would ex-
pand the reserve fund that is found in 
section 209 of the budget resolution. 
Specifically, our amendment would 
allow new tobacco taxes to be used as 
an offset for the new Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that this reserve 
fund would create. 

Mr. President, as I stated on the floor 
yesterday, I believe that one of the 
most critical items included in this 
year’s Senate budget resolution is the 
reserve fund for Medicare and prescrip-
tion drugs. 

Put simply, this reserve fund—that 
was adopted with the support of all 10 
Democratic members on the Budget 
Committee—will provide the Congress 
with a critically needed opportunity to 
address an issue that has been high-
lighted repeatedly of late: the long- 
term solvency of Medicare and a means 
to fund a new Medicare prescription 
drug benefit. 

In light of the recent disappointing 
conclusion of deliberations by the Bi-
partisan Commission on Medicare— 
where the final vote for a recommenda-
tion failed by a singe vote—I can think 
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of no provision more critical to moving 
these issues forward in the aftermath 
of that Commission’s work than the re-
serve fund contained in the Senate 
budget resolution. 

Specifically, the reserve fund already 
contained in the budget resolution will 
allow for the creation of a new Medi-
care prescription drug benefit. This re-
serve fund will be available for any 
Medicare legislation reported from the 
Senate Finance Committee that sig-
nificantly extends the solvency of the 
Medicare Trust Fund in a meaningful 
and legitimate manner beyond its cur-
rent insolvency date of 2008. 

However, to ensure our ability to tap 
the reserve fund is not unduly re-
stricted or that legislation is not 
stalled in the Finance Committee due 
to a particular solvency date not being 
achieved, the reserve fund inten-
tionally provides no specific target 
date for extending the program’s sol-
vency. Rather, it simply requires that 
the added solvency be ‘‘significant’’ 
with no gimmicks to simply increase 
the ‘‘paper balance’’ of the trust fund. 
Specifically, the President’s proposal 
to artificially increase the number of 
IOUs held by the Medicare Trust Fund 
would be precluded. 

Also of critical importance, the re-
serve fund explicitly provides for the 
funding of a new Medicare prescription 
drug benefit that could be funded with 
a portion of on-budget surpluses that 
have been set-aside in the Chairman’s 
budget. The on-budget surplus cur-
rently set-aside in the budget totals 
$132 billion over the coming 10 years, so 
up to this amount of monies could be 
utilized for the prescription drug ben-
efit. 

Given the fact that prescription drug 
coverage proved to be one of the most 
divisive issues during the Bipartisan 
Commission’s deliberations, this re-
serve fund will ensure that this criti-
cally needed addition to the Medicare 
program is not blocked from consider-
ation when legislation to strengthen 
Medicare is considered on the floor. 
Furthermore, it serves as a much need-
ed ‘‘carrot-and-stick’’ for getting Con-
gress and the President to develop a 
comprehensive plan to strengthen 
Medicare soon—not put it off until the 
day of reckoning in 2008 is nearly upon 
us. 

Mr. President, there are many issues 
where members of the Senate may dis-
agree, but there is one stark fact—the 
fact that the Medicare Part A Trust 
Fund will be broke within 10 years— 
which everyone in this room must ac-
cept. Therefore, since solutions will 
likely become draconian the longer we 
wait to take meaningful steps to 
strengthen the program, we must not 
wait any longer to take action to 
credibly extend the solvency of the 
Medicare Trust Fund and improve the 
Medicare program overall. 

As my colleagues are aware, we 
didn’t get a proposal out of the Bipar-
tisan Medicare Commission despite the 
best efforts of several members of this 

body. But that ‘‘hung jury’’ decision 
does not mean we can simply ignore 
the fact that the Medicare program— 
which is the program more then 38 mil-
lion elderly Americans rely on for their 
health care—is going broke. 

Fortunately, the Senate Finance 
Committee is already taking action, 
beginning with a series of hearings 
that began last week on the Commis-
sion’s majority-supported proposal, and 
speculation that a markup of Medi-
care-related legislation could occur in 
the not-too-distant future. In addition, 
the President—who was accused of pre-
venting the Commission from getting 
the final, crucial vote necessary to re-
port a recommendation—has now said 
that he will send us his own proposal 
soon. 

Mr. President, the reserve fund al-
ready included in the Senate budget 
resolution will facilitate this process 
by allowing the Congress to take up 
the President’s forthcoming proposal 
or any other proposal reported by the 
Senate Finance Committee that 
credibly addresses Medicare’s needs. 
That, alone, is a critical step forward 
since we can no longer leave our sen-
iors worrying that our failure to take 
action will leave them without access 
to health care. Because when the Trust 
Fund runs dry there is no health care— 
none—for many of our nation’s senior 
citizens. 

Even as the reserve fund will help 
spur action on legislation to credibly 
extend the solvency of the Medicare 
program, it will also allow us to take a 
critical step in improving and updating 
the Medicare system: the addition of a 
meaningful Medicare prescription drug 
benefit. I believe this addition is, un-
questionably, the most significant we 
could make to Medicare as we seek to 
strengthen the system. 

Mr. President, the need for this new 
benefit could not be more clear. When 
Medicare was created in 1965 it fol-
lowed the private health insurance 
model of the time—inpatient health 
care. Today, thirty-four years later, it 
is sadly out of date and it is time to 
bring Medicare ‘‘back to the future’’ by 
providing our seniors with prescription 
drug coverage. 

The lack of a prescription drug cov-
erage benefit is the biggest hole—a 
black hole really—in the Medicare sys-
tem. HCFA will tell you that up to 65 
percent of Medicare beneficiaries have 
drug coverage from other sources. But 
that number simply doesn’t tell the 
whole story. 

Specifically, fourteen percent of 
Medicare beneficiaries get drug cov-
erage from one of the three Medigap 
policies that cover drugs. Two of these 
policies require a $250 deductible and 
then only cover 50 percent of the cost 
of the drug with a $1,250 cap. Needless 
to say, you can run up against that cap 
pretty fast with today’s drug prices. 

The third policy provides a cap of 
$3,000 but the premium ranges any-
where from $1,699 to $3,171 depending on 
where you live. That is a lot of money 
for someone living on a fixed income. 

An estimated 8 percent get drug cov-
erage from participating in Medicare 
HMOs and another 16 percent receive 
coverage from Medicaid. Of course to 
do that, they must be very low-income 
to begin with and may have to spend a 
great deal out of pocket for their 
drugs—what we commonly refer to as 
spending down—before they are eligible 
in a given year for coverage. Finally 
there are those lucky enough—29 per-
cent—to have employer sponsored drug 
coverage through their retiree pro-
gram. 

Mr. President, drug coverage should 
be part and parcel of the Medicare sys-
tem, not a patchwork system where 
some get coverage and some don’t. Pre-
scription drug coverage shouldn’t be a 
‘‘fringe benefit’’ available only to those 
wealthy enough or poor enough to ob-
tain coverage—it should be part and 
parcel of the Medicare system that will 
see today’s seniors, and tomorrow’s 
into the 21st Century. 

In light of this glaring need for pre-
scription drug coverage, I will be work-
ing with senior citizens groups and 
health care experts over the coming 
weeks to develop bipartisan legislation 
with Senator WYDEN and others that 
will provide Medicare recipients with a 
comprehensive Medicare prescription 
drug coverage benefit that could be in-
cluded in any forthcoming package to 
strengthen Medicare. 

The focus of my proposal will be to 
provide senior citizens with actual cov-
erage for prescription drugs. Put sim-
ply, even if we attempt to control the 
prices of drugs that are needed by sen-
ior citizens, that does not guarantee 
many of these individuals will be able 
to afford those prices. That’s why a 
new benefit is so critical. 

Although the details of my prescrip-
tion drug coverage proposal will be de-
veloped over the coming weeks, there 
are several broad principles that I an-
ticipate will be included in the Snowe- 
Wyden package: 

First, this package will not be part of 
Medicare Part A, and therefore will 
have no direct impact on the solvency 
of the Medicare Trust Fund. Like my 
colleagues, I am gravely concerned 
about the solvency of the Medicare 
Trust Fund and believe that issue must 
be addressed in a comprehensive, bipar-
tisan manner. Therefore, I believe it 
would be irresponsible to propose a new 
benefit in the Trust Fund that would 
further jeopardize its solvency in fu-
ture years, and will propose that my 
new benefit package be outside the 
Trust Fund accordingly. 

Second, while the details of our legis-
lation will ultimately be crafted during 
bipartisan negotiations with interested 
groups and health care experts, the 
drug benefit package will be com-
prehensive and ensure that all seniors 
have prescription drug coverage. 

Third, while the cost of this proposal 
will ultimately be determined by the 
benefit package that is crafted, our 
proposal will be fully-offset. While my 
colleagues are aware that the cost of 
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this coverage varies widely depending 
on the size and scope of the benefit, I 
believe it would be irresponsible to cre-
ate any new benefit without paying for 
it. Accordingly, the primary offset for 
our package will be an increase in the 
tobacco tax. 

As my colleagues are aware, Presi-
dent Clinton’s FY 2000 budget proposal 
included a 55-cent per pack increase in 
the cost of cigarettes and an accelera-
tion of the 15-cent per pack increase 
contained in the 1997 Balanced Budget 
Agreement. The Joint Tax Committee 
estimates that the combined revenues 
of these two proposals would be $36 bil-
lion over 5 years, and $70 billion over 10 
years. 

Interestingly, instead of applying 
these new revenues to Medicare or a 
new prescription drug benefit, the 
President proposes that these tobacco 
tax revenues be used to offset increases 
in discretionary spending. Because tax 
increases are not allowed to offset dis-
cretionary spending under the Budget 
Act, these improper offsets contribute 
to the President’s budget being in vio-
lation of the spending limits agreed to 
just two years ago by $30 billion in FY 
2000. 

At the same time, the President’s 
budget also fails to provide a single 
penny for a prescription drug benefit— 
or even a mechanism to provide monies 
for such a benefit—after touting the 
need for prescription drug coverage in 
the State of the Union address. 

In light of this deficiency in the 
President’s budget, the bipartisan pro-
posal I will be crafting with Senator 
WYDEN will not only create a fully- 
funded prescription drug benefit, but it 
will also utilize the proposed tax in-
crease for tobacco contained in the 
President’s budget. Ultimately, it is 
my hope that the President will recog-
nize that these monies would be best 
spent on Medicare, and will support our 
effort accordingly. 

Mr. President, the rationale for link-
ing tobacco taxes and Medicare is 
clear. As outlined in a study by Colum-
bia University, smoking-related ill-
nesses cost the Medicare program $25.5 
billion in 1994 alone—a full 14 percent 
of Medicare’s costs in that year. 

In fact, as the chart behind me indi-
cates, of the various forms of substance 
abuse that affect the Medicare pro-
gram, tobacco-related illnesses ac-
counted for 80% of the $32 billion in 
total substance abuse costs in 1994. 
Therefore, dedicating tobacco revenues 
to Medicare will allow the program to 
recapture some of the monies it is los-
ing to tobacco. 

In particular, the proposal I will be 
developing with Senator WYDEN will 
demonstrate how new tobacco monies 
could be shifted to Medicare and then 
targeted to the new prescription drug 
benefit for seniors. 

To accommodate the proposal we will 
be crafting—and the tobacco offset it 
will contain in particular—the amend-
ment I am offering today will ensure 
that tobacco tax revenues are among 

the funding options provided for in the 
new reserve fund for prescription 
drugs. 

While I am pleased that remaining 
on-budget surpluses are already an al-
lowable offset in the reserve fund, I be-
lieve it is only appropriate that to-
bacco taxes also be an allowed offset. 
Not only because this offset be used in 
the prescription drug package I will be 
developing with Senator WYDEN, but 
because of the direct link between to-
bacco and the Medicare program. 

As mentioned, a study by the Na-
tional Center on Addiction and Sub-
stance Abuse at Columbia University 
found that the cost of tobacco-related 
illnesses on the Medicare program to-
taled $25.5 billion in 1994, or 14% of the 
total expenditures of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

Assuming this percent holds as true 
today as it did five years ago—and 
there is no reason to assume other-
wise—the impact of tobacco on Medi-
care is astounding. With CBO pro-
jecting Medicare expenditures of $220 
billion in the current fiscal year, to-
bacco-related health care expenses 
would total upward of $30.8 billion in 
1999 alone using the 14 percent assump-
tion. Over the coming years, these 
numbers will only escalate: 

$32.5 billion in 2000. 
$34.7 billion in 2001. 
$36 billion in 2002. 
And $39.5 billion in 2003. 
In fact, if tobacco-related illnesses 

continue to cost the Medicare program 
14 percent of its total expenditures, 
these expenses will total $62.6 billion in 
the year 2009. All told, tobacco-related 
illnesses would cost the Medicare pro-
gram $486 billion from 1999 to 2009! 

Mr. President, in light of the impact 
of tobacco on the Medicare program, I 
can think of no reason why new to-
bacco revenues should not be returned 
to the Medicare program and used to 
fund a new prescription drug benefit. 
Along with our efforts to keep the pro-
gram solvent well beyond 2008, this new 
benefit is arguably the most pressing 
need of our nation’s senior citizens in 
the Medicare program. By linking the 
two issues in the reserve fund I have 
created, we can and should do both. 

Mr. President, while I know that 
many of my colleagues may not sup-
port a tobacco tax increase, I urge that 
they seriously consider the impact of 
tobacco-related illnesses on Medicare. 
My amendment is not an effort to sim-
ply pass a tobacco tax for the sake of 
doing it. Rather, it’s about recouping a 
limited portion of the monies tobacco 
costs the Medicare program every year, 
and devoting these monies to a pro-
gram within Medicare that benefits 
senior citizens. 

The bottom line is that the reserve 
fund already included in the budget 
will help facilitate the consideration of 
Medicare legislation by laying the 
groundwork for a new Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit that may not 
otherwise be available. While it would 
already allow remaining on-budget sur-

pluses to be used for this new benefit, 
the amendment I am offering today 
will ensure that another funding source 
is also available. 

Ultimately, the true benefit of adopt-
ing my amendment is that it will en-
sure a new Medicare prescription drug 
benefit that utilizes tobacco revenues 
can be offered with only a simple ma-
jority vote being required for its adop-
tion. Without this provision, a point of 
order would lie against such a proposal, 
and 60 votes would be required to waive 
the point of order. While not an impos-
sible hurdle, it nevertheless raises the 
bar on an offset that I believe is wholly 
appropriate for the issue at hand. 

Again, I do not expect that all of my 
colleagues will support the prescrip-
tion drug benefit bill that Senator 
WYDEN and I will be crafting. But I 
would hope that my colleagues would 
see the legitimate link between Medi-
care and tobacco, and will at least vote 
today to allow this offset to be consid-
ered without a supermajority vote in 
the future. 

The reserve fund already contained 
in the budget resolution is a critical 
step in the right direction that may ul-
timately ensure legislation to genu-
inely strengthen Medicare will move in 
the Congress. And the amendment we 
are offering will simply bring one more 
legitimate, related offset into the mix 
of available options as that package is 
crafted in the Congress. 

Mr. President, I believe the cost of 
Medicare prescription drugs con-
stitutes a crisis for our senior citizens. 
While the President expressed support 
for such a benefit in the State of the 
Union, he failed to deliver anything for 
it in his budget proposal, just as he 
seemingly failed to assist the Commis-
sion in doing their job: sending this 
Congress a bipartisan Medicare reform 
proposal. 

Despite the President’s lack of cour-
age on these issues—or willingness to 
put substance behind his State of the 
Union rhetoric—I believe it is critical 
that we make it possible to strengthen 
and improve Medicare in the Congress. 
The reserve fund already contained in 
the budget may be our best hope to re-
pair and improve the Medicare pro-
gram. It will allow it to be one of our 
finest accomplishments in the 106th 
Congress—not a political punching bag 
that delivers nothing of value to our 
deliberations or to our nation’s elderly. 
And the amendment we are offering 
today will only make the reserve fund 
better. 

Therefore, I urge that my colleagues 
support our amendment, and work to 
improve the Medicare ‘‘enabling’’ re-
serve fund already contained in the 
budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. The Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, I raise 
a point of order against the pending 
amendment, No. 232, offered by Senator 
SNOWE. The language is not germane to 
the budget resolution before us. 
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Therefore, I raise the point of order 

under section 305(b)(2) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, can we 

waive it at this time? I move to waive 
it at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon has moved to waive 
the budget point of order. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion to waive 
the budget point of order. 

Mr. DOMENICI. 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. 
Mr. DOMENICI. This is a 6-minute 

rollcall vote. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will inform the Senate this is a 6- 
minute rollcall. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to waive the budget point of 
order in relation to the Snowe amend-
ment No. 232. 

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) 
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
THOMAS) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 54, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 76 Leg.] 
YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Collins 
Conrad 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchison 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 

Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—44 

Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bayh 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cochran 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Robb 
Roberts 
Roth 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—2 

McCain Thomas 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 54, the nays are 44. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

AMENDMENT NO. 195 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, this is 
a sense of the Senate that we ought to 
go on record for an increase in the min-
imum wage. This Nation is having un-
precedented prosperity. We have the 
lowest unemployment that we have 
had in 30 years, the lowest rates of in-
flation. Still, we have 11 million min-
imum-wage workers. And a minimum- 
wage working family of three is still 
$3,000 less than the poverty income for 
a family of three. 

This is an issue that affects women. 
It is an issue that affects children. It is 
an issue that affects families. No one in 
the United States of America who 
works for a living ought to live in pov-
erty. 

We hope now to have a sense of the 
Senate that we will increase the min-
imum wage 50 cents this year and 50 
cents next year. That is what the 
Daschle amendment does, and this is a 
sense of the Senate to support it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment is not germane under the 
budget. I make a point of order that it 
is not germane. 

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 904 of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974, I move to waive the 
applicable sections of that Act for the 
consideration of the pending amend-
ment, 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 

and nays having been ordered, the vote 
is on the motion to waive. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Could I ask the Par-
liamentarian, an ‘‘aye’’ vote would be 
to? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. An ‘‘aye’’ 
vote would be to waive the budget 
point of order. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Congressional Budget Act 
in relation to the Kennedy amendment 
No. 195. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce the Sen-

ator from Arizona Mr. MCCAIN and the 
Senator from Wyoming Mr. THOMAS are 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 45, 
nays 53, as follows: 

[ROLLCALL VOTE NO. 77 LEG.] 

YEAS—45 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 

Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 

Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 

Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 

Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—53 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 

Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
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) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—2 

McCain Thomas 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 45, the nays are 53. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is not agreed 
to, the point of order is sustained, and 
the amendment falls. 

AMENDMENT NO. 208, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the amend-
ment I now send to the desk for Sen-
ator ENZI, numbered 208, be modified. 

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

The amendment (No. 208), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ELIMINATING 

THE MARRIAGE PENALTY AND 
ACROSS THE BOARD INCOME TAX 
RATE CUTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) The institution of marriage is the cor-

nerstone of the family and civil society; 
(2) Strengthening of the marriage commit-

ment and the family is an indispensable step 
in the renewal of America’s culture; 

(3) The Federal income tax punishes mar-
riage by imposing a greater tax burden on 
married couples than on their single coun-
terparts; 

(4) America’s tax code should give each 
married couple the choice to be treated as 
one economic unit, regardless of which 
spouse earns the income; and 

(5) All American taxpayers are responsible 
for any budget surplus and deserve broad- 
based tax relief after the Social Security 
Trust fund has been protected. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that— 

(1) Congress should eliminate the marriage 
penalty in a manner that treats all married 
couples equally, regardless of which spouse 
earns the income; and 

AMENDMENT NO. 205, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent that the amendment I send to 
the desk for Senator LANDRIEU, num-
bered 205, be modified. 

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

The amendment (No. 205) as modified, 
is as follows: 
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On page 46, after line 10, add a new sub-

section (c) that reads as follows: 
(c) LIMITATION.—This reserve fund will give 

priority to the following types of tax relief: 
(1) Tax relief to help working families af-

ford child care, including assistance for fam-
ilies with a parent staying out of the work-
force in order to care for young children; 

(2) Tax relief to help individuals and their 
families afford the expense of long-term 
health care; 

(3) Tax relief to ease the tax code’s mar-
riage penalties on working families; 

(4) Any other individual tax relief targeted 
exclusively for families in the bottom 90 per-
cent of the family income distribution; 

(5) The extension of the Research and Ex-
perimentation tax credit, the Work Oppor-
tunity tax credit, and other expiring tax pro-
visions, a number of which are important to 
help American businesses compete in the 
modern international economy and to help 
bring the benefits of a strong economy to 
disadvantaged individuals and communities; 

(6) Tax incentives to help small businesses; 
and 

(7) Tax relief provided by accelerating the 
increase in the deductibility of health insur-
ance premiums for the self-employed. 

AMENDMENT NOS. 208, AS MODIFIED; 205, AS 
MODIFIED; 202, AND 171, EN BLOC 

Mr. DOMENICI. I want to clear some 
amendments for immediate consider-
ation: Senator ENZI, 208, as modified; 
205, Senator LANDRIEU, as modified; 202, 
Senator BIDEN; and 171, Senator BOXER. 
These have been cleared with the other 
side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments en bloc. 

The amendments (Nos. 208, as modi-
fied; 205, as modified; 202 and 171) were 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 202 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, the 

amendment I offer to the budget reso-
lution would express the Senate’s in-
tention to give high priority to em-
bassy security. 

As was underscored by the tragic em-
bassy bombings in East Africa last Au-
gust, our embassies overseas are highly 
vulnerable to terrorist attack. Fol-
lowing the bombings, the Secretary of 
State ordered a worldwide review of 
the current security situation. 

According to testimony provided by 
the Department of State to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, over 80 
percent of U.S. embassies and con-
sulates have less than the required 100- 
foot setback from the street, and many 
missions are in desperate need of great-
er security improvements. 

As required by law, the Secretary 
also convened ‘‘Accountability Review 
Boards’’ to examine the bombings. The 
Boards, chaired by retired Admiral 
William Crowe, concluded that the 
United States must— 
undertake a comprehensive and long-term 
strategy for protecting American officials 
overseas, including sustained funding for en-
hanced security measures, for long-term 
costs for increased security personnel, and 
for a capital building program based on an 
assessment of requirements to meet the new 
range of global terrorist threats. This must 
include substantial budgetary appropriations 
of approximately $1.4 billion per year main-
tained over a ten-year period. . .Additional 

funds for security must be obtained without 
diverting funds from our major foreign af-
fairs programs. 

Last fall, Congress provided $1.4 bil-
lion in supplemental appropriations to 
address the security situation. 

But as the conclusions of the Crowe 
panels underscored, this was just a 
down payment. 

In his budget request, the President 
requested an additional $300 million in 
security enhancements in Fiscal Year 
2000, and advance appropriations total-
ing $3 billion from Fiscal 2001 to 2005 
for an embassy construction program. I 
believe this amount is insufficient, a 
concern echoed by many members of 
the Committee on Foreign Relations 
during a hearing held on March 11. 

We must recognize, as the Crowe pan-
els did, that the kind of money re-
quired to enhance embassy security 
cannot be borne within the current 
State Department budget. 

For example, the $1.4 billion in an-
nual spending recommended by the 
Crowe panels amounts to more than 
one-third of the operating budget of 
the Department requested for Fiscal 
2000. We are kidding ourselves to sug-
gest that these resources can be found 
within the existing State Department 
budget. 

It should be emphasized that funding 
for embassy security benefits the en-
tire federal government. Embassies are 
not merely foreign outposts of the De-
partment of State. They are platforms 
for the representation of American in-
terests. 

Everyone should recognize this essen-
tial fact: nearly two-thirds of the per-
sonnel in our embassies are from de-
partments other than the State De-
partment. They are from all over the 
government—the Commerce Depart-
ment, the Agriculture Department, the 
Department of Defense, even the Fed-
eral Aviation Administration. In sum, 
embassy security is a government-wide 
imperative, for which the State De-
partment should not bear an undue 
funding burden. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
this: security costs money, and we can-
not pinch pennies. We send our people 
overseas to do a job. They are on the 
front lines of our national defense, rep-
resenting our interests. 

It is our duty to do that all that we 
reasonably can to protect them. And if 
we fail to protect our embassies, the 
costs will be not just in lives lost. They 
will be in wars not prevented, in nar-
cotics trafficking unchecked, and in 
American jobs lost due to trade oppor-
tunities unattained. 

So I hope my colleagues will recog-
nize the importance of embassy secu-
rity as a high priority and support my 
amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 204 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we 

are withdrawing an amendment of Sen-
ator BIDEN numbered 204. 

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

The amendment (No. 204) was with-
drawn. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how 
long did the last vote take? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The last 
vote took about 111⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We will have some 
additional votes. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following amendments be 
the next amendments to be debated 
and voted on as provided for under the 
previous agreement: Senator HOLLINGS 
174, current services; Senator ROBB 181, 
strike pay-go; Senator LAUTENBERG 183, 
school modernization. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 174 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Carolina is recognized. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this 

continues current policy and uses the 
surplus moneys to pay down the debt. 
This amendment by Senator BOB 
KERREY and myself uses what surplus 
there is over the budget period to pay 
down the debt. 

Members might say, Was this not the 
amendment of Senator VOINOVICH 
which we voted on? Senator VOINOVICH 
uses Chairman DOMENICI’s mark; I use 
the mark of the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

We call this the Greenspan amend-
ment because Senator SARBANES was 
questioning the record of the Federal 
Reserve. He said, How do you save that 
surplus? How do you keep it from get-
ting spent? Mr. Greenspan said, ‘‘What 
happens is, you do nothing.’’ In other 
words, you take this year’s budget, we 
are doing fine. We have growth, low un-
employment, low inflation rate, and 
truly pay down the debt. 

All of these others talk about it, but 
there is so much spending and tax cuts, 
you will never get any debt paid down. 
This, when it is paid down, will lower 
the interest costs which will get every-
body a real tax cut. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
HAGEL). The Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, this 
amendment wipes out the tax cut in its 
entirety, wipes out the $6 billion we 
added for the agricultural community, 
establishes a freeze, and then after 
that, it goes up to current services. 
The first two points are the most im-
portant. 

I don’t believe we ought to adopt this 
amendment, after all we have gone 
through in trying to provide some tax 
cuts for the American people. 

I yield back any time I might have. 
Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I 

yield back my time, 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
lina. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator fromArizona (Mr. MCCAIN) and 
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the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. THOM-
AS) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 24, 
nays 74, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 78 Leg.] 
YEAS—24 

Akaka 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Feingold 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Kerrey 
Kohl 

Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Reid 
Robb 
Specter 
Voinovich 

NAYS—74 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 

Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 

McConnell 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith(NH) 
Smith(OR) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

McCain Thomas 

The amendment (No. 174) was re-
jected. 

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

Mr. DASCHLE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, as 
the Senate debates the Fiscal Year 2000 
Budget Resolution, I believe it is im-
portant that we keep in mind the 
statement by General Shelton, the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
at the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on September 29, 1999. 

‘‘It is the quality of the men and 
women who serve that sets the U.S. 
military apart from all potential ad-
versaries. These talented people are the 
ones who won the Cold War and en-
sured our victory in Operation Desert 
Storm. These dedicated professionals 
make it possible for the United States 
to accomplish the many missions we 
are called on to perform around the 
world every single day.’’ 

Although we have the best soldiers, 
sailors, airmen and Marines, all their 
professionalism is for naught if they do 
not have the equipment, weapons and 
supplies to carry out their mission. 
Since the end of Operation Desert 
Storm, which reflected both the profes-
sionalism and material quality of our 
Armed Forces, the defense budget has 
declined by $80 billion. Yet the pace of 
the military operations has not de-

clined, in fact the pace of operations 
exceeds that of the Cold War era. Not 
only are the men and women of our 
military stretched to the limits, but 
also their equipment. The Air Force 
Chief of Staff testified that ‘‘Next year, 
the average age of our aircraft will be 
20 years old . . .’’ General Reimer, the 
Chief of Staff of the Army, stated: 
‘‘Mortgaging our modernization ac-
counts did not come without cost. By 
FY98, Army procurement had declined 
73 percent, reaching its lowest level 
since 1959.’’ Mr. President, each of the 
other service chiefs had similar 
quotations. These quotes paint a dis-
mal picture of our Armed Forces’ read-
iness and are the challenge to the Con-
gress to increase funding for the De-
partment of Defense. 

The Fiscal Year 2000 Budget resolu-
tion proposed by the able Chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Senator 
DOMENICI, increases the budget author-
ity for defense by $8.3 billion over the 
Administration’s request. I congratu-
late the Budget Committee on this de-
cisive demonstration of support for our 
Armed Forces. However, this show of 
support is diminished by the fact that 
the Budget Committee reduced the out-
lays for fiscal year 2000 by $8.7 billion. 
This reduction coupled with the al-
ready existing outlay problem, will re-
sult in a reduction to the budget au-
thority levels in the $280.5 billion budg-
et request. 

Mr. President, I want to urge Senator 
DOMENICI, to work with Chairman WAR-
NER and Chairman STEVENS, to resolve 
this outlay problem before we act on 
this Resolution. We must not leave the 
false impression that the increase in 
the budget authority proposed in this 
resolution will result in increased secu-
rity for our Nation. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in the re-
port accompanying the budget resolu-
tion now before the Senate (Senate Re-
port 106–27), the first paragraph on page 
seven contains this statement: 

A budget resolution is a fiscal blueprint, a 
guide, a roadmap, that the Congress develops 
to direct the course of federal tax and spend-
ing legislation. It is a set of aggregate spend-
ing and revenue numbers covering the twen-
ty broad functional areas of the government, 
over a long-term fiscal horizon. It is less 
than substantive law, but is much more than 
a sense of the Congress resolution. 

Unfortunately, this budget resolu-
tion, this guide, this blueprint, is a 
roadmap which, if followed for the next 
ten years, will wreak untold devasta-
tion. Having just achieved the first 
year with a unified budget surplus ($70 
billion) in thirty years, last September 
30—the end of Fiscal Year 1998—and 
having been unable to pass a congres-
sional budget resolution for this fiscal 
year, fiscal year 1999, at all, we now 
have before the Senate not the usual 
five-year budget resolution, but a much 
more ambitious ten-year budget to 
carry us for the period fiscal years 
2000–2009. Over that period, we are told 
by the Congressional Budget Office 
that unified budget surpluses will total 

just over $2.5 trillion. Of that amount, 
Social Security surpluses make up 
some $1.8 trillion, or 72 percent. Non- 
Social Security surpluses, according to 
CBO, will total $787 billion over that 
period. For fiscal year 2000, there is, in 
fact, a non-social security deficit of 
some $7 billion. That is, there would be 
no surplus at all in Fiscal Year 2000 ex-
cept in the Social Security Trust Fund. 

What does the blueprint now before 
the Senate, the Republican budget res-
olution, propose that we do with these 
multi-trillion-dollar surpluses? Keep in 
mind that these are only projections; 
they are not real, and we will not know 
until after the fact as to whether any 
of the surpluses projected for any of 
these 10 years will come to pass. No 
human being can ever project accu-
rately what Federal revenues or Fed-
eral spending will be. No one can know 
what interest rates will be, or unem-
ployment, or GDP growth. We have had 
tremendous variances historically with 
CBO projections, even within one year. 
To count on their projections for not 
one, not five, but for 10 years is ex-
tremely unwise. 

But, let us look at the budget resolu-
tion now before the Senate. This budg-
et resolution proposes a Federal tax 
cut which, according to the commit-
tee’s report, will approximate $142 bil-
lion over the next five years, and $778 
billion over the next 10 years. The reso-
lution includes a reconciliation in-
struction to the tax writing commit-
tees instructing them to report out 
these huge tax cuts in a reconciliation 
bill. Pursuant to that reconciliation in-
struction, a tax bill of the magnitude 
contained in the resolution, some $800 
billion, will be before the Senate later 
this year. If enacted and signed by the 
President, those tax cuts will go into 
effect regardless of whether any of the 
projected surpluses take place. 

This is the height of irresponsibility. 
Just when we have succeeded in turn-
ing the corner on the multi-hundred- 
billion-dollar annual deficits of the 
1980’s, here comes the Republican budg-
et resolution saying let us take the as- 
yet, unachieved future budget sur-
pluses and cut Federal revenues now, 
whether or not those surpluses ever 
occur. 

On that basis alone, if for no other 
reason, I urge Senators to oppose this 
budget resolution. 

But, that is not the only problem we 
find in this blueprint. There is the 
question of the levels of discretionary 
spending that will be made available 
over the next 10 years if we follow this 
budget resolution. 

It is well known that the 1997 Bal-
anced Budget Act placed severe con-
straints on discretionary spending for 
the period 1998–2002. Those caps were 
considered necessary in order to help 
rid ourselves of the annual Federal 
budget deficits and achieve surpluses. 
Nevertheless, it is my view that the 
discretionary caps for 2000, as well as 
for the following two years—2001 and 
2002—are too tight and will require 
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massive cuts which should not be un-
dertaken at the same time we are pro-
viding the huge tax cuts which I have 
just described. 

This resolution calls for funding non- 
defense discretionary programs in Fis-
cal Year 2000 at a level of $246 billion, 
a cut of more than $20 billion, or 7.5 
percent, below the present year. To 
make matters worse, the pending budg-
et resolution would provide increases 
for a handful of favored programs, such 
as health, education, and other popular 
priorities. These plus-ups would mean 
that other vital, yet unprotected pro-
grams, would face cuts of more than 11 
percent in Fiscal Year 2000. Cuts of 
that magnitude, according to the Office 
of Management and Budget, would af-
fect vital programs such as the fol-
lowing: food safety would be under-
mined with the lay-off of an estimated 
1,000 meat and poultry inspectors; Head 
Start funding would be cut in excess of 
$1 billion—cutting services to as many 
as 100,000 children; the FBI would be 
cut $337 million, which could result in 
a reduction of 2,700 FBI agents and sup-
port personnel; more than 2,200 air 
traffic controller positions would be 
cut; IRS Customer Service would suffer 
a reduction of 5,000 employees; the 
number of students in the Work Study 
Program would decrease by 112,000; and 
the list goes on and on throughout the 
entire Federal government. 

While making these cuts in vital 
human and physical infrastructure pro-
grams across the nation, this budget 
resolution would increase defense by 
$18 billion above a freeze in Fiscal Year 
2000. Yet, even with this large increase 
in budget authority, the resolution 
comes nowhere near covering the out-
lays that would be necessary to fund 
the reently-passed pay increase for the 
military. 

Mr. President, we are on a collision 
course, once again, when it comes to 
passing the thirteen annual appropria-
tion bills. If you liked the omnibus ap-
propriations monstrosity that was nec-
essary to complete action on Fiscal 
Year 1999 appropriation bills, wait 
until you see the super-monstrosity 
that I believe will be necessary for Fis-
cal Year 2000, if we fail to provide relief 
from the massive cuts that I have just 
described. 

You ain’t seen nothin’ yet! 
And, as if Fiscal Year 2000 were not 

enough, the problems only worsen in 
the subsequent years. By 2004, OMB 
projects that this budget resolution 
would require cuts in non-defense dis-
cretionary programs of as much as 27 
percent below a freeze. Furthermore, 
the current statutory discretionary 
spending caps expire in 2002 but, under 
this budget resolution, the cuts to non- 
defense discretionary programs would 
deepen to 29 percent by 2009, as non-de-
fense discretionary spending would re-
main substantially below inflation 
each year through 2009. 

In conclusion, while I appreciate the 
difficulties faced by the Budget Com-
mittee chairman, Mr. DOMENICI, for 

whom I have great respect, in crafting 
this budget resolution, I nevertheless 
have concluded that it is a roadmap 
leading us back to the 1980’s—a period 
when we saw trillions of dollars of tax 
cuts enacted by the Reagan adminis-
tration, based on faulty projections of 
budget surpluses which never came to 
pass, as well as spending cuts which 
were too extreme and likwise never oc-
curred. Consequently, once those tax 
cuts were enacted, we entered a period 
of unprecedented budget deficits with 
their accompanying tripling of the na-
tional debt and the interest on that 
debt rose to where it is today—a level 
of almost $1 billion per day. We have 
turned the corner after many years of 
hard work and a number of deficit re-
duction packages. We appear to be 
headed to a time of budget surpluses 
which should be used for reducing the 
debt and providing necessary increases 
in our national physical and human in-
frastructure that are so vital to the 
21st Century. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in re-
jecting this ill-conceived journey along 
the road back to a repeat of the budg-
etary disasters of the 1980’s. Surely we 
can do better than this. 

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, since 
taking control of Congress in the 1994 
elections, the Republican majority has 
delivered on their promise to balance 
the federal budget. The Congressional 
Budget Office says that this year the 
unified federal budget will have a sur-
plus of $111 billion. Over the next 5 
years, these surpluses will total nearly 
$912 billion. Of the total surplus, $768 
billion is attributable to Social Secu-
rity, and $144 billion in attributable to 
the rest of the government. 

The Republican majority has also de-
livered the tax relief we promised. In 
1997, we passed the largest tax cut in 16 
years, which is bringing significant re-
lief to taxpayers this year, including a 
$400 per child tax credit (rising to $500 
next year), a 20% capital gains rate, ex-
panded IRAs, and tax credits and sav-
ings incentives for education. We also 
enacted a landmark IRS reform bill, 
eliminated President’s Clinton’s 18- 
month holding period on capital gains, 
and passed an expansion of Education 
Savings Accounts. 

The fiscal year 2000 budget we are 
now considering will build upon these 
successes. Our budget is based on three 
principles: 

1. Devote the entire Social Security 
surplus ($768 billion over 5 years) to 
debt reduction, thus saving it for So-
cial Security reform, 

2. Maintain the fiscal discipline of 
the 1997 Bipartisan Balanced Budget 
Agreement by sticking to the discre-
tionary spending caps, and 

3. Return the ‘‘rest of government’’ 
surplus ($144 billion over 5 years) to 
working Americans in tax cuts. 

Mr. President, our budget is radically 
different from the one proposed last 
month by President Clinton. 

In his 1998 State of the Union ad-
dress, the President said, ‘‘Tonight I 

propose that we reserve 100 percent of 
the surplus, that is every penny of any 
surplus, until we have taken all the 
necessary measures to strengthen the 
Social Security system for the 21st 
century.’’ 

However, according to CBO, the 
President’s budget spends $58 billion of 
the Social Security surplus this year, 
and $253 billion over the next five 
years. Even if you ‘‘credit’’ the Presi-
dent’s proposal to purchase equities for 
the Social Security trust fund, he still 
spends $40 billion of the Social Secu-
rity surplus this year, and $158 billion 
over the next five years. 

President Clinton’s proposal to save 
Social Security by ‘‘devoting’’ 62 per-
cent of the budget surplus to it is a 
scam. The President would deposit $446 
billion in IOU’s into the Social Secu-
rity trust fund, on top of the $768 bil-
lion that would be deposited there any-
way. White House officials admit the 
President’s plan does not extend by one 
day the year (2013) when Social Secu-
rity benefits will begin to exceed pay-
roll taxes. 

Additionally, the President’s budget 
includes a Medicare scam based on the 
same faulty logic as the Social Secu-
rity scam. The President would trans-
fer $123 billion of the surplus to the 
Medicare trust fund over the next five 
years. Again, the practical effect of 
this transfer is nothing more than 
more IOU’s in the trust fund. And the 
Medicare prescription drug benefit, a 
huge applause line in the State of the 
Union, is nowhere to be found in the 
budget. 

Other new programs touted in the 
President’s State of the Union address, 
such as the promise for Universal Sav-
ings Accounts, are also nowhere to be 
found in his budget. The Secretary of 
the Treasury has said that the USA ac-
counts are a tax cut, but it is becoming 
clear that the program will involve a 
progressive, refundable income tax 
credit totaling $96 billion over 5 years, 
$272 billion over 10 years. This massive 
welfare expansion will nearly double 
what we will already spend on the EIC 
program, $139 billion over 5 years, and 
$293 billion over 10 years. Secretary 
Rubin has also hinted that USA ac-
counts will likely be limited to persons 
without employer-provided pension 
programs, and that anyone making 
over $100,000 will not be able to partici-
pate. 

Further, despite claims of ‘‘enormous 
debt reduction’’, CBO says the debt 
held by the public will be $432 billion 
higher under the Clinton plan after five 
years than under current law. Gross 
public debt will be $973 billion higher. 

The President’s budget also breaks 
the discretionary spending caps by $33 
billion in fiscal year 2000, and $434 bil-
lion over five years. 

Finally, despite an estimated $20 tril-
lion in tax revenues over the next 10 
years, the President’s budget contains 
no tax cut. In fact, the President’s 
budget includes a gross tax increase of 
$165 billion over ten years, and a net 
tax increase of $89 billion. 
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I would like to include for the 

RECORD a couple of tables and a chart 
which compares the Republican budget 
with President Clinton’s budget. 

Mr. President, I congratulate the 
Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, Senator DOMENICI, and his staff 
for their fine work in developing this 

budget. I think it sets us on the right 
path to reduce the debt, cut taxes, and 
reform Social Security and Medicare. 

COMPARING BUDGETS—GOP ‘vs’ CLINTON 

Issue GOP Clinton Bottom line 

Social Security ...................... The GOP budget dedicates the entire $1.8 trillion Social Security 
surplus to debt reduction, saving it for our nation’s elderly. 

The Clinton budget spends $58 billion of the Social Security sur-
plus this year, and $253 billion over the next five years. 

Even if the Social Security trust fund is ‘‘credited’’ for proposed 
equity purchases, the Clinton budget still spends $40 billion of 
the Social Security surplus this year, and $158 billion over the 
next five years. 

Neither the GOP budget, nor the Clinton budget, change the fact 
that Social Security benefits exceed taxes in the year 2013. 

However, the GOP budget saves more of the Social Security sur-
plus so it will be available for real reform. 

Medicare ............................... The GOP budget assumes no reductions in Medicare spending. 
The GOP budget establishes a procedure for considering a pre-

scription drug benefit for seniors if it is part of a REAL Medi-
care reform package. 

The Clinton budget includes $20.2 billion in provider cuts over ten 
years. 

The Clinton budget does not provide for a prescription drug ben-
efit. 

Neither the GOP budget, nor the Clinton budget, change the fact 
that Medicare is currently running a cash deficit which will 
bankrupt the program by 2008. 

However, the GOP budget would allow real, bipartisan Medicare re-
form to be considered. 

Taxes .................................... The GOP budget cuts taxes by $142 billion over five years, $778 
billion over ten years. 

The Clinton budget increases taxes by $49 billion over five years, 
$89 billion over ten years. 

Despite $20 trillion in tax revenues and $2.6 trillion in budget 
surpluses over the next ten years, the Clinton budget RAISES 
taxes. 

Public Debt ........................... The GOP budget reduces the debt held by the public by $1.767 
trillion over ten years. 

The Clinton budget reduces debt held by the public by $1.305 tril-
lion over ten years. 

The GOP budget reduces debt held by the public $463 billion more 
than the Clinton budget. 

Education ............................. The GOP budget increases Elementary & Secondary Education by 
$7.3 billion over last year. 

The GOP budget provides this increased funding under the as-
sumption that ESEA reauthorization will provide greater flexi-
bility to state & local governments. 

The Clinton budget increases Elementary & Secondary Education 
by $4 billion over last year, $3.3 billion less than the GOP 
budget. 

The Clinton budget requires increased funding to be spent on fed-
erally-mandated priorities like 100,000 federal teachers. 

Over the next five years, the GOP budget provides $27.5 billion 
more for education than Clinton and gives local schools the 
flexibility to determine where they want to spend the money. 

Defense ................................. The GOP budget increases defense by $18.1 billion over last year, 
excluding FY99 emergencies. 

Compared to FY 99 funding levels including emergencies, the GOP 
budget provides a $9.9 billion increase. 

The Clinton budget increases defense by $9.8 billion over last 
year, excluding FY99 emergencies. 

Compared to FY99 funding levels including emergencies, the Clin-
ton budget provides a $1.6 billion increase. 

The GOP budget provides $8.3 billion more for defense than the 
Clinton budget. 

Spending Caps ..................... The GOP budget complies with the discretionary spending caps for 
FY 2000, 2001, and 2002. 

The Clinton budget exceeds the discretionary spending caps by 
$22 billion in budget authority and $30 billion in outlays in FY 
2000. 

In 1997, every Senator except for Wellstone & Bumpers voted for 
the discretionary spending caps. 

If the President’s appropriations proposals were enacted, they 
would result in an 8% sequester of all appropriations accounts. 

Total Spending ..................... The GOP budget spends $9.165 trillion over the next five years, 
$19.918 trillion over the next ten years, with an average growth 
rate of 3%. 

The Clinton budget spends $9.533 trillion over the next five years, 
$20.99 trillion over the next ten years, with an average growth 
rate of 3.8% 

The Clinton budget uses the Social Security surplus and a tax hike 
to grow government. 

HOW PRESIDENT CLINTON SPENDS THE SOCIAL SECURITY SURPLUS CBO ESTIMATES 
[In billions of dollars] 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000–2004 

Unified budget surplus ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 133 156 212 213 239 952 
Social Security surplus ........................................................................................................................................................................................................... 137 145 153 162 171 767 

Rest of Government surplus ...................................................................................................................................................................................... (5 ) 11 59 51 68 184 

CBO re-estimate of President’s tax/spending proposals ....................................................................................................................................................... (20 ) (7 ) (14 ) (17 ) (15 ) (73 ) 
Additional discretionary spending .......................................................................................................................................................................................... 0 (26 ) (41 ) (36 ) (34 ) (137 ) 
Purchase of stock by Social Security ..................................................................................................................................................................................... (18 ) (15 ) (19 ) (19 ) (23 ) (93 ) 
USA accounts .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................... (14 ) (16 ) (22 ) (21 ) (24 ) (96 ) 
Net interest ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................. (1 ) (3 ) (6 ) (11 ) (15 ) (36 ) 

Clinton spending proposals ....................................................................................................................................................................................... (53 ) (67 ) (102 ) (104 ) (111 ) (436 ) 

Social Security surplus spent ................................................................................................................................................................................................. (58 ) (56 ) (43 ) (53 ) (43 ) (253 ) 
Social Security surplus spent if you credit Social Security equity purchases ...................................................................................................................... (40 ) (41 ) (24 ) (34 ) (20 ) (158 ) 

General fund transfer to Social Secrurity ............................................................................................................................................................................... 85 70 92 90 109 445 
General fund transfer to Medicare ......................................................................................................................................................................................... 18 20 28 27 30 123 

Transfers which don’t change the surplus ............................................................................................................................................................... 103 90 120 117 139 568 

CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS 
[In billions of dollars] 

2000 2000–2004 2000–2009 

Long term care tax credit .............. (59 ) (5,971 ) (14,939 ) 
Dependent child care tax credit .... (244 ) (5,414 ) (12,447 ) 
School construction tax-exempt 

bonds ......................................... (85 ) (3,094 ) (8,431 ) 
Puerto Rico tax credit .................... (99 ) (664 ) (6,371 ) 
Low income housing tax credit ...... (16 ) (1,091 ) 5,583 ) 
Electric vehicle tax credit .............. 0 (756 ) (5,453 ) 
Better America tax-exempt bonds (6 ) (487 ) (2,160 ) 
R&D tax credit ............................... (967 ) (2,060 ) (2,080 ) 
Simplified small business pension 

plans .......................................... (18 ) (688 ) (1,901 ) 
AMT relief through 2000 ................ (979 ) (1,721 ) (1,721 ) 
New Markets tax credit .................. 0 (465 ) (1,593 ) 
Disabled workers tax credit ........... (18 ) (611 ) (1,544 ) 

CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS—Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 

2000 2000–2004 2000–2009 

Other targeted tax cuts ................. (1,324 ) (6,911 ) (10,772 ) 

Total targeted tax cuts ..... (3,815 ) (29,935 ) (74,995 ) 

Tobacco tax increase ..................... 8,352 36,448 69,888 
Sales source rule ........................... 908 8,771 21,433 
Superfund taxes ............................. 1,641 6,828 14,002 
DAC tax on insurance products ..... 294 3,730 9,480 
Airport and airway user taxes ....... 1,122 5,314 8,009 
Non-business valuation discounts 246 2,365 5,901 
COLI modifications ......................... 230 1,803 4,365 
Corporate tax shelters .................... 150 1,350 2,850 
Oil spill liability trust fund ............ 247 1,258 2,572 

CLINTON TAX PROPOSALS—Continued 
[In billions of dollars] 

2000 2000–2004 2000–2009 

Start up & organizational expendi-
tures ........................................... (71 ) 534 2,414 

Foreign oil & gas extraction in-
come .......................................... 188 1,001 2,172 

Installment method accounting re-
peal ............................................ 562 1,989 2,172 

Other tax increases ........................ 1,039 8,531 19,749 

Total tax increases ........... 14,908 79,921 165,003 

Net tax increase ............... 11,093 49,369 89,393 

HOW PRESIDENT CLINTON INCREASES THE DEBT 
[In billions of dollars] 

Debt held by the public 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change, 
1999–2009 

Clinton Budget ............................................................................................................... 3,630 3,565 3,491 3,396 3,302 3,189 3,055 2,891 2,710 2,522 2,324 (1,306 ) 
Senate Budget Resolution ............................................................................................. 3,628 3,510 3,378 3,237 3,088 2,926 2,743 2,544 2,329 2,100 1,861 (1,767 ) 

Higher debt due to Clinton policies ................................................................. 2 55 113 159 214 263 312 347 381 422 463 ...................

Debt subject to limit 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 Change 
1999–2000 

Clinton Budget ............................................................................................................... 5,546 5,779 6,000 6,243 6,498 6,765 7,043 7,338 7,661 8,019 8,406 2,860 
Senate Budget Resolution ............................................................................................. 5,545 5,651 5,739 5,792 5,832 5,833 5,804 5,713 5,579 5,406 5,185 (360 ) 

Higher debt due to Clinton policies ................................................................. 1 128 261 451 666 932 1,239 1,625 2,082 2,613 3,221 ...................
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1 See High Risk Series: An Update, U.S. General 
Accounting Office, GAO/HR–99–1, January 1999, pp. 
82–94, and Major Management Challenges and Pro-
gram Risks: Department of Defense, U.S. General 
Accounting Office, GAO/OGC–99–5, January, 1999. 

AMENDMENT NO. 145 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, some 

people have mischaracterized the vote 
yesterday in favor of an amendment by 
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. ASHCROFT) as a vote against 
the President’s plan for investing a 
portion of the Social Security surplus 
in private equities. Such investments 
have been proposed by the President 
and many others as a way to boost the 
return on investment of the Social Se-
curity trust fund’s reserves. Clearly, 
the amendment did not reflect the 
President’s plan. 

Democrats and Republicans alike are 
opposed to direct investment by the 
federal government in private financial 
markets. That is why the President 
and other proponents of diversifying 
the investment of the trust fund have 
suggested that firewalls be constructed 
to insulate such investments from di-
rect government control, or any inter-
ference by the federal government. 

As the Administration has made 
clear, such investments would be made 
by private-sector professional fund 
managers, overseen by a board with the 
independence of the Federal Reserve 
Board. The members of the board 
would not be able to pick and choose 
which stocks or industries to invest in, 
nor exercise the voting rights associ-
ated with those shares. Instead, invest-
ments would be limited by law to stock 
index funds broadly representative of 
the entire market. 

Many Senators, including me, drew a 
very significant distinction between 
the government investment and invest-
ment by non-governmental entity on 
behalf of the Social Security Adminis-
tration. There’s a big difference. Demo-
crats and Republicans agreed that we 
cannot support direct government in-
vestment. But many of us believe we 
should have professional managers 
oversee a certain portion of the port-
folio, which is something altogether 
different. This senator supports that 
idea, and many senators wanted to 
leave that option open so we could re-
visit it later on. 

The vote on the Ashcroft amendment 
was not a vote on the President’s plan. 
I look forward to full consideration and 
debate of responsible proposals for in-
vesting a portion of the surplus in equi-
ties in order to increase the earnings 
on the reserves of the Social Security 
trust fund. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, the 
budget resolution before us today pro-
vides the first major increase in de-
fense spending since 1985. 

And I voted for it. I support the in-
crease for National defense. In the 
past, I have opposed increases in the 
defense budget. Now, I don’t. My col-
leagues must be wondering why. My 
colleagues may be thinking that the 
Senator from Iowa has flip-flopped on 
defense. 

I would like to explain my position. 
I support this year’s defense increase 

for one reason and one reason only. 
The Budget Committee is calling for 

financial management reforms at the 

Department of Defense (DOD). The 
committee is telling DOD to bring its 
accounting practices up to accepted 
standards, so it can produce 
‘‘auditable’’ financial statements with-
in two years. 

In a nutshell, the Committee is tell-
ing DOD to do what DOD is already re-
quired to do under the law. 

If those words were not in the Com-
mittee report, I would be standing here 
with an amendment in my hand to cut 
the DOD budget. 

Fortunately, that’s not necessary. 
I would like to thank my friend from 

New Mexico, Senator DOMENICI—the 
Committee Chairman—for placing 
those important words in the report. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the language entitled 
‘‘The Need for DOD Financial Re-
forms’’ printed in the RECORD. It ap-
pears on pages 25 to 29 of the report. 

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

A. SPENDING BY FUNCTION 
Function 050: National Defense 

FUNCTION SUMMARY 
∑ Approve modifications to existing DoD 

financial management programs and policies 
to redress the failure of the Defense Depart-
ment, as noted by GAO,1 to meet the goals of 
the Chief Financial Officers Act and, there-
by, to produce auditable financial state-
ments for each military service and major 
DoD component by the year 2000. The Com-
mittee’s concerns regarding this important 
issue are stated at greater length at the end 
of the description of this budget function. 
The need for DoD financial reforms 

The Committee is concerned about the 
longstanding breakdown of discipline in fi-
nancial management at the Department of 
Defense. Reports by the DoD Inspector Gen-
eral and General Accounting Office consist-
ently show that DoD’s financial accounts 
and inventories are vulnerable to theft and 
abuse. These vulnerabilities persist for two 
reasons: (1) internal controls are weak or 
nonexistent; and (2) financial transactions 
are not accurately recorded in the books of 
account—as they occur. While some progress 
has been made to improve the financial ac-
counting systems within DoD, it remains a 
fact that DoD does not observe the age-old 
principles of separation of duties and double- 
entry bookkeeping, and attempts to make 
critical bookkeeping entries weeks, months, 
and even years after the fact. These unpro-
fessional practices have produced billions of 
dollars of unreconciled financial 
mismatches, leaving the department’s books 
of account inaccurate and unreliable. 

The Committee believes that these defi-
ciencies must be corrected. 

Under the Government Management Re-
form Act (GMRA) of 1994, which expanded 
the Chief Financial Officers (CFO) Act of 
1990, the DoD Inspector General is required 
to audit DoD’s financial statements, and the 
General Accounting Office is required to 
audit the government’s consolidated finan-
cial statements. This is done annually. Un-
fortunately, each year the DoD audit agen-
cies issue a disclaimer of opinion. In lay-
man’s terms, this means they could not 

audit the books. And there is nothing on the 
drawing board to suggest that a ‘‘clean’’ 
audit opinion is feasible in the foreseeable 
future. DoD has lost control of the money at 
the transaction level. With no control at the 
transaction level, it is physically impossible 
to roll up all the numbers into a top-line fi-
nancial statement that can stand up to audit 
scrutiny. The numbers do not add up. DoD 
resorts to ‘‘unsupported adjustments’’ and 
multi-billion dollar ‘‘plug’’ figures to force 
the books into balance. The IG and GAO re-
ject these practices as unacceptable. 

Even though DoD’s efforts to prepare an 
auditable financial statement have been un-
successful so far, the Committee believes 
that the annual CFO audits constitute a very 
authoritative and independent assessment of 
the department’s financial management pro-
cedures. They function like a critical indi-
cator or barometer. They help to pinpoint 
the underlying weaknesses in DoD’s book-
keeping procedures. The Committee believes 
that DoD must move in a decisive way to 
correct these problems. So long as DoD con-
tinues to ignore them, the vast audit effort 
dedicated to the financial statements will 
continue to result in disclaimers of opinion— 
an overall indictment of DoD’s financial 
management operations. 

For these reasons, a plan that is designed 
to bring the Defense Department into com-
pliance with the CFO and GMRA Acts would 
be supported by the Committee. These re-
forms would position DoD to prepare 
auditable financial statements within two 
years. The main ingredients of such a plan 
follow: 

(1) Double-entry Bookkeeping: The prepara-
tion of reliable financial statements is lit-
erally impossible without double-entry book-
keeping. A standard accounting procedure in 
the western world for centuries, double-entry 
bookkeeping records both the debits and 
credits appropriate to each transaction. A 
cash purchase of an asset would add the 
value of that asset to the inventory balanced 
by the reduction in cash. If DoD did this for 
each transaction, the books would ‘‘bal-
ance,’’ that is, debits would equal credits, 
the books would accurately reflect the cost 
of operations, and the taxpayers would be as-
sured that something of value was actually 
received for the money spent. Under current 
law, the military services are supposed to 
have ‘‘asset management systems’’ in place 
today that would provide an accurate and 
complete accounting for the quantity, cost 
and location of all inventory items. No such 
system is in existence, however. DoD must 
adopt a double-entry bookkeeping system in 
order to generate reliable financial state-
ments. 

(2) Recording Transactions Promptly: Finan-
cial transactions must be accurately re-
corded in the books of account—as they 
occur. Under current DoD policies, billions of 
dollars of transactions are not posted until 
long after the fact, if ever. In many cases, it 
takes DoD weeks, months, and even years to 
make necessary accounting entries. In other 
documented cases, DoD policies authorize 
the posting of transactions to the wrong ac-
counts with the idea of avoiding negative liq-
uidated obligations or correcting errors at 
‘‘contract close-out’’ years later. Attempting 
to reconcile contracts with payment records 
years after-the-fact usually proves to be a fu-
tile and very costly task. As long as the de-
partment’s books of account fail to accu-
rately reflect obligations and expenditures, 
Congress can not be sure that DoD is spend-
ing the money as specified in law or that 
costs reflected in DoD’s financial statements 
are accurate. DoD must record all trans-
actions in the books of account imme-
diately—as they occur. 

(3) Transaction-driven General Ledger: To 
help ensure reliable financial management 
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2 See GAO–AIMD–98–268, Financial Management: 
Federal Financial Management Improvement Act 
Results for Fiscal Year 1997, US General Accounting 
Office, September 1998, Washington, D.C. 

information, Congress passed the Federal Fi-
nancial Management Improvement Act of 
1996 (FFMIA). This law required all federal 
agencies to activate a Standard General 
Ledger at the transaction level that com-
plied with accepted accounting standards. 
According to GAO, DoD’s financial systems 
are non-compliant with the FFMIA require-
ments.2 

Had DoD implemented the required Stand-
ard General Ledger chart of accounts, as 
other agencies have, practiced double-entry 
bookkeeping, and recorded transactions 
promptly and accurately, all transactions 
should naturally roll up through subsidiary 
accounts into general ledger accounts. 

Moreover, if DoD accounting systems were 
up to accepted standards, auditors could 
verify the accuracy of the general ledger ac-
counts by tracing the accumulation of costs 
back down to the original entries for each 
transaction. This, in turn, should provide a 
management accounting system that has in-
tegrity—one the taxpayers deserve and one 
that is necessary for completion of reliable 
financial statements. A transaction-driven 
general ledger would be a powerful manage-
ment tool for evaluating DoD’s financial per-
formance. While DoD has general ledger ac-
counts, they lack integrity because of mas-
sive gaps and the use of ‘‘plug’’ figures. 
Transactions are simply not recorded in the 
books of account in a timely and accurate 
manner. Given these continuing short-
comings, it is impossible to follow the audit 
trail back down to each original transaction. 
Until this problem is remedied, and DoD de-
velops reliable controls and integrated finan-
cial management systems, DoD financial in-
formation will be unreliable and its financial 
statements will be unauditable. 

(4) Separation of Duties: Organizational and 
functional independence must be achieved at 
each major step in the cycle of transactions. 
This key internal control helps to detect and 
prevent theft, inhibits collusive fraud and of-
fers greater efficiencies in organizations that 
are large enough to accommodate specialized 
operations. For instance, if truly inde-
pendent entities perform the separate func-
tions of store-keeping or warehousing and 
accounting for stores transactions, fraud in 
either function could be discovered by com-
paring what the store keepers show as on 
hand to what accounting records show was 
purchased, used, and should be on hand. With 
adequate separation of duties, successful 
fraud would require collusion by not only the 
store-keepers and accountants but also by 
organizationally independent managers of 
those separate functional areas. IG and GAO 
reports repeatedly show that DoD does not 
consistently adhere to the age-old principle 
of real separation of duties—both organiza-
tionally and functionally. 

Last year, the GAO uncovered a prime ex-
ample of how DoD does not observe the sepa-
ration of duties doctrine. The Defense Fi-
nance and Accounting Service (DFAS), 
which performs disbursing and accounting 
functions for the entire department, is au-
thorized to routinely alter remit addresses 
on checks. A remit address is the address to 
which a check is sent. Allowing DFAS to 
alter remit addresses is a violation of the 
separation of duties principle that leaves the 
door open to fraud. The office that processes 
bills for payment should never be allowed to 
change a remit address on a check. Such 
changes should be made through an inde-
pendent verification process. Remit address-
es should be tightly controlled in a central 
registry and only altered at request of the 
vendor—in writing. 

(5) Accountability: The DoD CFO and the Fi-
nancial Managers (FM’s) for each of the 
three military services have been granted 
the full spectrum of authority under the law. 
However, these four officials appear to have 
delegated much of their authority for pay-
ment and accounting to DFAS, which dis-
burses over $22 billion a month and employs 
about 20,000 persons. 

Despite the authority that has been passed 
down the chain of command to DFAS, this 
organization does not exist—at least in law. 
There is no specific provision in the U.S. 
Code granting such authority to DFAS. The 
Committee fears that the military services 
could use DFAS as a bureaucratic mecha-
nism to deflect responsibility for ongoing fi-
nancial mismanagement. DFAS can be 
blamed, but there is no accountability. In 
fact, there is nothing in law that requires 
personal financial accountability anywhere 
in DoD—from the top CFO down to the low-
est technician at DFAS. Even DoD dis-
bursing officials have been exempted from 
the law that makes all other government 
disbursing officials ‘‘pecuniarily liable’’ for 
erroneous or fraudulent payments. 

If no one at DoD is held accountable for 
the continuing pattern of financial mis-
management and ‘‘unclean’’ CFO audit opin-
ions, then the department may never succeed 
in producing reliable financial statements. 

The CFO and service FM’s may delegate 
authority to DFAS but not personal respon-
sibility. The service FM’s must police those 
to whom they have delegated authority, but 
the final responsibility resides in their of-
fices with them. They alone should be held 
accountable for the completion of reliable fi-
nancial statements. 

These goals should be achieved with the fi-
nancial statement for 2000. The 1998 state-
ments are under review at the present time. 
If the IG and GAO identify deficiencies that 
preclude the completion of a satisfactory fi-
nancial statement for 1998 and 1999, then the 
FM’s should be responsible for making the 
necessary adjustments and corrections. 

The Committee fully supports actions in 
Congress to achieve these five financial man-
agement initiatives because they are specifi-
cally designed to bring the department into 
compliance with the CFO and FFMIA Acts 
and to lead to the preparation of reliable fi-
nancial statements. In the months ahead, it 
is expected that these initiatives will be con-
verted into a legislative reform package and 
introduced before consideration of the 2000 
defense authorization bill or other appro-
priate legislation. The Committee intends to 
work closely with the Armed Services Com-
mittee and other appropriate committees of 
Congress to enact legislation that addresses 
in a meaningful manner the goals articu-
lated here. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
would like to take moment to tell my 
colleagues why the language on DOD 
Financial Reforms is so important. 

I want to help them understand why 
I am so concerned about the breakdown 
of discipline and control in financial 
management at the Pentagon. 

I have been investigating the prob-
lem for six years, now. 

I have come here to the floor of the 
Senate and spoken about it many 
times. 

I have offered amendments. 
I raised these same concerns during 

hearings before the Budget Committee 
earlier this year—on February 24 and 
again on March 2nd. 

My Judiciary Subcommittee on Ad-
ministrative Oversight held a hearing 

last September on the lack of effective 
internal financial controls at DOD. 

I am planning another hearing later 
this year. 

The General Accounting Office (GAO) 
and the Inspector General (IG) have 
issued report after report after report 
exposing these problems. 

Every single shred of evidence points 
to the breakdown of financial controls 
at the Pentagon. 

IG and GAO reports consistently 
demonstrate that DOD accounts and 
assets are vulnerable to theft and 
abuse. 

They show that internal controls are 
weak or nonexistent. 

They show that financial trans-
actions are not recorded in the books 
of accounts—as they occur—promptly 
and accurately. 

They show that payments are delib-
erately posted to the wrong accounts. 
Sometimes transactions are not re-
corded in the books for months or even 
years—and sometimes maybe never. 

DOD has no effective capability for 
tracking the quantity, value and loca-
tions of assets and inventory. 

DOD has lost control of the money at 
the transaction level. 

With no control at the transaction 
level, it is physically impossible to roll 
up all the numbers into a top-line fi-
nancial statement that can stand up to 
scrutiny and audit. 

Sloppy accounting procedures gen-
erate billions of dollars of unreconciled 
transactions—mismatches between of-
ficial accounting records and inventory 
and disbursing records. 

Billions and billions of dollars of 
unreconciled mismatches make it im-
possible to audit DOD’s books. 

As a result, DOD gets a failing grade 
on its annual financial statements that 
are required by law. Each year, the IG 
has to issue a disclaimer of opinion. 

Unfortunately, there is nothing on 
the drawing board to suggest that a 
‘‘clean’’ audit opinion is feasible in the 
foreseeable future. DOD just doesn’t 
have the accounting tools to get the 
job done. 

There will be no improvement in this 
dismal picture without reform—and 
some pressure from the Budget Com-
mittee and other committees. 

Without reform, the vast effort dedi-
cated to auditing the annual financial 
statements will be wasted effort. 

The report language lays out a gen-
eral framework for reform. 

These reforms are not new or dra-
matic. 

The Committee report language just 
tells DOD to get on the stick and do 
what it is already supposed to be 
doing—under the law. And it calls for 
some accountability to help get the job 
done. 

This report language should help to 
move DOD toward a ‘‘clean’’ audit 
opinion within two years. 

And there is another important rea-
son why this language is needed today. 

As I stated a moment ago, we are 
looking at the first big increase in de-
fense spending since 1985. 
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I think the Committee needs to be on 

the record, telling the Pentagon to get 
its financial house in order. 

If the Pentagon wants all this extra 
money, then the Pentagon needs to ful-
fill its Constitutional responsibility to 
the taxpayers of this country. 

First, it needs to regain control of 
the taxpayers’ money it’s spending 
right now. 

And second, it needs to provide a full 
and accurate accounting of how all the 
money gets spent. 

DOD must be able to present an accu-
rate and complete accounting of all fi-
nancial transactions—including all re-
ceipts and expenditures. It needs to be 
able to do this once a year. 

The GAO and IG auditors should be 
able to examine the Department’s 
books and its financial statements and 
render a ‘‘clean’’ audit opinion. 

That’s the goal. 
Mr. President, I would like to extend 

a special word of thanks to the Com-
mittee Chairman, my friend from New 
Mexico, Senator DOMENICI, for includ-
ing this important language in the re-
port. 

I would like to thank him for under-
standing and accepting the urgent need 
for financial management reform at 
the Pentagon. 

I would like to thank him for work-
ing with me in urging the Pentagon to 
move in the direction of sound finan-
cial management. 

Mr. President, in my mind, DOD fi-
nancial management reform is manda-
tory as we move to larger DOD budg-
ets. 

I understand that the language is not 
binding. 

It’s simply the first step in the effort 
to bring about financial reform and ac-
countability at DOD through legisla-
tion later this year. 

In the months ahead, I look forward 
to working with the Armed Services 
and Appropriations Committees to 
make it happen. 

The Chairman of the Committee has 
agreed to help me do it. 

He made a commitment to ‘‘work 
closely’’ with the Armed Services Com-
mittee to develop a legislative reform 
package that addresses the issues 
raised in the report. 

I hope the Armed Services Com-
mittee will cooperate and find a way to 
address the need for financial reforms 
in tandem with more defense money. 

Higher defense budgets need to be 
hooked up to financial reforms—just 
like a horse and buggy—one behind the 
other. They need to move together. 

And I hope other members of the 
Budget Committee will join me in that 
effort. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in 1997, we 

reached an historic agreement on the 
budget. Building upon the budgets of 
1990 and 1993, we brought the budget 
into balance for the first time in 30 
years. Today, the budget before us is 
equally significant, as it is the first 
budget of the 21st century. It is one 

that should reflect what we, as the last 
Senators of the 20th century, believe 
should be the priorities of our country 
as we move into the next millenium. 

As we prepare to enter the next cen-
tury, we need a budget that will pro-
tect our senior citizens—the people 
who have given a lifetime of work to 
their families, communities and coun-
try. They need to know that they will 
be secure in their golden years with 
good health care and a decent income. 
Unfortunately, this budget fails to pro-
vide this measure of security, as it fails 
to provide for the continued strength 
and solvency of Social Security and 
Medicare. 

Although this budget saves projected 
Social Security surpluses and uses 
those surpluses to retire public debt, it 
contains no provisions to reform the 
Social Security program and provides 
no new assets to the Social Security 
trust fund. In this regard, this budget 
fails to extend the solvency of the trust 
fund. In contrast, the Administration’s 
budget proposes specific policies, in-
cluding transferring publicly held debt 
to the trust fund, which would extend 
the life of the Social Security trust 
fund until the year 2055. 

In addition, this budget simply ig-
nores Medicare, Part A of which is due 
to be bankrupt by the year 2008. It 
takes funds needed for Medicare and 
uses them to pay for a tax cut that 
largely benefits the more well-to-do in 
our society. Not a single extra dollar is 
guaranteed for this critical priority 
and therefore this budget has the po-
tential to negatively impact the mil-
lions of Americans who will depend on 
Medicare for their health care in the 
future. The Administration, however, 
has proposed allocating 15 percent of 
the projected unified budget surpluses 
for Medicare—nearly $700 billion over 
the next 15 years—which would extend 
the solvency of this program for an-
other 12 years, to the year 2020. 

Mr. President, we also need a budget 
that will provide for the education 
needs of our people. Nothing is more 
critically important than to provide 
every child with a good education so 
that they can grow up to lead produc-
tive lives, contributing to the pros-
perity of their families and country. 
Unfortunately this budget fails to meet 
this priority, as well. Although I ap-
plaud the efforts of Chairman DOMENICI 
to increase funding for elementary and 
secondary education, this budget does 
so at the expense of equally important 
education initiatives, like Head Start. 
In fact, under the Republican plan 
nearly 100,000 children would lose Head 
Start services. 

This budget shortchanges our com-
mitment to many other domestic prior-
ities, as well. Under this budget, pay-
ing for an $800 billion tax cut that 
would benefit the wealthy would re-
quire cuts in non-defense discretionary 
spending of $20 billion in the next year 
alone, affecting our efforts to police 
our streets, to clean up our air and 
water, and to wage aggressive diplo-

macy so that we do not have to wage 
war. More specifically, Mr. President, 
under the Republican plan, more than 1 
million low-income women, infants and 
children would lose nutrition assist-
ance each month and 73,000 summer job 
opportunities for low-income youths 
would be eliminated. 

These cuts are draconian and unten-
able. Newspapers report that even Re-
publican appropriations leaders con-
sider these cuts to be unrealistic. They 
predict that when appropriations bills 
come to the Floor, it is unlikely that 
they will contain the cuts proposed by 
this budget. 

Finally, we need a budget in the 21st 
century that is fiscally responsible—a 
budget that sends a message to our 
trading partners, the markets, and fu-
ture generations that the era of run-
away deficits is over, and that we will 
not saddle future generations with a 
national debt that robs them of their 
ability to make productive invest-
ments and hurts our nation’s ability to 
grow and prosper. Sadly, this legisla-
tion is fiscally risky and fails to meet 
these goals. 

Although this budget calls for a 
small tax cut in the first couple of 
years, the cost explodes in the future. 
In fact, by the year 2009, these cuts will 
drain the Treasury by more than $170 
billion in that year alone. Let me be 
clear, I am not opposed to tax cuts, but 
I support carefully targeted tax cuts 
that would provide relief to those who 
most need our help. Regrettably, this 
budget provides a sweeping tax cut for 
those in our society who need it least, 
and does so largely at the expense of 
funding for both Medicare and other 
domestic priorities relied on by mil-
lions of working Americans. 

In conclusion, I regret for a number 
of reasons that I am unable to support 
this budget—not least of which is the 
high regard and esteem with which I 
hold Chairman DOMENICI. I think all of 
us in this body recognize that the 
country has been fortunate to have 
someone of his intellect and experience 
dealing with these extraordinarily 
complex issues. Moreover, while I am 
grateful that a majority of my col-
leagues accepted the amendment spon-
sored by my distinguished colleague 
from Vermont, Senator JEFFORDS, and 
myself to increase funding for child 
care by $5 billion, the modest improve-
ment that this makes to the bill does 
not change its fundamentally flawed 
nature. 

Mr. President, we have an oppor-
tunity and an obligation to enact a 
budget that meets the test of time. Un-
fortunately, I believe that the resolu-
tion before the Senate has failed to 
meet that objective. I think we can do 
better and I believe we must do better 
as we move forward in the effort to de-
fine priorities. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the 
Service Chiefs testified before the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee on Sep-
tember 29, 1998, and again on January 
5, 1999, that they require an additional 
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$20.0 billion in fiscal year 2000 for de-
fense—over and above the amounts 
contained in the Balanced Budget 
Agreement—to reverse the serious 
problems they are witnessing in mili-
tary readiness. During the Posture 
Hearings held by the Armed Services 
Committee in February and March, the 
Service Secretaries and Service Chiefs 
confirmed that significant funding 
shortfalls remain—despite the in-
creases contained in the budget re-
quest. Each service submitted a signifi-
cant list of remaining ‘‘unfunded re-
quirements.’’ 

While I appreciate the efforts of the 
Budget Committee to address these 
funding shortfalls with an increase of 
$14.6 billion in budget authority for de-
fense, I am concerned with the serious 
shortfall in outlays. The outlay fund-
ing level of $274.6 billion contained in 
the Budget Resolution is insufficient to 
fund the projected levels of budget au-
thority in either the defense budget re-
quest or the budget resolution. At least 
$287.3 billion in outlays is needed to 
fund the budget authority levels con-
tained in the Budget Resolution. This 
is an increase of $12.7 billion over the 
caps listed in the Resolution. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like to add to my colleague’s 
comments. The budget gimmicks in 
the defense budget as submitted by the 
Administration create a shortfall of at 
least $8.3 billion in budget authority. 
Under Senate rules, we cannot pass a 
defense appropriations bill which buys 
the programs advertised by the Depart-
ment of Defense as being budgeted. We 
would require at least $10 billion in 
outlays to even fund the Administra-
tion’s defense request. While the budg-
et resolution adds $8.3 billion in budget 
authority, it cuts outlays by $8.7 bil-
lion relative to the CBO scoring of the 
defense budget request. Even under 
OMB scoring, the budget resolution 
provides only $500 million in outlays to 
spend with the $8.3 billion in budget 
authority. This mix of money will not 
work, and clearly does not even let us 
erase all of the administration’s budget 
gimmicks. 

The Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee has also held hearings to re-
view the readiness requirements of our 
military forces. If the current outlay 
problem is not resolved satisfactorily, 
Congress will be responsible for failure 
to provide adequate resources for our 
military’s needs as readiness problems 
become more apparent. With military 
operations currently being conducted 
in Kosovo, this would be the wrong sig-
nal to be sending at this time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
agree with both of my distinguished 
colleagues, the Chairmen of the Appro-
priations and Armed Services Commit-
tees, that the Administration’s defense 
budget request is inadequate to meet 
our national security requirements. My 
intent is that this Budget Resolution 
would fully fund the $17.5 billion re-
quested by the Joint Chiefs of Staff for 
the next five years. This additional 

spending would be devoted to restoring 
military readiness to acceptable levels. 
it is also my intention that the funding 
in this resolution would also provide 
money, at least in part, to begin the 
modernization of the currently aging 
inventory of U.S. weapons, and to fund 
priority quality of life initiatives for 
the servicemen and women in our 
Armed Forces. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I would 
ask the distinguished Chairman of the 
Budget Committee to provide some 
type of funding relief in the form of in-
creased outlay funding. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would join my colleague in seeking 
clarification on what steps the distin-
guished Chairman of the Senate Budget 
Committee is prepared to take to make 
it possible to pass a defense spending 
bill that preserves our military’s readi-
ness and limit the erosion of mod-
ernization. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I say 
to my two good friends, I agree that 
there is an outlay mismatch in this 
resolution for the National Defense 
function and I will work to resolve this 
problem. Sufficient outlays are nec-
essary to execute the level of budget 
authority for National Defense in the 
Budget Resolution to address the seri-
ous readiness, recruitment, and reten-
tion problems in our military services. 
I intend to review scorekeeping dif-
ferences between the OMB and CBO on 
outlays prior, outlay rates, and policy 
to resolve this issue. I will consult with 
the two distinguished Chairmen and 
keep them informed during this proc-
ess. I assure the Chairmen of the Ap-
propriations and Armed Services Com-
mittees that this problem will receive 
my full attention until it is resolved to 
our satisfaction. 

In addition, I know both Chairmen 
share my concerns about atomic en-
ergy defense capabilities in an increas-
ingly unstable world. 

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, in my 
capacity as Chairman of the Transpor-
tation Appropriations Subcommittee, I 
want to raise an issue of critical impor-
tance with my friend, the Chairman of 
the Budget Committee, Senator 
DOMENICI. Mr. Chairman, it has come 
to my attention that there is a sub-
stantial difference between the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) and 
the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) 
in terms of the estimated outlay costs 
of the highway and transit firewalls, as 
contained in the Transportation Eq-
uity Act for the 21st Century (TEA–21). 

As the Chairman is aware, TEA–21 ef-
fectively established the aggregate ob-
ligation limitations pertaining to our 
major federal highway and transit pro-
grams for the six years covered by 
TEA–21. Despite the fact that the CBO 
and OMB are required to strive each 
year to minimize differences in their 
outlay estimates for each program in 
the federal government, we find that 
there is a dramatic difference between 
the outlay estimates that CBO and 
OMB attribute to the cost of fully 

funding the firewalls for highways and 
transit in FY 2000. Specifically, the 
Congressional Budget Office’s estimate 
of the outlays associated with the 
highway firewall is a full $772 million 
higher than the amount estimated by 
OMB. Similarly, the CBO estimates 
that the outlays associated with the 
transit firewall is a full $569 million 
higher than the level assumed by OMB. 
Taken together, there is more than a 
$1.3 billion difference between the two 
agencies’ estimates. 

It is my understanding that, for pur-
poses of developing this budget resolu-
tion, the Chairman assumed the lower 
of these outlay figures for the highway 
and transit firewalls. I want to inquire 
whether the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee intends to score the Trans-
portation Appropriations Bill for FY 
2000 in an identical fashion when the 
bill is reported by the Appropriations 
Committee later this year. If the 
Transportation Appropriations bill is 
scored with the much higher outlay es-
timates associated with the CBO esti-
mate, it is possible that the Transpor-
tation Appropriations Subcommittee’s 
entire outlay allocation could be need-
ed solely to honor the highway and 
transit firewalls leaving little or no 
other resources for the needs for the 
Federal Aviation Administration, the 
Coast Guard, and the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation. 

This illustrates the danger of fire-
walls within budget functions. They 
create a perverse incentive for the Ad-
ministration to underestimate the out-
lay impacts in order to shift budgetary 
resources to other priorities—but when 
the request comes to Congress it must 
be scored by CBO. Accordingly, the 
budget resolution and the appropria-
tions bill run the risk of substantially 
higher outlay scoring on firewall ac-
counts than the Administration as-
sumed and accordingly must cut the 
firewalled functions or other discre-
tionary programs to accommodate the 
increased outlays. 

Mr. DOMENICI. The Chairman of the 
Transportation Appropriations sub-
committee is quite correct in his obser-
vations and I appreciate his raising 
this issue at this time. Indeed, there 
are dramatic differences in the outlay 
estimates associated with the highway 
and transit firewalls, as scored by CBO 
and OMB. 

The Budget Act provides that the 
budget resolution cannot set outlay 
levels in excess of the amounts set 
forth in TEA–21 as adjusted by OMB. 
The difference between OMB and CBO 
outlay estimates presents a problem 
for meeting the highway and transit 
outlay limits under CBO’s estimates. 

I thank the Senator for raising this 
issue. We need to find some way to ad-
dress this issue prior to the Senate 
taking up the Transportation Appro-
priations bill. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I cannot 
support the budget resolution which 
the majority has presented to the Sen-
ate. In my judgement, this budget rep-
resents the wrong priorities. It places 
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too great an emphasis on tax breaks 
which largely benefit the wealthiest 
among us and too little on the protec-
tion of Medicare. 

Just six years ago, the nation was 
faced with annual deficits of more than 
$300 billion as far as the eye could see. 
In 1993, President Clinton presented 
and Congress approved by one vote in 
each House a deficit reduction plan 
that continues to pay dividends. In-
stead of billions of dollars of federal 
deficits, surpluses are forecast for the 
next fifteen years. This is a remarkable 
accomplishment. It presents us with 
the opportunity to make critical in-
vestments in the nation’s future and to 
reduce the national debt. However, we 
must act wisely. 

We have seen many federal budget es-
timates, and we know well that as 
quickly as these surpluses appeared, 
they could disappear. The estimates of 
both the Congressional Budget Office 
and the Office of Management and 
Budget have frequently been far off the 
mark in recent years. That is not their 
fault. We have some of the brightest 
economists in the country working at 
CBO and at OMB and they do a very 
good job, but they have a difficult task 
to do. Forecasting the performance of 
the economy, particularly over the 
course of several years is more art than 
science. For instance, last August CBO 
estimated that the unified budget sur-
plus for fiscal year 2000 was $79 billion. 
Just four months later in a January 
1999 CBO document, the surplus for fis-
cal year 2000 is estimated at $130 bil-
lion. This is a change of over 60% in 
just four months and early indications 
are that in August the surplus amounts 
will rise even higher. I believe that if 
most Americans were confronted with 
such uncertainty over their own budget 
situation, they would recommend a 
cautious course. I agree. 

The President has established the 
framework for this new budget debate 
by his determination to strengthen So-
cial Security. There is no more impor-
tant or effective program. Two-thirds 
of those who collect Social Security 
rely on it for more than 50% of their 
income. The President’s plan to save 
Social Security through debt retire-
ment is largely intact in this resolu-
tion. This is a significant victory for 
the President and the American people, 
and it has broad support in the Senate. 
I look forward to supporting the legis-
lation to implement this policy of debt 
reduction . 

Unfortunately, the majority party 
has not included the President’s policy 
of debt reduction to shore up Medicare 
in this resolution. The President set 
aside fifteen percent of the surplus for 
Medicare, but this resolution does not. 
This omission is crucial when one con-
siders that although Social Security is 
already solvent through 2033, Medicare 
is solvent only until 2008. We all know 
how important the Medicare program 
is. Today the Medicare program pro-
vides health care to 39 million Ameri-
cans. By 2032, the number of Medicare 

beneficiaries will double to 78 million 
as the baby boomers retire. Consid-
ering these demographics, it is unwise 
not to use part of our current budget 
surplus to help shore up the Medicare 
program, which will also need struc-
tural reforms. Unfortunately, the budg-
et resolution before us does not shore 
up existing commitments to Medicare 
and our seniors. Instead this resolution 
takes us back to the bad old days of 
backloaded tax breaks whose real costs 
explode several years after enactment. 
For example, the GOP tax plan uses 
$177 billion of the surplus in the first 
five years after enactment and actually 
has no cost in the first year. But, in 
the second five years, the cost of the 
tax cut more than triples to $664 bil-
lion. This budgetary time bomb is set 
go off at the same time as the Medicare 
trust fund is expected to be bankrupt. 
Senator KENNEDY’s amendment, which 
I supported, would have set aside part 
of the surplus for the Medicare trust 
fund and avoided this outcome. The 
KENNEDY amendment was defeated. The 
Republican majority, unfortunately, 
seems headed yet again this year for a 
showdown with the President and 
Democrats in the Congress over the 
budget. 

AMENDMENT NO. 145 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 

President, yesterday, I joined Senator 
ASHCROFT and others in offering an 
amendment to the budget resolution 
for Fiscal Year 2000. Our amendment 
addresses a troubling aspect of the 
President’s Social Security proposal, 
about which I would like to say a few 
words. 

President Clinton’s plan calls for 
government-controlled investment of a 
sizeable portion of the Social Security 
trust funds. Our amendment expresses 
the sense of the Senate that the Fed-
eral government should not be directly 
investing the Social Security trust 
funds in private financial markets. 

Enabling the Federal government to 
own millions of dollars worth of pri-
vate shares in corporations is a recipe 
for disaster. No matter how much care 
is taken to avoid bias in government- 
controlled investment decisions, the 
potential for abuse would always be 
present. Even if an independent board 
is charged with making the investment 
decisions on behalf of the government, 
there is always the risk that the board 
would be overwhelmed by political 
pressure from lobbyists, lawmakers 
and others. 

Inevitably, special interest groups or 
politicians would seek to influence the 
investment decisions. Questions such 
as whether or not a particular invest-
ment would benefit a corporation that 
hires union workers or is located in a 
certain state might become important 
considerations. The result would be 
that the rate of return on an invest-
ment would become secondary to nu-
merous political or other concerns. 

Also, under the President’s plan, the 
government would eventually own pri-
vate stocks worth $600 billion or more. 

That could have perverse effects on the 
free market. 

Government-controlled investment 
of the Social Security trust funds 
would make possible what some have 
called ‘‘crony capitalism.’’ In a recent 
paper on this subject, Daniel Mitchell 
of the Heritage Foundation warned 
that government-controlled invest-
ment would give lawmakers power to 
control the economy indirectly by at-
tempting to pick winners and losers. 

The Federal Reserve Chairman, Alan 
Greenspan, is one of the more note-
worthy critics of President Clinton’s 
idea for government-controlled invest-
ment. Chairman Greenspan has said 
that it ‘‘would arguably put at risk the 
efficiency of our capital markets and 
thus, our economy.’’ Mr. President, the 
Senate should heed his words and re-
ject any plan to have the government 
directly involved in the investment of 
Social Security trust funds. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, Sen-
ator SCHUMER and I have offered this 
amendment to strike Sec. 314 of S. Con. 
Res. 20, the Fiscal Year 2000 budget res-
olution. Sec. 314 expresses the Sense of 
the Senate that Governors Island will 
be sold during Fiscal Year 2000. The un-
derlying assumption is that it will be 
sold for $500 million. Another assump-
tion—not stated in Sec. 314—is that the 
$500 million will be used as an off-set to 
help pay for Federal crop insurance re-
form. 

At the outset, I must say that I sup-
port crop insurance reform. Our farm-
ers are the most productive in the 
world. I wonder, from time to time, if 
we appreciate just how affordable—and 
plentiful—food is in this country. If 
crop insurance reform will help our 
farmers to weather natural disasters 
and low commodity prices, I’m for it. 
But I have a serious problem with 
using the sale of Governors Island to 
pay for it for two reasons. The first is 
based on principle; the second, on prac-
ticality. 

There is a question of fairness here. 
Governors Island was part of New York 
before the United States existed. In 
1800, New York State rather magnani-
mously gave jurisdiction—but not 
title—over Governors Island to the 
Federal government. Then, New York 
spent its own monies to construct Fort 
Jay and other harbor fortifications and 
batteries, such as Castle Clinton and 
Castle William. These fortifications 
successfully deterred the British from 
attempting to enter New York Harbor 
during the War of 1812. Governors Is-
land has served our nation well. It is 
the site, after all, where Operation 
Overlord was planned fifty-five years 
ago. 

On June 18, 1958, a Federal district 
court determined that the Federal gov-
ernment needed to take title to the Is-
land and awarded New York one dollar 
as ‘‘just compensation’’. Since then, 
the Army moved out, and the Island’s 
most recent tenant, the Coast Guard, 
left in 1997. Now, the 173-acre island 
sits vacant in New York Harbor. 
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On October 22, 1995, President Clinton 

invited me to join him at the 50th anni-
versary of the United Nations’ General 
Assembly. On the helicopter flight 
from Kennedy Airport we flew over the 
Lower Harbor; I pointed out Castle Wil-
liam, Fort Jay, and some other for-
tifications and buildings, starting with 
Cornbury’s Queen Anne mansion built 
in 1708. I noted that the Coast Guard 
was about to leave and that, 
presumedly, all would agree that the 
Island should revert to New York. 
President Clinton said that was fine 
with him, providing it would be used 
for public purposes. I demurred some-
what—that would involve a whole lot 
of public purpose—but accepted the 
offer. We left it there with sufficient 
accord. 

Governors Island belonged to New 
York. New York lent it to the Federal 
government. Now that the Federal gov-
ernment is no longer using it, New 
York should get it back, for no more 
than a nominal sum. 

Unfortunately, and rather to my sur-
prise, when President Clinton sub-
mitted his Fiscal Year 1998 budget re-
quest, he proposed selling Governors Is-
land in Fiscal Year 2002 for $500 mil-
lion. Congress seized on the idea—so 
much so, in fact, that we have ‘‘sold’’ 
Governors Island a couple of times al-
ready! 

Now Members propose that we sell 
Governors Island, in Fiscal Year 2000, 
to pay for crop insurance reform. Even 
if we put principle and fairness aside, 
there are real practical problems with 
this proposal. I guess the first is that 
there are no buyers. None. Certainly 
not at the asking price. We don’t know 
how the Island will be zoned. There is 
no regular ferry service. It costs about 
$12 million to $15 million each year just 
to maintain the buildings, many of 
which are historic. 

Back in 1997, the Congressional Budg-
et Office (CBO) estimated fair market 
value to be between $250 million and 
$1.0 billion. That’s a pretty big range. 
There was no appraisal. Any appraisal 
would be highly speculative since the 
impact of zoning decisions and ulti-
mate disposal of the Island remain un-
known. Moreover, I do not believe that 
any CBO officials ever contacted any-
one at the General Services Adminis-
tration (GSA) who would be, perhaps, 
more knowledgeable about what sort of 
price the Island might fetch. I can tell 
you this: New York State, or New York 
City, won’t pay a dime more than a 
dollar. So, in this instance, the CBO es-
timate is highly suspect. The site is 
magnificent, but it will be a consider-
able achievement to combine some 
public and private uses that preserve 
the historic portion of the Island. The 
combination eludes us still. In the 
meantime, we could lose it all if it 
should go unused for a few more New 
York winters. 

So I repeat what I said at the outset: 
I am for crop insurance reform. But 
Governors Island won’t pay for it, be-
cause the Island will not be sold for 

$500 million next year. It won’t be sold 
for any price because there are no buy-
ers. We haven’t figured out what to do 
with it yet. 

Governors Island belonged to New 
York, and New York ought to have it 
back. It is, at the same time, a na-
tional treasure for the historic value of 
its fortifications, buildings, and what 
has taken place there. I hope that Con-
gress, and the Administration, will 
stop this tiresome tendency of ‘‘sell-
ing’’ it whenever some other program 
or initiative—laudable, I’m sure—needs 
an off-set. I thank the Senator from 
New Mexico (Senator DOMENICI) and 
the Senator from New Jersey (Senator 
LAUTENBERG) for their willingness to 
accept the amendment Senator SCHU-
MER and I have offered to strike Sec. 
314 from S. Con. Res. 20. 
GOVERNORS ISLAND AND THE FEDERAL BUDGET 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
proud to join with Senator MOYNIHAN 
to offer an amendment to strike Sec-
tion 314 of S. Con. Res. 20, the Fiscal 
Year 2000 Budget Resolution. Section 
314 expresses the Sense of the Senate 
that Governors Island will be sold dur-
ing Fiscal Year 2000. 

While the intention of the sale, to 
provide an offset for crop insurance re-
form, is a worthy one, it is an illusory 
offset and will seriously undermine 
New York’s efforts to turn this historic 
gem into an economically viable site. 
It is also a matter of fundamental fair-
ness—President Clinton made the offer 
to Senator MOYNIHAN to give the Island 
back to New York for one dollar—the 
very sum the Federal Government paid 
to the State for the Island back in 1958. 
Now that the Island’s last tenant, the 
U.S. Coast Guard has gone, Governors 
Island should be returned to New York, 
not sold to provide offsets for other 
programs across the country, however 
well-intentioned those programs might 
be. 

I thank Senator DOMENICI and Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG for their willingness 
to accept the amendment Senator 
MOYNIHAN and I have offered. We will 
continue to strongly resist all at-
tempts to thwart New York’s efforts to 
develop Governors island for use by our 
own citizens, who are understandably 
anxious to reclaim this unique treas-
ure. 

MEDICARE 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, as we 

begin debating the budget which takes 
us into the twenty first century, I am 
disappointed that my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle continue to prac-
tice the Medicare politics of the past. 

Over the course of the last week, I’ve 
heard member after member come to 
the Senate floor to decry the Repub-
lican budget for allegedly throwing our 
nation’s seniors into destitution by 
sacrificing Medicare in order to pay for 
tax cuts. 

Mr. President, as we listen to this 
discussion about the budget and the 
Medicare provisions contained within 
it, I keep coming back to one simple 
question. If the President’s budget plan 

was so good for the country and saved 
Medicare, why did every member of his 
party on the Budget Committee vote 
against it? There is only one answer: 
President Clinton’s so-called Medicare 
set-aside of 15 percent of the budget 
would do absolutely nothing to address 
the very real problems facing Medicare 
and we all know that. 

Indeed, the General Accounting Of-
fice (GAO), which we depend upon to 
provide impartial testimony, investiga-
tions and research, has concluded 
President Clinton’s Medicare plan is 
meaningless in terms of either the 
budget or the Medicare program. This 
corroborates the conclusions reached 
by the Congressional Budget Office. 

Mr. President, Medicare has always 
used the 2.9 percent payroll tax on a 
worker’s wages to pay for current bene-
fits. It has been so since the program 
was enacted in 1965 and its crafters in-
tended it to stay that way. 

The president, by promising to use 
projected surpluses and general funds 
to shore up the Medicare program, is in 
fact promising to use ‘‘IOU’s’’ to shore 
up ‘‘IOU’s’’ and altering the premise 
under which Medicare was enacted. 

I was and is supposed to be a self-sus-
taining program paid for by payroll 
taxes. It is not funded by general reve-
nues, therefore Democrat charges that 
our tax relief out of the non-Social Se-
curity surplus comes at the expense of 
Medicare is just not true. Our tax relief 
returns overpaid income taxes. It does 
not cut the Social Security or Medi-
care payroll tax that funds Social Se-
curity or Medicare. The use of general 
funds to prop-up the program reverts it 
to a general welfare-type program 
which was soundly rejected in the early 
1960’s. 

So adding more IOU’s, as the Presi-
dent would like us to do, does nothing 
but add more meaningless pieces of 
paper which don’t represent any new 
cash within the program to pay for 
health care services. In short, it is a 
hoax played upon the American people 
by its government which doesn’t save 
Medicare. 

The budget resolution before us 
today provides for $10 billion more for 
the Medicare program than the Presi-
dent requested. It locks away Social 
Security surpluses to protect them 
from being spent on non-Social Secu-
rity programs. It also prepares us for 
the real task at hand—reforming So-
cial Security and Medicare to ensure 
they will be self-sustaining for future 
beneficiaries. 

Under our plan, all of the projected 
Social Security surpluses are saved 
solely for Social Security. Of the non- 
Social Security surplus, over $100 bil-
lion is set-aside in the event it is need-
ed during the important process of re-
forming the Medicare program we will 
soon address. The $100 billion set-aside 
is real money, not paper promises. It 
represents real assets which can put us 
on the road to modernizing a crucially 
important health care program that 
has been struck in the 1960’s. 
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The practice of medicine has changed 

dramatically since the Medicare pro-
gram was enacted. It’s time we re-
formed Medicare to more accurately 
reflect our health care system, which 
still provide the most efficient and 
sought-after care in the world. 

Mr. President, I look forward to 
working with Senator BREAUX, who 
ably co-chaired the Bipartisan Com-
mission on the Future of Medicare, to 
address the long term solvency crisis in 
Medicare. I whole-heartedly agree with 
my colleague from Louisiana when he 
said that ‘‘Medicare cannot, should 
not, and must not be a ‘wedge’ issue. 
That is old politics and the old way of 
looking at this problem. Looking at it 
in that fashion has led us to never 
solve it with any serious reform since 
it was passed in 1965. The issue for the 
1990’s and the 21st century cannot be a 
tax cut versus saving Medicare. That is 
an improper statement of the problem 
facing this Congress. . . . It is not an 
either/or situation and should not be 
made to be so.’’ 

Clearly, Senator BREAUX and my col-
leagues have the best interest of the 
Medicare program in mind as we con-
sider this budget. He understands tax 
relief does not conflict with our goal to 
reform Medicare. By setting aside over 
$100 billion for the express purpose of 
funding the reformation of the Medi-
care program, we do more to ensure the 
viability of the health care program for 
our nation’s seniors than the Presi-
dent’s budget full of empty promises. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to sup-
port this responsible, truthful and 
meaningful budget resolution. It pro-
tects Social Security and Medicare, 
provides major tax relief and debt re-
duction and it continues important 
spending priorities. It represents a tre-
mendous step in the right direction for 
the United States and its people. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to express my dissapointment with 
S. Con. Res. 20, the FY 2000 Budget Res-
olution. After our economy has enjoyed 
seven years of strong growth, I had 
hoped that this year’s Budget Resolu-
tion, the first in the new millenium, 
would set policy priorities that would 
strengthen our economy. After seven 
years of phenomenal economic growth, 
it is a shame that we cannot convert 
our gains into ensuring a more secure 
economic future. 

This Budget Resolution fails to take 
positive steps by trying to do too 
much. The Resolution calls for using 
surplus funds for tax cuts, while main-
taining the statutory spending caps. 

The Budget Resolution fails to pro-
tect Medicare or Social Security, fails 
to increase national savings, and cuts 
important spending priorities. It is nei-
ther financially prudent nor economi-
cally sound. 

It could endanger our sound economy 
and squander an historic opportunity 
to raise the living standards of all 
Americans and to ensure a dignified re-
tirement for our seniors. 

S. Con. Res. 20 favors massive tax 
cuts over paying down the massive na-

tional debt, over protecting Medicare 
and Social Security, and over key im-
portant domestic initiatives. By keep-
ing the statutory caps and using the 
surplus for tax cuts, the Budget Reso-
lution makes deep cuts in science tech-
nology, in research and development, 
in important environmental protection 
initiatives, while failing to protect 
Medicare and the retirement security 
of our workers and families. 
THE BUDGET RESOLUTION UNDERMINES CURRENT 

AND FUTURE ECONOMIC GROWTH. 

The fiscal policies outlined in the 
Budget Resolution threaten the health 
of our growing economy. The Budget 
Resolution calls for using all surplus 
funds for tax cuts and nothing for re-
ducing our federal debt. For the past 
several years, a declining federal debt 
has contributed to a decline in interest 
rates. Less government debt has trans-
lated into lower interest rates and 
lower interest rates have promoted 
greater investment and growth in our 
economy. It is no coincidence that of 
the G–7 countries, we are the only 
country with a balanced federal budget 
and strong economic growth. Using 
surplus funds for debt reduction sus-
tains the virtuous cycle of lower inter-
ests rates, higher investment in our 
economy, and job creation. By choos-
ing tax cuts over any debt reduction, 
this Budget Resolution has put us back 
to the era of the same trickle down ec-
onomics that led to inflation and stag-
nation. 

Achieving a budget surplus has re-
quired some very strong measures and 
has come at some cost. It was not long 
ago that Congress adopted the Budget 
Enforcement Act to curb our appetite 
for spending. Since then we have better 
managed our spending and tax cutting 
through a number of important rules 
and statutes. Unfortunately, this Budg-
et Resolution repeals the pay-as-you-go 
rule, the very rule that has been most 
responsible for bringing fiscal dis-
cipline to this body. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION FAILS TO PROTECT 
MEDICARE AND SOCIAL SECURITY 

The budget proposal for FY2000 does 
nothing to restore the Social Security 
and Medicare trust funds back to sol-
vency. It is unfortunate that at this 
time of robust economic growth and 
projected surpluses, the Republican 
budget does nothing to solve the loom-
ing Medicare and Social Security prob-
lems. The Budget Resolution calls for 
saving the Social Security surplus for 
Social Security. This is far from an 
adequate solution to the Social Secu-
rity problem. 

The resolution also fails to address 
the more immediate problem of Medi-
care. Projected to go into deficit in 
2008, the Medicare trust fund is in des-
perate need of funds. While the Presi-
dent has dedicated $350 billion dollars 
for Medicare, the Budget proposal dedi-
cates nothing. Here again, I cannot un-
derstand why we do not take advantage 
of budget surpluses to help extend the 
solvency of Medicare. 

THE BUDGET RESOLUTION FORCES DEEP CUTS IN 
NON-DEFENSE DISCRETIONARY SPENDING 

I would support a decision to adhere 
to the overall levels of discretionary 
spending established in the Budget En-
forcement Act. 

The Budget maintains the current 
statutory spending caps and then 
chooses tax cuts over spending in-
creases in several key areas. The Budg-
et makes a major cut—7.5%—in all 
non-defense spending. Combined with 
using surplus funds for tax cuts, this 
means that many important domestic 
priorities such as environment and 
technology research have to be cut. 

REDUCTION IN RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
FUNDING 

In the proposed budget before us, the 
small and declining accounts in R&D 
are a direct prescription for long term 
economic decline. There have been at 
least a dozen major economic studies, 
including those of Nobel Prize winner 
Robert Solow, which conclude that 
technological progress accounts for 50 
percent or more of total growth and 
has twice the impact on economic 
growth as labor or capital. Ironically, 
we have spent far more time in Con-
gress debating the economic impact of 
labor and capital, in the form of jobs 
and tax bills, than we have ever de-
voted to R&D. This Budget follows in 
that trend. Mr. President, by cutting 
R&D funding this budget provides us 
with another chance to fall behind. It 
does a disservice to both our well-being 
as a society, and our well-being as an 
economy. I hope my colleagues will re-
consider the measure. 

ENVIRONMENT 
I am also concerned that funding for 

natural resources and environmental 
protection is being cut too steeply to 
make way for tax cuts. The proposed 
budget resolution reduces funding for 
priority domestic environmental pro-
grams to roughly 11% below current 
levels. This cut hurts programs that 
are critical for building clean, livable 
communities and protecting natural 
resources and wildlife. Ongoing efforts 
to enforce existing public health pro-
tections in drinking water would be 
curtailed. Energy efficiency and clean 
energy technology initiatives that save 
consumers money, reduce dependence 
on foreign oil and curb air pollution 
would be slashed. Funds for states to 
preserve open space, coast land, and 
urban parks would be cut. And the list 
goes on and on. The direction of these 
cuts runs directly counter to the needs 
of our neighborhoods and our nation, 
and ignores the reality that a clean en-
vironment is integral to building a sus-
tainable and strong economy. We 
should not allow important public 
health and environmental protections 
to be sacrificed. Future generations 
and the public trust will ultimately 
pay the price. 

DEFENSE SPENDING 
The President recently took action 

to add money to the defense budget, 
halting a 14-year slide. That slide seri-
ously stressed the ability of our armed 
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forces—which are almost 40 percent 
smaller now than they were during the 
cold war—to meet present day commit-
ments. The President’s increase is 
enough to stop the decline in the readi-
ness of our forces, but it is not enough 
to modernize the aging military equip-
ment that is so important to ensuring 
that our forces are ready in the future. 
The additional money this budget adds 
to the defense budget is an essential in-
vestment for the future. 

CONCLUSION 
This budget. While there are some 

bright spots in, ultimately there are 
just too many weaknesses for me to 
support it. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Senator DOMENICI, 
first let me reiterate my admiration 
for the remarkable budget you have 
produced. You have produced a budget 
that, in the first decade of the new mil-
lennium, balances the entire federal 
budget, protects Social Security, in-
creases funding for education by 40%, 
seeks to protect the Social Security 
surplus from paying for other govern-
ment operations, reduces federal debt, 
provides funds requested by the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to strengthen our na-
tional defense, and provides an $800 bil-
lion tax cut. This is a strong budget 
that I will support. 

As you know, I intended to offer an 
amendment that would eliminate a $2.9 
billion deficit currently projected for 
FY 2000. It appears likely, however, 
that when the final budget resolution 
is written and we have the latest budg-
et and economic forecasts, that this 
deficit will be eliminated and, in fact, 
the budget will be in surplus. As I un-
derstand, the budget resolution, as re-
ported by the committee, provides that 
any FY 2000 surplus should be devoted 
to tax cuts. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I appreciate your sup-
port for this budget. Given current es-
timates the budget resolution will 
show a $2.9 billion deficit. That $2.9 bil-
lion represents only 1.7% of the entire 
$1.7 trillion budget, and even that 
small deficit will probably be elimi-
nated when we get CBO’s updated esti-
mates this summer. With the numbers 
available at the time of the production 
of this resolution, specifically CBO’s 
February baseline, it was impossible to 
declare that the budget we produced 
would be fully in balance according to 
those numbers. 

I want to salute the Senator from 
Missouri’s efforts to make absolutely 
certain that we balance the budget ex-
cluding the Social Security surplus and 
I look forward to working with him to 
bring about that result. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
as the Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, I would 
like to comment on S. Con. Res. 20, the 
Concurrent Resolution on the FY 2000 
Budget. Specifically, I will address the 
funding allowances for Function 700— 
Veterans Benefits and Services. 

At the outset, let me note that this 
budget resolution is a departure from 
past budget resolutions which have cut 

veterans’ spending. The resolution 
emanating from the Senate Budget 
Committee includes total spending for 
an additional $0.9 billion in new budget 
authority and $1.1 billion in outlays for 
FY 2000. I am grateful for this increase. 
It is a valid attempt to infuse the VA 
with badly needed resources. However, 
the spending needs of the Veterans 
Health Administration exceed this rec-
ommended level. I believe we can and 
should do better. 

The VA health care system is being 
squeezed by lack of funding. It’s high 
time that we realized that if this track 
continues, we will see the closure of 
VA hospitals. Many VA hospitals are 
already on the brink; another year of 
no-growth budgets will close hospitals. 
Small rural hospitals in New York 
State and Arizona will be closed. Large 
urban hospitals, like the ones in Illi-
nois and California, will not be immune 
and will be shut down. 

Various estimates exist about what 
amount VA would need to simply 
maintain the level of current services. 
Conservatively, we are talking about 
an increase of $850 million to cover 
payroll inflation, increases in the costs 
of goods, and other increases beyond 
the control of VA. So despite VA’s ef-
forts to mitigate the increasing cost of 
pharmaceuticals, for example—efforts 
which have been lauded by others as 
the model for Medicare to follow—VA 
must budget for $850 million just to 
maintain current services. The concur-
rent budget resolution before us today 
fully addresses these uncontrollable 
costs. It does not, however, make al-
lowances for increased growth of any 
kind. 

In our Committee Views and Esti-
mates, Chairman SPECTER and I out-
lined the costs associated with unan-
ticipated VA spending requirements, as 
well as those costs linked to unmet 
needs. I refer my colleagues to Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs Views and 
Estimates for a more complete listing 
of these substantial costs. However, I 
do want to highlight some of these 
areas. 

Caring for veterans with the Hepa-
titis C virus is certainly one of those 
unanticipated spending requirements. 
VA studies now indicate that at least 
20 percent of hospitalized veteran-pa-
tients test positive for the virus. This 
is twice the rate reported in the gen-
eral population. VA anticipates that to 
fully screen and treat these patients, 
$625 million will be necessary in FY 
2000. 

A second priority is to provide vet-
erans with access to the same health 
care services as other Americans. VA 
cannot now provide emergency care 
services to all veterans. Many veterans 
have gone to community emergency 
rooms believing that VA would reim-
burse them. Of course, in most cases, 
VA would not and they were left with 
substantial medical bills. Providing 
emergency care and the subsequent 
hospital admission to veterans would 
cost the VA $548 million in FY 2000. 

Third, a funding need which should 
not be overlooked is long-term care. 
We know that the percent of veterans 
over the age of 65 years will grow from 
35 percent of the total veteran popu-
lation to approximately 42 percent of 
the total population over the next ten 
years. Does VA have the necessary re-
sources to care for this influx of aging 
veterans? Under the current financial 
construct, the answer is a resounding 
‘‘no.’’ A funding increase of at least $1 
billion is required to meet this unmet 
need. 

It should come as no surprise to my 
colleagues that the financial con-
straints that have been placed upon the 
VA are also having a negative effect on 
the health care provided to our vet-
erans. 

Through our oversight efforts on the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, we 
have documented serious problems 
with quality which are the result of 
staffing shortages. The increase of dan-
gerous pressure ulcer sores in VA nurs-
ing homes is only one example of dete-
riorating inpatient care. A recent re-
port issued by the VA Medical Inspec-
tor’s office clearly states that at the 
DC Medical Center, ‘‘bedside patient 
care, such as turning patients at fre-
quent intervals to prevent pressure ul-
cers, was affected by the shortage of 
staff.’’ These staffing shortages exist at 
medical centers all across the country. 

With regard to outpatient treatment, 
the trend points to a disturbing lack of 
access. VA is rightly moving more pa-
tients into ambulatory care settings; 
however, the system as it is currently 
funded cannot handle the increased 
workload. 

In some cases, waiting times for rou-
tine clinic appointments—like cardi-
ology and gastroenterology—reach 100 
days or longer. Mental health services 
are simply unavailable at 60 percent of 
VA’s outpatient clinics. Finally, while 
other health care providers and payers 
are seeing increased per patient costs, 
the VA must live within forecasts 
which assume a drop in per patient ex-
penditures. This cannot continue with-
out drastically impacting quality. 

I think many of my colleagues would 
also be disturbed to learn that VA’s 
specialized health care services—blind 
rehabilitation, traumatic brain injury 
care, post traumatic stress disorder 
services, spinal cord injury care, and 
mental health services—have buckled 
under the strain. We have spent a tre-
mendous amount of time visiting hos-
pitals and looking deeply into these 
mandated programs. We have seen 
budgets for VA PTSD services in Ohio 
and New York cut at the expense of 
services. We have found VA substance 
abuse programs in Delaware, Alabama, 
New Jersey, and Ohio virtually deci-
mated. 

In my home State of West Virginia, 
we have four small, rural VA medical 
centers. And I can tell you that simply 
covering the cost of current services 
won’t help much. In fact, the continued 
financial stress of the VA budget will 
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have devastating effects on services 
and veterans at each of these VA hos-
pitals in my State. 

In one hospital alone we could be 
faced with the elimination of audiology 
and speech pathology, the reduction of 
dental services, the complete closures 
of the inpatient surgery, outpatient 
surgery, and the outpatient mental 
health programs. 

I believe that West Virginia veterans, 
and veterans across the country, de-
serve quality health care—and I, for 
one, will not allow these reductions 
and program closures. 

And I can assure you, my friends, 
that if these situations exist in the 
small VA hospitals in my state of West 
Virginia, then they exist in other VA 
hospitals—whether they are small 
rural VA hospitals or large urban VA 
hospitals. 

Mr. President, I would like to take 
this opportunity to comment on an-
other aspect of the VA budget. On the 
benefits side, I was very pleased to see 
the President request and the Budget 
Committee accept the increase of $49 
million in the General Operating Ex-
penses account to provide for an in-
crease of 164 FTE in FY 2000. These new 
164 FTE will join FTE shifted over 
from other duties to provide an addi-
tional 440 adjudication FTE. 

The Veterans Benefits Administra-
tion (VBA) has experienced an increase 
in pending compensation and pension 
workload of close to 50,000 cases per 
year, over the last two years. This is a 
reversal of the downward trend from 
FY 92–96. The age of those cases is also 
growing, with an average in FY 98 of 
168 days to process original compensa-
tion claims, resulting in 33 percent of 
cases pending over six months, up from 
26 percent in FY 97. This increase in 
the backlog is in spite of a small de-
crease in the number of claims being 
filed. VBA also has real problems with 
the quality of their decision making. 
Their own review (STAR) revealed an 
error rate of 36 percent. 

VBA is taking measures to address 
its quality and workload problems, but 
they need more resources to deal with 
some of their biggest challenges, such 
as: the loss of their most experienced 
decision makers as they become retire-
ment eligible; the lack of training and 
the lack of uniformity of that training; 
the struggle to improve customer serv-
ice through case management and the 
reduction of blocked call rates. 

It is critical that VBA not only im-
prove their quality and timeliness, but 
also ensure the integrity of the meas-
ures of those factors. They must re-
quire accountability in the effort or 
failure to achieve those goals. These 
are things that VBA has not been par-
ticularly motivated or driven to do in 
the past. I look to VBA to strive for 
data integrity and accountability and 
hope that additional staffing resources 
will aid in these efforts. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, we 
must do more to restore quality and 
access to health care for America’s vet-

erans today and those service members 
who will be veterans tomorrow. 

FEDERAL R&D INVESTMENT 
Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I would 

like to focus for a minutes on an im-
portant, yet often ignored aspect of the 
federal budget—our investment in 
R&D. While I strongly support the 
Chairman’s contention that we must 
strive to stay within the budget caps, I 
also firmly believe that funding for re-
search and development should be al-
lowed to grow in fiscal year 2000 and 
beyond. Many economists argue that 
such an investment, through its impact 
on economic growth, will not drain our 
resources, but will actually improve 
our country’s fiscal standing. 

A dozen economic studies, including 
those of Nobel Prize winner Robert 
Solow, have demonstrated that techno-
logical progress has historically been 
the single most important factor in 
economic growth, having more than 
twice the impact of labor and capital. 
In today’s booming economy, this fact 
is particularly evident. Our high tech 
companies provide one third of our eco-
nomic output and generate one half of 
our economic growth. More amazing is 
the realization that communications 
and technology stocks now comprise 
80% of the value of the stock market. 

But it is crucial for everyone to un-
derstand that our prosperous high tech 
companies and revolutionary applica-
tions of today were created by sci-
entific advances that occurred in the 
1960’s, when the U.S. government was 
prioritizing its resources on R&D. In 
1965, the federal government spent 2.2% 
on civilian and defense R&D, as a frac-
tion of GDP. Now in 1999, we spend ap-
proximately 0.8 percent—almost one 
third of its value. If Congress were to 
follow the President’s current budget, 
the number would dramatically de-
crease in the next five years. 

We simply cannot afford not to in-
vest in R&D. Our future prosperity de-
pends on maintaining an innovative en-
vironment—with a solid research base 
and robust talent pool. If we allow our 
investment in our innovative capacity 
to continue to slip, current policy com-
mitments and rates of reinvestment 
may not be high enough to sustain fu-
ture improvements in our standard of 
living. 

I urge each of you to join me in co-
sponsoring this Sense of the Senate 
that outlines budgetary goals for in-
creasing the federal investment in R&D 
in a fiscally responsible manner over 
time. 

Thank you. 
IDEA AMENDMENT TO BUDGET RESOLUTION 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, in the 

early seventies, two landmark federal 
district court cases—PARC versus 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and 
Mills versus Board of Education of the 
District Court of Columbia—estab-
lished that children with disabilities 
have a constitutional right to a free 
appropriate public education. 

In 1975, in response to these cases, 
the Congress enacted PL 94–142, the 

precursor to IDEA, to help states meet 
their constitutional obligations. 

When we enacted PL 94–142, the Con-
gress authorized the maximum state 
award as the number of children served 
under the special education law times 
40% of the national average per pupil 
expenditure. 

Congress has fallen far short of this 
goal. Indeed, in fiscal year 1999, Con-
gress appropriated only 11.7 percent of 
the national average per pupil expendi-
ture for Part B of IDEA. 

Congress needs to do much more to 
help school districts meet their con-
stitutional obligations. Indeed, when-
ever I go home to Iowa, I am besieged 
by requests for additional federal fund-
ing for special education. 

These requests increased in intensity 
following the Supreme Court decision 
in Cedar Rapids Community School 
District versus Garrett F. That deci-
sion reaffirmed the court’s long-stand-
ing interpretation that schools must 
provide those health-related services 
necessary to allow a child with a dis-
ability to remain in school. 

This is a terribly important decision, 
which reaffirms that all children with 
disabilities have the right to a mean-
ingful education. As Justice Stevens 
wrote, ‘‘Under the statute, [Supreme 
Court] precedent, and the purpose of 
the IDEA, the District must fund such 
‘related services’ in order to help guar-
antee that students like Garret are in-
tegrated into the public schools.’’ 

The child in this case, Garret Frey, 
happens to come from Iowa. He is a 
friendly, bright, articulate young man, 
who is also quadriplegic and ventilator- 
dependent. Twenty years ago, he prob-
ably would have been shunted off to an 
institution, at a terrible cost to tax-
payers. Instead, he is thriving as a high 
school student, and will most likely go 
off to college and become a hard-work-
ing, tax paying citizen. 

An editorial in USA Today summed 
up the situation well. 

We’ve learned a lot about the costs of 
special education over the past 24 
years. In addition to the savings real-
ized when children can live at home 
with their families, we also know there 
are astronomical costs associated with 
not educating students with disabil-
ities. Research shows that individuals 
who did not benefit from IDEA are al-
most twice as likely to not complete 
high school, not attend college and not 
get a job. The bottom line: Providing 
appropriate special education and re-
lated services to children saves govern-
ment hundreds of thousands of dollars 
in dependency costs. 

The Garrett Frey decision, however, 
also underscores the need for Congress 
to help school districts with the finan-
cial costs of educating children with 
disabilities. While the excess costs of 
educating some children with disabil-
ities is minimal, the excess of edu-
cating other children with disabilities, 
like Garrett, is great. 

The pending amendment, of which I 
am pleased to be a cosponsor, would 
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take two important steps. First, it 
would fully fund IDEA at the 40 per-
cent goal. Secondly, the amendment 
would provide a mandatory stream of 
funding for this important program. 
Finally, the amendment is paid for by 
taking a portion of the funds set-aside 
for tax breaks and instead invest those 
funds in IDEA. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
provide real money to help school dis-
tricts meet their constitutional obliga-
tions. Local school districts should not 
have to bear the full costs of educating 
children with disabilities. 

Again, the USA Today editorial said 
it well. 

Let’s be clear: The job of educating 
all children is no small feat. But kids 
in special education and kids in ‘‘gifted 
and talented’’ programs are not to 
blame for tight resources. We, as a na-
tion, must increase our commitment to 
a system of public education that has 
the capacity to meet the needs of all 
children, including children with dis-
abilities. 

Of course, in providing increased 
funding for IDEA, we must make sure 
we do not do so at the expense of other 
equally important education programs. 
We need to fully fund Head Start so 
that all children start school ready to 
learn. We need to fully fund Title I so 
that all children get the extra help 
they need in reading and math. We 
need to fully fund Pell Grants so that 
all students have a chance to go to col-
lege. There are many other important 
education initiatives, such as reducing 
class size, improving teacher training, 
and modernizing our crumbling 
schools, that will also help children 
with disabilities. 

Finally, I’d like to point out that 
when we reauthorized IDEA in 1977, we 
made clear that the cost of serving stu-
dents with disabilities should fall not 
just on school districts, but should be 
shared by all responsible states agen-
cies, including state Medicaid agencies 
and state health departments. While 
Garrett does not qualify for any state 
programs, many children in his situa-
tion do, and the school districts can 
and should avail themselves of that 
money. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
about setting rational national prior-
ities. We must make education our na-
tion’s top priority since the real threat 
to our national security is an inability 
to compete in the global marketplace. 
We must have the best-educated, most- 
skilled, healthiest workers in the world 
to secure our nation’s future. Invest-
ments in education are essential if we 
are to reach that goal. 

The amendment targets one impor-
tant area—special education—and fully 
funds this important program. As an 
editorial in the March 15 edition of the 
New York Times explained, ‘‘Educating 
disabled youngsters is a national re-
sponsibility. The expense should be 
borne on the nation as a whole, not im-
posed haphazardly on states or finan-
cially strapped districts that happen to 

serve a large number of disabled stu-
dents.’’ 

By providing these additional re-
sources for special education, we would 
free up funds both here and in local 
school districts for other important 
education priorities. I urge my col-
leagues to support this important 
amendment to fully fund IDEA by re-
ducing the tax breaks in the budget. 

ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY AND 
UNIFORM ACROSS THE BOARD TAX CUTS 

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. President, this 
amendment states that it is the sense 
of the Senate that the marriage pen-
alty should be eliminated and that 
Congress should provide equal, across 
the board reductions in the individual 
income tax rates as soon as we have a 
non-Social Security surplus. 

Mr. President, this amendment will 
put the Senate on record as favoring or 
opposing the elimination of the mar-
riage penalty. Every year, married cou-
ples pay a total of $29 billion per-year 
in extra taxes for getting married with 
an average penalty of $1,400 per couple 
for those married couples affected. Any 
tax system that discourages the time- 
honored institution of marriage is un-
just and counterproductive. After all, 
the society of tomorrow is only as good 
as the families of today. 

This amendment calls on Congress to 
eliminate the marriage penalty in a 
manner that respects all married cou-
ples: couples with two-wage earners 
and those in which only one spouse 
works outside the home. 

The second part of this sense of the 
Senate calls for an across the board 
and equal reduction in each income tax 
rates as soon as we get a real budget 
surplus. This proposal is fair, feasible, 
and responsible. First, it compliments 
the lock box proposal which saves all of 
the social security surplus for future 
social security beneficiaries. 

Second, it is fair since it calls for a 
uniform tax rate reduction for all tax-
payers. This proposal would actually 
provide a greater percentage cut for 
lower income taxpayers. For example, 
if we cut each of the income tax rates 
by 1 percentage point, taxpayers in the 
highest bracket would receive a 2.6 per-
cent reduction in their marginal tax 
rate, while those taxpayers in the low-
est bracket would receive a 6.5 percent 
reduction in their tax rate. Over 5 
years, the 15 percent rate would be-
come 10 percent the 39.6 percent rate 
would become 34.6—each rate dropping 
by 5 percentage points, but the 15 per-
centage rate getting a 33 percent reduc-
tion—really a full 1⁄3 reduction. 

If each of the rates was cut 1 percent 
per year over a five year period, the 
final result would be a 33.3 percent re-
duction in the income tax burden of 
those in the lowest rate and a 12.7 per-
cent reduction in the top tax rate. But 
each bracket, each rate, gets the same 
reduction. Such a plan provides sub-
stantial tax relief for all taxpayers and 
would keep congress on track for fiscal 
discipline and responsible budgeting. 

I want to emphasize the wording that 
says, as soon as we have a non-social 

security surplus. I ask my colleagues 
to join me in supporting this sense of 
the senate that honors marriage and 
families and calls for uniform tax rate 
cuts for all Americans. 

I thank the chair and yield the floor. 
AMENDMENT NO. 168 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
have introduced in the Senate a sense 
of the Senate amendment to the budget 
resolution to provide funds for a grant 
program to build new schools. 

The goal of this amendment is to 
first, reduce the size of schools; and 
second, reduce the size of classes. The 
amendment would give the Senate’s 
support for grant funding to enable 
states to build new schools. 

THE PROBLEM 

Why do we need this amendment? 
First, many of our schools are too 

big. In particular, schools in urban 
areas are huge. The ‘‘shopping mall’’ 
high school is all too common. ‘‘It’s 
not unusual to find high schools of 
2,000, 3,000, or even 4,000 students and 
junior high schools of 1,500 or more, es-
pecially in urban school systems,’’ 
writes Thomas Toch in the Washington 
Post. In these monstrous schools, the 
principal is just a disembodied voice 
over the public address system. 

Second, another serious problem is 
that our classes are too big for effec-
tive learning and as public school en-
rollment soars, the problem will only 
worsen. Even though we have begun to 
reduce class sizes in my state, Cali-
fornia still has highest pupil-teacher 
ratios in the nation, says the National 
Center for Education Statistics. 

THE SOLUTION 

This amendment supports legislation 
providing flexibility in grant funding 
so that school districts can build new 
schools and reduce both school size and 
class size. 

The U.S. Department of Education 
estimates that we need to build 6,000 
new schools just to meet enrollment 
growth projections. This estimate does 
not take into account the need to cut 
class and school sizes. The needs are no 
doubt huge. 

CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOLS ARE TOO BIG 

My state that has some of the largest 
schools in the country. Here are some 
examples: Roosevelt High School, Fres-
no, 3,692 students; Clark Intermediate 
School, Clovis, 2,744 students; Berkeley 
High School, Berkeley, 3,025 students; 
Rosa Parks Elementary School, San 
Diego, 1,423 students; Zamorano Ele-
mentary School, San Diego, 1,424 stu-
dents. 

California also has some of the larg-
est classes sizes in the nation. In 1996– 
1997, California had the second highest 
teacher-pupil ratio in the nation, at 
22.8 students per teacher. Fortunately 
since 1996, the state has significantly 
cut class sizes in grades K–3, but 15 per-
cent or 300,000 of our K–3 students have 
not benefitted from this reform. And 
students have grade 3 have not been 
touched. 
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EXAMPLES OF LARGE CLASSES 

Here are some of the classes in my 
state: Fourth grade, statewide, 29 stu-
dents; sixth grade, statewide, 29.5 stu-
dents. National City Middle School San 
Diego, English and math, 34 to 36 stu-
dents. Berryessa school District in San 
Jose—fourth grade, 32 students; eighth 
grade, 31 students. Long Beach and El 
Cajon School Districts, tenth grade 
English, 35 students. Santa Rose 
School District—fourth grade 32, stu-
dents. San Diego City Schools, tenth 
grade biology, 38 students. Hoover Ele-
mentary and Knox Elementary in E. 
San Diego Elementary, grades 5 and 6, 
31, to 33 students. Hoover High School 
10th grade Algebra, 39 students. 

To add the problem, California will 
have a school enrollment rate between 
1997 and 2007 of 15.7 percent, triple the 
national rate of 4.1 percent. We will 
have the largest enrollment increase of 
all states during the next ten years. By 
2007, our enrollment will have in-
creased by 3.3. percent. To put it an-
other way, California needs to build 
seven new classrooms a day at 25 stu-
dents per class just to keep up with the 
surge in student enrollment. The Cali-
fornia Department of Education says 
that we need to add about 327 schools 
over the next three years, just to keep 
pace with the projected growth. 
SMALLER SCHOOLS, SMALLER CLASSES, BETTER 

LEARNING 
Studies show that student achieve-

ment improves when school and class 
sizes are reduce. 

The American Education Research 
Association says that the ideal high 
school size is between 600 and 900 stu-
dents. Study after study shows that 
small schools have more learning, 
fewer discipline problems, lower drop-
out rates, higher levels of student par-
ticipating, higher graduation rates 
(The School Administrator, October 
1997). The nation’s school administra-
tors are calling for more personalized 
schools. 

California’s education reforms relied 
on a Tennessee study called Project 
STAR in which 6,500 kindergartners 
were put in 330 classes of different 
sizes. The students stayed in small 
classes for years and then returned to 
larger ones in the fourth grade. the 
test scores and behavior of students in 
the small classes were better than 
those of children in the larger classes. 
A similar 1997 study by Rand found 
that smaller classes benefit students 
from low-income families the most. 

Take the example of Sandy Sutton, a 
teacher in Los Angeles’s Hancock Park 
Elementary School. She used to have 
32 students in her second grade class. 
In the fall of 1997, she had 20. She says 
she can spend more time on individual-
ized reading instruction with each stu-
dent. She can now more readily draw 
out shy children and more easily iden-
tify slow readers early in the school 
year. 

The November 25, 1997, Sacramento 
Bee reported that when teachers in the 
San Juan Unified School Districts 

started spending more time with stu-
dents, test scores rose and discipline 
problems and suspensions dropped. A 
San Juan teacher, Ralphene Lee, said, 
‘‘This is the most wonderful thing that 
has happened in education in my life-
time.’’ 

A San Diego initiative to bring down 
class sizes found that smaller classes 
mean better classroom management; 
more individual instruction; more con-
tact with parents; more time for team 
teaching; more diverse instructional 
methods; and a higher morale. 

Teachers say that students in small-
er classes pay better attention, ask 
more questions and have fewer dis-
cipline problems. Smaller schools and 
smaller classes make a difference, it is 
clear. 

MANY OLD SCHOOLS 
Other amendments and other bills 

that I am supporting provide mecha-
nisms to modernize old schools and we 
have many old schools. One third of the 
nation’s 110,000 schools were built be-
fore World War II and only about one of 
10 schools was built since 1980. More 
than one-third of the nation’s existing 
schools are currently over 50 or more 
years old and need to be repaired or re-
placed. The General Accounting Office 
has said that nationally we need over 
$112 billion for construction and repairs 
to bring schools up to date. 

CALIFORNIA’S SCHOOL BUILDING NEEDS 
CRITICAL 

My state needs $26 billion from 1998 
to 2008 to modernize and repair existing 
schools and $8 billion to build schools 
to meet enrollment growth. In Novem-
ber 1998, California voters approved 
state bonds providing $6.5 billion for 
school construction. 

In addition to the need to reduce 
school and class sizes, there are several 
key factors driving our need for school 
construction: 

1. High Enrollment: California today 
has a K–12 public school enrollment at 
5.6 million students which represents 
more students than 36 states have in 
total population, all ages. We have a 
lot of students. 

Between 1998 and 2008, when the na-
tional enrollment will grow by 4 per-
cent, in California, it will escalate by 
15 percent, the largest increase in the 
nation. California’s high school enroll-
ment is projected to increase by 35.3 
percent by 2007. Each year between 
160,000 and 190,000 new students enter 
California classrooms. Approximately 
920,000 students are expected to be ad-
mitted to schools in the state during 
that period, boosting total enrollment 
from 5.6 million to 6.8 million. 

California needs to build 7 new class-
rooms a day at 25 students per class be-
tween now and 2001 just to keep up 
with the growth in student population. 
By 2007, California will need 22,000 new 
classrooms. California needs to add 
about 327 schools over the next three 
years just to keep pace with the pro-
jected growth. 

2. Crowding: Our students are 
crammed into every available space 

and in temporary buildings. Today, 20 
percent of our students are in portable 
classrooms. There are 63,000 relocatable 
classrooms in use in 1998. 

3. Old Schools: Sixty percent of Cali-
fornia’s schools are over 40 years old. 87 
percent of the public schools need to 
upgrade and repair buildings, according 
to the General Accounting Office. Ron 
Ottinger, president of the San Diego 
Board of Education has said; ‘‘Roofs 
are leaking, pipes are bursting and 
many classrooms cannot accommodate 
today’s computer technology.’’ 

4. High Costs: The cost of building a 
high school in California is almost 
twice the national cost. The U.S. aver-
age is $15 million; in California, it is 
$27 million. In California, our costs are 
higher than other states in part be-
cause our schools must be built to 
withstand earthquakes, floods, El Nino 
and a myriad of other natural disas-
ters. California’s state earthquake 
building standards add 3 to 4 percent to 
construction costs. Here’s what it costs 
to build a schools in California: an ele-
mentary school (K–6), $5.2 million; a 
middle school (7–8), $12.0 million; a 
high school (9–12), $27.0 million. 

5. Class Size Reduction: Our state, 
commendably, is reducing class sizes in 
grades K through 3, but this means we 
need more classrooms. 

And so to exacerbate the need to 
build smaller schools and to reduce 
class sizes, our school districts are sad-
dled with overwhelming construction 
demands. 

CONCLUSION 
Big schools and big classes place a 

heavy burden on teachers and students. 
They create an impersonal learning en-
vironment. 

The American public supports in-
creased federal funding for school con-
struction. The Rebuild American Coali-
tion this month announced that 82 per-
cent of Americans favor federal spend-
ing for school construction, up from 74 
percent in a 1998 National education 
Association poll. 

Every parents knows the importance 
of a small class where the teacher can 
give individualized attention to a stu-
dent. Every parents knows the impor-
tance of the sense of a school commu-
nity that can come with school. 

I hope my colleagues will join me 
today in supporting this important 
education reform. 

FEDERAL ANTI-DRUG STRATEGIES 
Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 

today in support of sending a strong 
anti-drug message during consideration 
of the Fiscal Year 2000 Budget Resolu-
tion. 

As we approach the new millennium, 
one of the most difficult challenges 
facing our country is the sale, manu-
facture and distribution of illegal 
drugs. Drug abuse is a daily threat to 
the lives of young people and the 
health and safety of our families. We 
must strengthen our resolve to devel-
oping and innovative and effective drug 
strategy. 

The National Institute on Drug 
Abuse recently reported that 54 percent 
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of high school seniors reported illegal 
use of a drug at least once in their 
lives, 42 percent reported use of an ille-
gal drug in the past year and 26 percent 
reported use of an illegal drug in the 
past month. Clearly the American peo-
ple need Congress to recommit this na-
tion to ridding our schools and streets 
of drugs. 

I believe that our nation can reverse 
these troubling trends in drug abuse 
and decrease the number of Americans 
who use drugs. First and foremost, we 
must enforce our existing drug laws. 
Second, we must make a commitment 
to public education and community- 
based prevention programs, as well as 
effective treatment for those drug 
abusers who are motivated enough to 
accept treatment. We must ensure that 
local communities and law enforce-
ment agencies have the tools to de-
velop effective drug prevention and 
education programs. In my view, ade-
quate funding for programs such as the 
Byrne grant program, the federal 
‘‘Weed and Seed’’ initiative and the 
‘‘Drug Free Communities Act’’ pro-
gram is critical to providing resources 
and guidance to local communities in 
my home state of Minnesota to help de-
velop solutions to this problem and ex-
pand their anti-drug education and pre-
vention programs. 

And finally, we must actively sup-
port the eradication and interdiction of 
drugs before they reach our borders. Il-
legal drugs are easy to find and cheap 
to buy. And there is no doubt that con-
tributes to the high rate of drug use 
among our nation’s children. We’ve got 
to invest this nation’s resources in 
making sure more of these drugs never 
reach our shores. If we can reduce the 
supply of drugs, the price will go up. If 
we can reduce the supply of drugs, 
they’ll be harder to find, and fewer 
American children will fall into drug 
use. That is why the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act and the 
Drug Free Century Act is so important. 
A counter-drug strategy which does 
not give sufficient weight to inter-
national interdiction and eradication 
efforts cannot succeed. 

The federal government must con-
tinue to work closely with local offi-
cials to combat the threat of illegal 
drug use, trafficking, and manufac-
turing to our children’s future. A 
united commitment by Congress, par-
ents, schools, city councils, faith-based 
organizations and medical institutions 
will help to create a drug-free America. 
Failure to act will only increase the 
likelihood that we will lose control of 
our neighborhoods to drug-related 
crime and violence. 

SENSE OF THE SENATE ON FEDERAL RESEARCH 
AND DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the Sense of the Senate 
regarding Federal Research and Devel-
opment, Section 310 of the Concurrent 
Budget Resolution. 

The past few years of economic 
growth have led us to a remarkable 
stage in this country’s history. For the 

first time, we have both low inflation 
and low unemployment, a stock mar-
ket which seems boundless and, more 
germane to the discussion at hand, a 
historic budget surplus. However, the 
budget we have prepared for the turn of 
the new millenium is not one which 
promotes growth. Specifically, the 
small and declining accounts in re-
search and development (R&D) are a di-
rect prescription for long term eco-
nomic decline. Let me explain. 

There have been at least a dozen 
major economic studies in recent 
years, including those of Nobel Prize 
winner Robert Solow, which conclude 
that technological progress is the pri-
mary ingredient in economic growth, 
accounting for 50% or more of total 
growth. These studies further show 
that technological progress has twice 
the impact on economic growth of 
labor or capital. Ironically, we have 
spent far more time in Congress debat-
ing the economic impact of labor and 
capital, in the form of jobs and tax 
bills, than we have ever devoted to 
R&D, which is the true workhorse of 
economic growth. Today, the relation-
ship between technological progress 
and economic growth is apparent even 
to the lay person. The Internet, cancer 
drugs, cellular phones, and computer- 
related services are ubiquitous. Com-
munications and technology stocks 
now account for 80% of the value of to-
day’s booming $1.4 trillion stock mar-
ket. Furthermore, the productivity im-
provements generated by leap-ahead 
advances in communications and com-
puters have translated into an eco-
nomic strength that makes us the envy 
of the world. 

Because it takes 20–30 years for fun-
damental discoveries to evolve into 
market products, we happen to be ben-
efitting handsomely from the govern-
ment’s large investment in R&D in the 
mid-1960’s. However, we have histori-
cally been poor guardians of that in-
vestment. This year is no exception. 
The Budget Committee’s proposed cuts 
in research in R&D, totaling as much 
as 40% in some areas, sit atop a long 
historical decline which has already 
more than halved our total R&D in-
vestment (as a percent of GDP) over 
the past 34 years. In 1965, we spent an 
amount equivalent to 2.2% of our GDP 
on R&D; in 1998, that amount was 0.8%. 
Commenting on our nation’s 34 year 
decline in R&D investments, the in-
vestment guru Peter Lynch has said, 
‘‘If I saw a business with an R&D trend 
like this, I wouldn’t buy the stock.’’ 

Almost every other country under-
stands the rationale for R&D, and is es-
pecially conscious of the government’s 
unique role in supporting basic re-
search. As a result, thirteen countries 
now spend more on basic R&D as a per-
cent of GDP than do we. What is the re-
sult of that investment? One result is 
that these countries maintain their 
base of excellence in science. If one 
looks at the set of nations with ‘‘sig-
nificantly higher’’ high school science 
achievement scores than the US, eight 

of the top eleven nations which com-
prise that list are the same eight na-
tions which are in the top ten of basic 
science funding as a fraction of GDP. 
Exactly why there is such a strong cor-
relation between research investment 
and high school science scores is not 
clear, but the correlation there, it is 
strong, and it bears investigation. 

Last year, the Senate began to recog-
nize the value of R&D to the economy 
and to our innovation base. We passed, 
without opposition, S. 2217, which 
sought to double R&D spending over 
the next decade. The bill was bipar-
tisan, had 36 cosponsors, and passed 
without dissent. A Sense of the Senate 
amendment was also unanimously 
passed during this year’s budget com-
mittee mark-up, calling for greater 
R&D investment. In contrast to these 
mandates for more R&D spending, the 
budget we see here today cuts R&D 
substantially. 

Although much of the discussion re-
garding R&D investment has focused 
on civilian R&D, I would like to point 
out the special and troubling case of 
military R&D. Historically, DoD has 
funded the lion’s share of research in 
mathematics, engineering, and the 
physical sciences, both in our military 
laboratories and in our university sys-
tem. The output of this innovation en-
terprise is unmatched. If one looks at 
the U.S. cadre of Nobel Prize winners, 
58% of the physics laureates and 43% of 
the chemistry laureates were funded by 
DoD prior to winning their Nobel 
prizes. What I find disturbing is the 
fact that we are dismantling this en-
gine of innovation through dramatic 
cuts in DoD R&D, even as we are in the 
process of transforming from the Cold 
War Era to the much more techno-
logically demanding era of—if I may 
use the term—‘‘techno-warfare.’’ Every 
scenario of future military dominance 
by the U.S. assumes that we will inevi-
tably have superior technology. How-
ever, if we are dramatically cutting 
military R&D, and we are simulta-
neously not supporting civilian R&D, 
exactly where is that technological su-
periority going to come from? Each of 
our services currently spends 60–80% of 
its funds on readiness issues (i.e., oper-
ations and maintenance) and 20–40% of 
their funds on modernization tasks for 
incremental improvements (i.e., pro-
curement, testing and evaluation). The 
obligation authority for science and 
technology—the military of the fu-
ture—is currently less than 2% of the 
military budget. Even this minute frac-
tion is destined to decline further 
under the budget we see before us 
today. Though we face daunting readi-
ness problems in the present, we are far 
less ready for the future. 

The president’s budget for military 
R&D proposed significant cuts, on the 
order of 6%, that the budget commit-
tee’s budget will probably worsen. The 
budget committee’s 19 billion increase 
for DoD is unlikely to accommodate all 
of DoD’s readiness, modernization, re-
tention, recruitment, and ballistic mis-
sile defense needs. The Armed Services’ 
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Committee’s probable response will be 
to squeeze the already small R&D 
budget enormously. DoD itself has re-
quested extensive cuts in S&T (science 
and technology) which contrast sharp-
ly with its request for $112 billion in in-
creases for readiness and moderniza-
tion over the next 5–6 years. The DoD 
budget requests, in conjunction with 
the budget committee’s actions, make 
it clear that the problems the military 
is experiencing at present—though un-
doubtedly pressing—are actively pre-
venting adequate long-term strategic 
planning. 

A recent Council on Competitiveness 
report shows that, as a nation, we are 
currently unmatched in our potential 
to innovate, due to our past invest-
ments in R&D through our military, 
industry, and university systems, and 
due to our vibrant venture capital sec-
tor. Let us not make the mistake of 
starving the system that gives us our 
greatest strength, just as we embark 
on the ‘‘Innovation Economy’’ of the 
new millenium. 

The budget resolution before us dra-
matically fails in its commitment to 
nourish R&D, which is the key to our 
future economy, our future security, 
and our future well being. The major 
cuts it makes in both civilian and mili-
tary R&D—in our innovation system— 
are not supportable. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, today 
marks a dramatic turning point for the 
Senate. Because, although Senators 
THURMOND, HOLLINGS, BYRD, and a 
handful of others were members of this 
body the last time the Federal Govern-
ment ran a unified budget surplus in 
1969, no member of the Senate has even 
been involved in the crafting of a budg-
et resolution under these all too unique 
fiscal circumstances. 

Furthermore, the consideration of 
this budget resolution is not only a sig-
nificant moment for the Senate, but 
for more than a generation of Ameri-
cans who never lived in a time without 
federal budget deficits. 

Mr. President, in light of the unified 
surpluses we are now enjoying—and the 
on-budget surpluses we are projected to 
soon enjoy—I would like to thank the 
Chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee, PETE DOMENICI, for his unwav-
ering commitment to a balanced budg-
et and fiscally responsible decision- 
making over the years. Thanks, in 
part, to his leadership and efforts, the 
turbulent waves of annual deficits and 
mounting debts have been temporarily 
calmed. And, if we are willing to ad-
here to these principles in this year’s 
budget resolution and others yet to 
come, we may be able to maintain the 
current budgetary calm for many years 
in the future. 

Mr. President, the budget resolution 
reported by the Senate Budget Com-
mittee—and that we are now consid-
ering on the floor—not only maintains 
fiscal discipline, but it also ensures 
that critical priorities are protected 
and addressed in fiscal year 2000 and 
beyond. 

Specifically, the Senate budget reso-
lution contains the following key pro-
visions: 

First, it protects every penny of the 
Social Security surplus in upcoming 
years by devoting it solely to reducing 
publicly-held debt. 

Second, through an amendment I of-
fered in the Budget Committee mark-
up, it provides monies from the on- 
budget surplus for a new Medicare pre-
scription drug benefit—something that 
President Clinton failed to include in 
his own budget proposal after touting 
the need for this benefit in his State of 
the Union address. 

Third, it adheres to the spending lev-
els established just two years ago in 
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, while 
increasing funding for critically needed 
priroties including education and de-
fense. 

Fourth, it provides tax relief for 
Americans at a time when the typical 
family’s tax burden exceeds the cost of 
food, clothing, and shelter combined. 
And as a result of another amendment 
I offered during markup, it places mar-
riage penalty relief as a top priority in 
any tax cut package that is ultimately 
crafted. When considering that 42 per-
cent of all married couples incurred a 
marriage tax penalty averaging $1,400 
in 1996, I think of no tax cut that would 
be more appropriate in any upcoming 
tax package. 

Collectively, I believe these prin-
ciples and priorities reflect those of 
most Americans—especially the pro-
tection of Social Security’s monies. 
Accordingly, I believe this resolution 
deserves broad bipartisan support in 
the Senate and, ultimately, by the en-
tire Congress. 

Mr. President, to truly appreciate 
what is contained in this budget reso-
lution, I believe it is appropriate to 
compare it with the only other major 
proposal on the table: the budget pro-
posal put forth by President Clinton on 
February 1. 

As mentioned, the first priority that 
is protected in the Senate budget reso-
lution is Social Security and the an-
nual surpluses it is currently accruing. 

As my colleagues are aware, the So-
cial Security surplus was responsible 
for the unified budget surplus of $70 bil-
lion we accrued in FY98. In fact, with-
out the Social Security surplus, the 
federal government actually ran an on- 
budget deficit of $29 billion last year. 

By the same token, Social Security’s 
surpluses will account for the bulk of 
our unified budget surpluses in coming 
years as well. Specifically, over the 
coming 5 years, Social Security sur-
pluses will total $769 billion and ac-
count for 82 percent of CBO’s projected 
unified surpluses—and over 10 years, 
they will total $1.7 trillion and account 
for 69 percent of unified surpluses. 

To protect Social Security’s sur-
pluses, the Senate budget resolution 
sets the stage for ‘‘lock-box’’ legisla-
tion that will accomplish what many of 
us have desired for years: a bonafide 
means of taking Social Security off- 

budget. Put simply, this resolution en-
sures that Social Security surpluses 
will no longer be raided and used to 
fund other government programs in 
any upcoming year. Instead, every dol-
lar of Social Security’s current and 
projected surpluses will be set aside 
and used to bury-down publicly held 
debt. 

In contrast, President Clinton’s 
budget offers no protection for the So-
cial Security surplus and, in fact, 
would spend it on other federal pro-
grams in upcoming years. 

Specifically, as the chart behind me 
indicates over the coming five years, 
the President proposes we take a $158 
billion ‘‘bite’’ out of Social Security 
surpluses and spend these monies on 
other federal programs. That means 
that, under the President’s budget, 
fully 21 percent of Social Security’s up-
coming surpluses would be spent on 
other programs over the next five 
years. 

Although the President has proposed 
that we spend a portion of the Social 
Security surplus on other programs, I 
was pleased that an overwhelming ma-
jority of my Democratic colleagues on 
the Senate Budget Committee voted 
for an amendment I offered during 
markup that rejected the President’s 
proposed use of Social Security’s sur-
pluses. 

Specifically, my amendment outlined 
that fact that the President’s budget 
would spend $40 billion of the Social 
Security surplus in FY2000; $41 billion 
in FY01; $24 billion in FY02; $34 billion 
in FY03; and $20 billion in FY04. Fur-
thermore, the amendment called on 
Congress to reject any budget proposal 
that spent Social Security surplus 
monies on other federal programs. Ap-
propriately, after my amendment was 
adopted by a vote of 21 to 1, the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal—which spends 
Social Security’s surplus monies—was 
unanimously rejected by the Com-
mittee when offered as an amendment 
later in the markup. 

Mr. President, not only does the 
President’s budget propose that we 
spend Social Security’s money at the 
same time as he expresses a desire to 
save the program, but he also fails to 
achieve the goals he laid out in the 
State of the Union address regarding 
the utilization of the unified surplus. 

First, it’s worth nothing that—based 
on that goals he laid out in the State 
of the Union address—the President ap-
parently double-counts the surplus and 
proposes that we spend 151 percent of 
the surplus over the coming 15 years! 
That’s 51 percent than you or I could 
spend, Mr. President, and 51 percent 
more than would ever exist. 

The next chart—taken from the Feb-
ruary 1 article in Newsweek—shows 
how this ‘‘double counting’’ would 
occur. As you can see, the President 
proposed that we spend $500 billion for 
the new Universal Savings Accounts, 
$500 billion for other federal spending, 
$700 billion for Medicare, and $2.8 tril-
lion for Social Security. In total, these 
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five items would run $4.5 trillion—the 
total projected surplus over the 15 year 
period. 

However, what the President forgot 
to mention is that $2.3 trillion of this 
amount is already Social Security’s 
money because it is the total of the an-
nual Social Security surpluses that 
will accrue over the coming 15 years. 
As a result, the true total of the Clin-
ton proposals would be $6.8 trillion— 
which is $2.3 trillion more than the sur-
pluses we would accrue over the same 
period of time! 

Setting aside the questionable math 
of the President’s proposals, it’s also 
worth noting that there is a significant 
difference between how the President 
portrays his proposals, and what they 
actually accomplish. 

Specifically, as my next chart indi-
cates, there is a gap between the ‘‘rhet-
oric’’ and the ‘‘reality’’ of the Presi-
dent’s plan. In fact, in light of this gap, 
I believe the President’s budget should 
have earned an Oscar for ‘‘Best Actor’’ 
during Sunday’s Academy Award pres-
entation! 

As we can see on this chart, the 
President claimed that his budget 
would give 62 percent of the unified 
surplus to Social Security, 15 percent 
to Medicare, 12 percent to new Uni-
versal Savings Accounts (USAs), and 11 
percent to new spending. 

However, in reviewing CBO’s analysis 
of the President’s budget—and by re-
moving the rhetoric from the various 
proposals and identifying them for 
what they truly are—it’s clear that the 
‘‘reality’’ of the President’s budget is 
far different from how it has been pre-
sented. 

Specifically, instead of devoting a 
combined 77 percent of the unified sur-
plus to Medicare and Social Security— 
65 percent to Social Security and 12 
percent to Medicare respectively—the 
truth of the matter is that the Presi-
dent is simply proposing that we artifi-
cially increase the number of IOUs held 
by the Social Security and Medicare 
Trust Funds. 

Furthermore, we find that the Presi-
dent’s goal to set-aside 77 percent of 
the unified surplus will not even be 
met. Specifically, over the coming five 
years, only 65 percent of the unified 
surplus would be set aside—and that is 
only achieved if we assume that the 
President’s proposal to have Social Se-
curity monies invested in the stock 
market is ultimately used for the same 
purpose. 

Also, the new Universal Savings Ac-
counts (USAs) proposed by the Presi-
dent are just another name for a tax 
cut—and would utilize 11 percent of the 
surplus accordingly. As I mentioned 
earlier, I believe reducing the marriage 
penalty should be the top priority of 
any tax cut package, and already had 
an amendment included in the budget 
resolution accordingly. 

Finally, over the coming five years, 
the President would actually spend 24 
percent of the surplus on other federal 
programs—far above the 11 percent tar-

get that he laid out to the American 
people. 

Mr. President, as mentioned, for all 
the talk about devoting 62 percent of 
the surplus to Social Security and 15 
percent to Medicare, the President 
really is proposing that we simply in-
crease the number of IOUs held by the 
Social Security and Medicare Trust 
Funds to make them more solvent on 
paper. 

Not only does this accounting 
scheme give the false impression that 
saving these critically needed pro-
grams can occur without lifting a ‘‘fis-
cal finger,’’ but it could also lead to a 
false sense of complacency that will 
lead to true reforms being put off until 
it’s too late. If that happens, the 
changes that will need to be made to 
these programs will need to be draco-
nian—and all because we chose to give 
the public the false belief that nothing 
needed to be done to legitimately 
strengthen these programs today. 

Of note, the President’s own budget 
highlights the futility of simply in-
creasing trust fund balances without 
true reforms, and discredits his ac-
counting scheme accordingly. On page 
337 of the President’s ‘‘Analytical Per-
spectives’’ book for the FY 2000 budget, 
we read 

(Trust Fund) balances are available to fi-
nance future benefit payments and other 
trust fund expenditures—but only in a book-
keeping sense . . . They do not consist of 
real economic assets that can be drawn down 
in the future to fund benefits. Instead, they 
are claims on the Treasury that, when re-
deemed, will have to be financed by raising 
taxes, borrowing from the public, or reducing 
benefits or other expenditures. The existence 
of large trust fund balances, therefore, does 
not, by itself, have any impact on the Gov-
ernment’s ability to pay benefits. 

So, what does this mean? In a nut-
shell, the President isn’t putting a 
penny of real money into these pro-
grams—he’s simply increasing the 
number of IOUs held by the Trust 
Funds and hoping that someone figures 
out how to pay them back with real 
money in the future. There’s abso-
lutely no commitment of a single dol-
lar from the surplus to these programs 
today. 

As I said during the Budget Com-
mittee markup this past week, the 
President should win a Pulitzer prize 
for fiction by claiming that this plan 
somehow ‘‘saves’’ Medicare! 

In contrast, the Senate budget reso-
lution contains a mechanism and 
money to truly strengthen and improve 
Medicare. Specifically, an amendment 
I offered during the Committee mark-
up—that was subsequently adopted by 
a bipartisan vote of 21 to 1—would 
allow a portion of remaining on-budget 
surpluses to be used for the creation of 
a new Medicare prescription drug ben-
efit. As my colleagues are aware, the 
need for such a benefit was one of the 
key sticking points in the discussions 
of the Bipartisan Medicare Commis-
sion—so my provision ensures that this 
critically needed benefit can be funded. 

Yet even as it allows for the creation 
of a new prescription drug benefit, it 

also will encourage the development of 
a comprehensive plan to truly save 
Medicare without accounting gim-
micks. Specifically, to access the on- 
budget surplus to pay for this new ben-
efit, my provision requires that the 
Senate consider legislation that will 
‘‘significantly increase the solvency’’ 
of the Medicare Trust Fund without ar-
tificially extending it in the manner 
prescribed by the President. While this 
provision in no way endorses one type 
of reform over another, it provides tan-
talizing ‘‘carrot’’ for Congress and the 
President if they are willing to sit 
down and legitimately work to 
strengthen Medicare. 

Mr. President, now that we’ve sepa-
rated the rhetoric from the reality of 
the President’s budget, it’s possible to 
do an honest comparison of the Presi-
dent’s budget proposal and the Senate 
budget resolution we are now consid-
ering. 

As my next chart indicates, the Sen-
ate budget resolution handily beats the 
President’s budget at reducing pub-
licly-held debt over the coming five 
years. In fact, by walling-off the Social 
Security surplus, the Republican plan 
would ensure that 82 percent of the 
unified surplus is used for debt reduc-
tion, versus 65 percent in the Presi-
dent’s plan. 

Why is the President’s debt reduction 
so much lower? In a nutshell, because 
of the magnitude of his new spending 
proposals. While the Senate budget res-
olution exercises fiscal austerity by 
only using 18 percent of the surplus 
over the next five years for purposes 
other than debt reduction, the Presi-
dent uses 35 percent of the surplus for 
other purposes—the vast majority of 
which is increased spending. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that whether you compare these budg-
ets based on reality or on rhetoric, the 
Senate budget resolution is superior to 
the Clinton plan, especially in terms of 
protecting Social Security’s money. 

As a result, I hope that the partisan 
attacks against the Senate budget res-
olution will end. 

Mr. President, by maintaining fiscal 
discipline, protecting Social Security 
surpluses, buying down debt, providing 
funds for a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit, and enhancing funding for 
shared priorities such as education, I 
believe the Senate budget resolution 
deserves strong support by the full 
Senate. 

Ultimately, while members from ei-
ther side of the aisle may disagree with 
specific provisions in the resolution 
that has been crafted, the simple fact 
is that this is a budget framework—or 
‘‘blueprint’’—that establishes param-
eters and priorities, but is not the final 
word on these individual decisions. 
Rather, specific spending and tax deci-
sions will initially be made in the Ap-
propriations and Finance Committees, 
and ultimately by members on the 
floor. 

Therefore, I am hopeful that amend-
ments offered to this framework do not 
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harm the broad and reasoned param-
eters that have been set, and that keep 
in mind that—unlike the President’s 
proposal—the budget resolution should 
not be about rhetoric, but about fiscal 
reality. 

AMENDMENT NO. 169 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, this 

is a sense of the Senate amendment to 
make room in the FY 2000 budget for 
remedial education funds for schools to 
end social promotion. 

My amendment would assume enact-
ment of legislation or competitive 
grants to school districts to help pro-
vide remedial education, after school 
and summer school courses for needy 
and low-performing students who are 
not making passing grades. 

The purpose is to provide federal in-
centives and federal help to school dis-
tricts that abolish and do not allow so-
cial promotion and provide interven-
tions to help students meet state 
achievement standards in the core cur-
riculum. 

This amendment seeks the endorse-
ment of the Senate for providing reme-
dial education that help students meet 
achievement standards and help school 
systems end social promotion. 

THE PROBLEM 
Why do we need this amendment? In 

short, our students are failing. 
I truly believe that the linchpin to 

education reform is the elimination of 
the path of least resistance whereby 
students who are failing are simply 
promoted to the next grade in hopes 
that somehow they will learn, by vir-
tue of sitting in the classroom. 

To promote youngsters when they 
are failing to learn has produced a gen-
eration of young people who cannot 
read or write, count change in their 
pockets or fill out an employment ap-
plication. It has been called ‘‘edu-
cational malpractice.’’ It is inexcus-
able for our education system to hand 
out a high school diploma to a young-
ster who does not have the skills to get 
a job. 

It is that bad. And California is just 
about the worst. 

On March 5, we received the bad news 
that California ranked second to last 
among 39 states in fourth-grade read-
ing skills. 

This report by the National Assess-
ment of Educational Progress, also 
showed that in California: 

Eighty percent of fourth-graders are 
‘‘not proficient readers,’’ meaning they 
do not have a solid command of chal-
lenging reading materials. 

Fifty-two percent of the fourth-grad-
ers scored below the basic level, mean-
ing they had failed to even partially 
master basic skills. 

The news was not must better for 
California eighth-graders who ranked 
33rd out of 36 states and only 22 percent 
were proficient readers. 

In a December 1998 study by the Edu-
cation Trust, California ranked: last in 
the percent of young adults with a high 
school diploma; 37th in SAT scores; and 
31st (of 41 states) in 8th grade math. 

And nearly half of all students enter-
ing the California State University sys-
tem require remedial classes in math 
or English or both. 

U.S. STUDENTS LAGGING AS WELL 

The news is grim throughout the 
United States, where students are fall-
ing behind their international peers: 

The lowest 25 percent of Japanese 
and South Korean 8th graders out-
perform the average American student 
(source: Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development study, No-
vember 1998). 

In math and science, U.S. 12th grade 
students fell far behind their counter-
parts, which is especially troubling 
when we consider the skills that will be 
required to stay ahead in the 21st Cen-
tury. (Source: Third International 
Mathematics and Science Study, 1998). 

Specifically, U.S. 12th graders: 
Were significantly outperformed by 

14 countries and only performed better 
than students in Cyprus and South Af-
rica. 

Scored last in physics and next to 
last in math. 

WHAT IS SOCIAL PROMOTION? 

Social promotion is the practice of 
schools’ advancing a student from one 
grade to the next regardless of the stu-
dent’s academic achievement. 

It is time to end social promotion, a 
practice which misleads our students, 
their parents and the public. 

And apparently, the American Fed-
eration of Teachers agrees. Let me 
quote from their September 1997 study: 

Social promotion is an insidious practice 
that hides school failure and creates prob-
lems for everybody—for kids, who are de-
luded into thinking they have learned the 
skills to be successful or get the message 
that achievement doesn’t count; for teachers 
who must face students who know that 
teachers wield no credible authority to de-
mand hard work; for the business commu-
nity and colleges that must spend millions of 
dollars on remediation, and for society that 
must deal with a growing proportion of 
uneducated citizens, unprepared to con-
tribute productively to the economic and 
civic life of the nation. 

That is well said, from those faced 
with the problem everyday. 

REMEDIAL EDUCATION NEEDED FOR STUDENT 
ACHIEVEMENT 

Merely ending social promotion and 
holding students in grade will not solve 
the problem. We cannot just let them 
languish without direction and without 
help in a failing system. 

Instead, ongoing remedial work, spe-
cialized tutoring, after-school pro-
grams and summer school all must be 
used—intensively and consistently. 

That is why I am proposing a new 
federal infusion of funds for remedial 
education, as embodied in this amend-
ment. 

HOW WIDESPREAD IS SOCIAL PROMOTION? 

Social promotion is widespread. Al-
though there is no hard data on the ex-
tent of social promotion, most authori-
ties, in the schools and out, know it is 
happening—and in some districts it is 
standard operating procedure. 

In fact, 4 in 10 teachers reported that 
their schools automatically promote 
students when they reach the max-
imum age for their grade level (Source: 
Los Angeles Times, January 14, 1998). 

And the September 1998 American 
Federation of Teachers study says so-
cial promotion is ‘‘rampant.’’ 

This study involved 85 of the nation’s 
820 largest school districts in 32 
states—representing one-third of the 
nation’s public school enrollment. It 
found most school districts: 

Use vague criteria for passing and re-
taining students. 

Lack explicit policies of social pro-
motion, but have an implicit practice 
of social promotion, including a loose 
and vague criteria for advancing stu-
dents to the next grade. 

View holding students back as a pol-
icy of last resort and often put explicit 
limits on retaining students. 

Also, the study found that only 17 
states have standards in the four core 
disciplines (English, math, social stud-
ies and science) which are well ground-
ed in content and that are clear enough 
to be used. 

SOCIAL PROMOTION IN CALIFORNIA 
In July 1998, I wrote 500 California 

school districts and asked about their 
policy on social promotion. 

Their responses, which are vague and 
often misleading, include the fol-
lowing: 

Some school districts say they do not 
have a specific policy. 

Some say they simply figure what is 
‘‘in the best interest of the student.’’ 

Some say teachers provide rec-
ommendations, but final decisions on 
retention can be overridden by parents. 

And some simply promote regardless 
of failing grades, non-attendance, or 
virtually anything else. 

In short, the policies are all over the 
place. 

SOCIAL PROMOTION IS ENDING IN CALIFORNIA 
Last year, in California, the Legisla-

ture passed and the Governor signed 
into law a bill to end social promotion 
in public education. 

This new law requires school dis-
tricts to identify students who are fail-
ing based on their grades or scores on 
statewide performance tests. 

The schools have to hold back the 
student unless their teachers submit a 
written finding that the student should 
be allowed to advance to the next 
grade. 

In such a case, the teacher is re-
quired to recommend remediation to 
get the student to the next level, which 
could include summer school or after- 
school instruction. 

In one example, the Los Angeles Uni-
fied School District is currently work-
ing to develop a plan to end social pro-
motion. 

The LAUSD Board plans to identify 
those students who are at risk of flunk-
ing and require them to participate in 
remedial classes. 

The alternative curriculum will 
stress the basics in reading, language 
arts and math through special after- 
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school tutoring. The district’s plan 
would take effect in the 1999–2000 
school year and target students moving 
in the third through sixth grades and 
into the ninth grade. 

THE COST OF SOCIAL PROMOTION 
Here are some of the painful results 

of social promotion: 
Half of California’s students—3 mil-

lion children—perform below levels 
considered proficient for their grade 
level. 

One third of college freshmen nation-
wide take remedial courses in college 
and three-quarters of all campuses, 
public and private, offer remediation. 

More than two-thirds of students en-
tering California State University 
campuses in Los Angeles lack the math 
or English they should have mastered 
in high school. At some high schools, 
not one graduate going on to one of Cal 
State’s campuses passed a basic skills 
test. 

And these numbers represent an in-
crease. In the fall of 1998, almost 50 per-
cent of freshmen needed remedial help. 
In 1997, it was 47 percent, compared to 
43 percent in each of the previous three 
years. 

THE PUBLIC RECOGNIZES THE FLAW IN SOCIAL 
PROMOTION 

President Clinton called for ending 
social promotion in his last two State 
of the Union speeches. Last year, he 
said, ‘‘We must also demand greater ac-
countability. When we promote a child 
from grade to grade who hasn’t mas-
tered the work, we don’t do that child 
any favors. It is time to end social pro-
motion in America’s schools.’’ 

Seven states have a policy in place 
that ties promotion to state level 
standards. They are California, Dela-
ware, Florida, Louisiana, North Caro-
lina, Ohio, and Virginia. 

The Chicago Public Schools have 
ditched social promotion. After their 
new policy was put in place, in the 
spring of 1997, over 40,000 students 
failed tests in the third, sixth and eight 
and ninth grades and then went to 
mandatory summer school. 

In my own state, the San Diego 
School Board in February adopted re-
quirements that all students in certain 
grades must demonstrate grade-level 
performance. 

And they will require all students to 
earn a C overall grade average and a C 
grade in core subjects for high school 
graduation, effectively ending social 
promotion for certain grades and for 
high school graduation. For example, 
San Diego’s schools are requiring that 
eighth graders who do not pass core 
courses be retained or pass core courses 
in summer school. 

CONCLUSION 
A January 1998 poll by Public Agenda 

asked employers and college professors 
whether they believe a high school di-
ploma guarantees that a student has 
mastered basic skills. In this poll, 63 
percent of employers and 76 percent of 
professors said that the diploma is not 
a guarantee that a graduate can read, 
write or do basic math. 

California employers tell me that 
many applicants are unprepared for 
work and they have to provide very 
basic training to make them employ-
able. 

High tech companies say they have 
to recruit abroad. For example, last 
year, MCI spent $7.5 million to provide 
basic skills training. 

On December 17, 1998, the California 
Business for Education Excellence an-
nounced that they were organizing a 
major effort to reform public edu-
cation. 

This group includes the State’s major 
corporations and organizations like the 
California Business Roundtable, the 
California Manufacturers Association, 
and the American Electronics Associa-
tion, and companies like Hewlett- 
Packard, IBM, Boeing and Pacific Bell. 
They had to organize because they see 
firsthand the results of a lagging 
school system. 

I offer this amendment today to get 
the Senate, officially, on record, to 
support the notion that we have to pro-
vide our students and teachers the re-
sources they need to help students 
achieve. 

The amendment is not meant as an 
indictment of our schools and the 
many able educators who work hard 
everyday. 

This amendment is being offered be-
cause we must face up to these defi-
ciencies and do the hard work that re-
form requires. 

We can no longer tolerate doing what 
is ‘‘politically correct’’ or the latest 
teaching fad. It takes hard, proven, 
concentrated work by students, teach-
ers, and families. And we have to have 
the ability to know the difference. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this 
amendment, to give educators the re-
sources they need to help students 
achieve and to tie federal resources to 
real results. 

Mr. BURNS. I stand in support of the 
Senate’s Concurrent Budget Resolution 
for Fiscal Year 2000 since I believe it 
establishes the right priorities and bal-
ance for the Federal Government going 
into the next millennium. It preserves 
the future retirement and health care 
for our aging population by ensuring 
the financial integrity of the Social Se-
curity and Medicare Programs. It re-
duces the financial burden of the Fed-
eral Government on American tax-
payers by reducing the national debt 
and returning excess taxes to them. 
And finally it limits the growth of the 
Federal Government by adhering to the 
statutory spending caps agreed to be-
tween Congress and the President in 
1997. 

Saving Social Security is not a par-
tisan issue. Principles, not politics 
should guide us when it comes to pro-
viding for our senior citizens who have 
been our guide through life thus far. 
We need to fix this program not only 
for our parents but also our grand-
children. We need to trust the Amer-
ican people that they can make their 
own choices on how their retirement 

will be financed. I believe all Ameri-
cans should be given the opportunity 
to invest in a personalized savings ac-
count to control their own future. I do 
not agree that we should mandate the 
creation of a politically constituted 
Federal commission to control the in-
vestments of Social Security trust 
funds in the stock markets. 

The President’s plan doesn’t add up. 
His FY 2000 budget projects a $4.5 tril-
lion surplus over the next 15 years. One 
half of that $2.3 trillion, is the surplus 
for the Social Security trust fund. 
That leaves us with a working surplus 
of $2.2 trillion. I just don’t understand 
where we come up with the $2.8 trillion 
for the Social Security trust fund out 
of this non-Social Security surplus of 
$2.2 trillion especially after the Presi-
dent proposes to spend $1.7 trillion of 
the remaining $2.2 working surplus. His 
plan just doesn’t add up. As we say in 
Montana—looks like it, smells like it, 
taste like it, glad we didn’t step in it. 

Medicare is another tricky issue that 
we need to fix. I want the record to 
show that Republicans have never pro-
posed cutting Medicare. Rather Repub-
licans have allowed Medicare to grow 
at twice the rate of inflation. Our FY 
2000 Budget Resolution assures that 
Medicare is fully funded—every dollar 
that is projected to go to beneficiaries 
will do so instead of what the President 
proposes with $9 billion in cuts to 
Medicare. This means that the Repub-
lican plan will continue to preserve 
Medicare for our seniors in this FY 2000 
Budget Resolution. 

In the State of the Union, the Presi-
dent proposed that $1 out of every $6 of 
the surplus will be used to guarantee 
the soundness of Medicare until the 
year 2020. What he claims actually is to 
set aside $700 billion—15 percent of the 
$4.5 trillion total budget surplus of the 
next fifteen years—and then credit this 
with another $300 billion in interest 
payments. 

While this sounds attractive, the 
President doesn’t have the money to 
implement this plan plus his claims are 
based on IOUs and phony numbers. 
However, the worst part is that his 
plan still wouldn’t help Medicare. 

Since the total Federal budget deficit 
was eliminated in FY 1998, the FY 2000 
Budget Resolution will focus now on 
eliminating the on-budget deficit in FY 
2001—the first time this has occurred 
since the 1960s. Furthermore, the FY 
2000 Budget Resolution will cut the 
public debt over the next 10 years by 50 
percent versus the 20 percent reduction 
proposed in the President’s budget. 
Correspondingly, Federal interest pay-
ments on the national debt will be cut 
in half—from $229 billion this year to 
$115 billion in 2009—releasing capital 
previously set aside to pay for interest 
on the national debt to more produc-
tive private economic activities, such 
as helping our struggling farmers and 
ranchers. Also we will not have to 
make the American public go further 
into debt. The statutory debt limit for 
the total government (currently at 
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$5.95 trillion) will not have to be in-
creased until 2004 as opposed to the 
President’s budget which would have to 
raise the statutory debt limit as early 
as 2001. 

The FY 2000 Concurrent Budget Reso-
lution further accommodates a tax cut 
of $15 billion in the first year and $142 
billion over the first five years from 
the non-Social Security surplus. Con-
gress is not only receptive to paying 
down the national debt, but also to re-
fund excess taxes to the American peo-
ple. 

Let me assure you that the Repub-
lican tax cut will have no effect on So-
cial Security or Medicare because they 
are not funded by general revenues but 
by dedicated payroll taxes. Also, tax 
cuts from a surplus discretionary budg-
et have no impact on Social Security 
or Medicare. 

With a budget surplus well over $100 
billion, I believe it is arrogant for the 
Administration to believe it has the 
best perspective on how to spend the 
American taxpayers money. Further-
more it is even harder to believe tax in-
creases are justified as the President 
proposes. Our nonpartisan Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates, under 
current law, American taxpayers will 
overpay their taxes by $787 billion over 
the next 10 years which is the equiva-
lent of $7,000 for every American tax-
payer. 

However, two areas of importance to 
me in the Budget Resolution are in-
creased spending for education and ag-
riculture. I support the increase of $47.4 
billion over the Senate Budget Com-
mittee baseline and by $21.2 billion 
over the President’s request for the 
next ten years. The FY 2000 Budget 
Resolution also provides for a $28 bil-
lion over five years and an $82 billion 
over ten years net increase in discre-
tionary spending for elementary and 
secondary education. Overall discre-
tionary spending for education in-
creases by $2.4 billion in 2000—double 
the President’s request—and $31 billion 
over the next five years—five times the 
President’s request. 

The President’s budget for the com-
ing fiscal year contains 66 new pro-
grams and $45 billion in tax increases. 
His budget plans for the next 15 years 
call for over $500 billion in new spend-
ing and not one dollar in non-credit tax 
cuts. 

I am pleased that the FY 2000 Budget 
Resolution contains a mandatory 
spending allocation of $6 billion for the 
next 5 years (FY 2000–2004) based upon 
legislation proposed by the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition and For-
estry. I am also pleased that the Com-
mittee-reported Resolution provides a 
total of over $4 billion more in budget 
authority for mandatory programs. 
Farmers need protection against the 
weather related and economic losses 
they have sustained this past year. It is 
critical that Congress provide adequate 
Federal funding in the FY 2000 Budget 
Resolution so the Agriculture Com-
mittee can address the severe problems 

faced by our nation’s farmers and 
ranchers. 

Unfortunately, every credible eco-
nomic forecast indicates the farm 
economy will recover slowly at best. 
The Agriculture Committee needs ade-
quate budget authority to develop and 
strengthen programs which provide 
production credit, risk management, 
and economic assistance to farmers 
and ranchers. 

Beyond these concerns, I call upon 
my colleagues to support the Budget 
Resolution for FY 2000 to continue the 
progress Congress has made to 
strengthen our financial future into 
the 21st Century. 

Thank you Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
to offer a few observations on the budg-
et resolution, and on some recent de-
velopments that relate closely to our 
budget position. 

In particular, I want to sound a note 
of caution to my colleagues, and urge 
that we refrain from basing our budget 
on the assumption that we will have 
significant budget surpluses in the near 
future. 

Mr. President, the last six years or so 
have seen some dramatic improve-
ments in our Federal budget position. 

In part, this has been due to some 
tough budget discipline on the part of 
the White House and Congress. 

In part, it has come as a result of a 
strong economy, itself the beneficiary 
of our budget discipline. 

In January of 1993, I don’t think any-
one would have seriously predicted 
that we would be on the brink not only 
of balancing the unified budget, but 
also of eliminating the on-budget def-
icit, producing a balanced budget with-
out having to rely on the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund balances to make up 
the difference. 

Now that we are so close to actually 
balancing the government’s books 
without using Social Security, some 
recent developments are all the more 
troubling to me. 

I’ll just note a few of them. 
Let me begin with last year’s half 

trillion dollar omnibus appropriations 
bill. 

That measure was not only loaded up 
with special interest provisions, it 
ended up spending $20 billion over 
budget by using the emergency spend-
ing exceptions to our budget caps. 

There were a number of reasons the 
bill ended up the way it did, and let me 
say that I hope the biennial budget 
measure offered by the distinguished 
Chairman of the Budget Committee 
(Mr. DOMENICI) can help prevent such 
situations from arising again. 

I served in the Wisconsin State Leg-
islature for 10 years using a biennial 
approach to budgeting, and I think 
such a structure at the Federal level 
might help prevent the kind of last 
minute omnibus appropriations bill we 
had last year where abuse of the budget 
process is almost inevitable. 

Mr. President, I had hoped the new 
Congress would start off on a more fis-

cally responsible foot after having pro-
duced the omnibus appropriations bill 
last fall. 

But I was disappointed that the first 
major piece of legislation we took up 
was just more of the same. 

The bill that passed the Senate re-
cently, S. 4, was another giant budget 
buster, providing spending increases of 
more than $50 billion over the next 10 
years without a penny of offsetting 
savings elsewhere. 

And it did so before Congress has had 
a chance to pass a budget resolution, 
even before this committee has pro-
duced a budget resolution for floor de-
bate. 

Mr. President, there was no reason to 
rush that bill through. 

A pay hike for our armed forces 
would have received solid support as 
part of an overall budget plan. S. 4 was 
a politically popular bill, and rightly 
so. 

There are good arguments for pro-
viding members of our armed forces 
and the national guard and reserve a 
pay hike. 

Indeed, I very much want to support 
a pay hike for them. 

But not outside of an overall budget 
plan, and not in a measure that busts 
the budget. 

Mr. President, this brings me to the 
President’s budget, the budget resolu-
tion reported out of the Budget Com-
mittee, and the alternative budgets 
various interests have proposed. 

Each of these budget proposals is 
centered around the use of projected 
budget surpluses. 

Indeed, it is the use of those very sur-
pluses that in a sense defines the goals 
of these budget proposals, and distin-
guishes one from another. 

Mr. President, as I noted before, we 
have come a long way in the last 6 
years. 

We now have the opportunity to 
achieve a truly balanced budget, one 
that does not rely on Social Security 
Trust Fund balances. 

We are within striking distance of 
producing genuine surpluses. 

But let me emphasize, we may be 
within striking distance, but we aren’t 
there yet. 

Mr. President, we do not have a budg-
et surplus now, and I am concerned 
that for several reasons we may not 
achieve one. 

While subsequent estimates may 
change, the most recent CBO estimates 
show we do not have a budget surplus 
this year, and CBO does not project a 
genuine on-budget surplus of any sig-
nificant size until FY2002, when a $55 
billion on-budget surplus is projected. 

Mr. President, even those modest 
surpluses are based on assumptions 
that may prove to be overly optimistic. 

CBO currently projects non-Social 
Security surpluses of slightly over $800 
billion over the next ten years. 

But in making those projections, 
CBO assumes that total discretionary 
spending will remain under the caps we 
agreed to in 1997, and that after 2002, 
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total discretionary spending will be 
held to inflationary increases only. 

Mr. President, according to the Cen-
ter for Budget and Policy Priorities, 
these assumptions mean that discre-
tionary spending over the next 10 years 
will be $580 billion below current levels 
in real terms. 

Put another way, if we simply held 
discretionary spending at a level which 
reflects current services, and adjusted 
only for inflation, nearly three-quar-
ters of the projected surpluses over the 
next 10 years will vanish. 

Mr. President, some will argue Con-
gress and the White House will hold to 
the spending caps, and will cut the 
amount of spending necessary to 
produce the projected surpluses. 

Let me suggest that given the omni-
bus appropriations bill of last fall, the 
military pay increase bill of last 
month, and the desire of so many to 
focus on the surpluses we hope for, 
those assumptions about limiting our 
spending appear to be extremely frag-
ile. 

Beyond our ability to live up to the 
spending and tax assumptions that 
produce the projected surpluses, we 
know that projections can change 
quickly. 

Just since last August, the CBO pro-
jections for unified budget surpluses 
over the next 10 years have increased 
by about $1 trillion—a change that is 
itself larger than the non-Social Secu-
rity surplus over that same period. 

Estimates that can grow by $1 tril-
lion in a few months can shrink by the 
same amount just as quickly. 

Altogether, Mr. President, the pro-
jected surpluses are far from a sure 
thing, and we should not be writing 
budgets that commit us to spending 
and taxing policies that are so utterly 
dependent on them. 

AMENDMENT NO. 211 
Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. President, I 

rise today to inform my colleagues 
about some of my thoughts about 
Amendment 211 that was authored by 
my good friend from Pennsylvania, 
Senator SANTORUM. This Amendment 
to S. Con. Res. 20, was accepted by the 
Senate by unanimous consent. 

Mr. President, I know that I am not 
alone in stating that many of us in the 
Senate believe that, first and foremost, 
we believe that the Davis-Bacon Act 
should be repealed. If full repeal is not 
possible at this time, there are mean-
ingful steps we should take in the 
meantime to get us to that end. 

Mr. President, we must allow wide-
spread use of ‘‘helpers’’ on federal con-
struction projects. Considering our na-
tion’s changing welfare-to-work envi-
ronment and with the importance of 
revitalizing disadvantaged commu-
nities, it is particularly critical that 
the government not limit opportunities 
for entry-level jobs. 

Congress should exempt schools from 
the outdated rules and restrictions and 
give local school districts the flexi-
bility to spend resources where they 
will most effectively meet students’ 
educational needs. 

The Davis-Bacon wage process has 
been shown to be inaccurate, subject to 
bias, and used as a tool to defraud tax-
payers. In March 1997, a DOL Inspector 
General’s report confirmed that 2/3 of 
the wage surveys were inaccurate. In 
January 1999, a General Accounting Of-
fice report found errors in 70% of the 
wage forms, and confirmed frequent er-
rors go undetected and the high propor-
tion of erroneous data ‘‘poses a threat 
to the reliability’’ of prevailing wage 
determinations. 

Mr. President, again, I know that I 
am not the only Senator who would 
prefer repealing Davis-Bacon, but in 
light of the spirit of Senator 
SANTORUM’S Amendment to the FY2000 
budget measure, I ask that we at least 
consider the reform points I outlined 
above. 

VETERANS HEALTH CARE 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I was 

pleased that I was able to join with my 
colleague Mr. WELLSTONE from Min-
nesota in passing an amendment to the 
Fiscal Year 2000 budget resolution to 
increase funding for veterans health 
care. This amendment will help correct 
a serious injustice to our nation’s vet-
erans that I believe demands urgent at-
tention by Congress and the Clinton 
Administration. 

This will be the fourth consecutive 
year, that the Clinton Administration 
has proposed a flat-line appropriation 
for veterans’ health care in its FY 2000 
budget request. The VA’s budget in-
cludes a $17.3 billion appropriation re-
quest for the Veterans Health Adminis-
tration (VHA). Although, the Clinton 
Administration’s request includes al-
lowing the VA to collect approximately 
$749 million from third-party insurers— 
$124 million more than in FY 1999, this 
cap on medical spending places a great-
er strain on the quality of patient care 
currently provided in our nation’s VA 
facility, especially when meeting the 
needs and high health costs of our rap-
idly aging World War II population. 

In a memo to VA Secretary Togo 
West, Under Secretary for Health Dr. 
Kenneth Kizer expressed concern that 
the Administration’s FY 2000 requested 
budget ‘‘poses very serious financial 
challenges which can only be met if de-
cisive and timely actions are taken.’’ 
He indicates that cuts must be made 
now to preclude even deeper cuts such 
as ‘‘mandatory employee furloughs, se-
vere curtailment of services or elimi-
nation of programs, and possible un-
necessary facility closures.’’ Dr. Kizer 
also states that ‘‘. . . changes are abso-
lutely essential if we are to prepare 
ourselves for the limitations inherent 
in the proposed FY 2000 budget.’’ 

I have met with several representa-
tives of South Dakota’s veterans’ orga-
nizations who have expressed their jus-
tifiable fears and frustrations that the 
VA’s flat-lined health care budget is 
causing mandatory reductions in out-
patient and inpatient care and VA staff 
levels. Since 1992, over 150 full-time 
employees at the Ft. Meade VA facility 
have been cut do to insufficient budg-

ets. There are legitimate fears in South 
Dakota that inpatient care will be 
eliminated from one of our VA facili-
ties if an immediate solution is not 
found to augment the VA’s budget. 

Peter Henry, Director of the Ft. 
Meade/Hot Springs VA facilities has 
been raiding from other budgets and 
has been forced to close other services 
in order to provide health care for vet-
erans in western South Dakota. If the 
FY 2000 VA budget is not increased, Dr. 
Henry will soon be forced to reduce in-
patient care and could result in pos-
sible denial of certain category vet-
erans. 

South Dakota’s veterans are tired of 
hearing what the VA cannot do for 
them. It is time for Congress and the 
VA to tell veterans ‘‘Yes, we can and 
will help you.’’ 

Many of South Dakota’s 70,000 vet-
erans contend that four years of flat- 
lined budgets for VA health care has 
left the system in danger of losing as 
many as 8,000 employees nationwide, 
eliminating health care programs and 
possibly closing VA facilities like the 
one in Sioux Falls. I have heard from 
people like Harry VandeMore, a Korean 
war veteran, who said, ‘‘There was 
plenty of money to send me to Korea. 
There was plenty of money for hand 
grenades, plenty of money for rifle 
shells. I guess the government would 
like to throw me out in the weeds. I 
don’t know where I would go for health 
care [without the VA]. The days of the 
hospital here in Sioux Falls are num-
bered if this keeps up.’’ 

Gene Murphy, a former national com-
mander of the Disabled American Vet-
erans and now state adjutant for the 
South Dakota DAV, feels that ‘‘. . . our 
government is always happy to send us 
off to war, but apparently they’re not 
so happy to take care of us when we 
come back.’’ 

Since I began my service in Congress 
over twelve years ago, I have held 
countless meetings, marched in small 
town Memorial Day parades, and par-
ticipated in Veterans Day tributes with 
South Dakota’s veterans. As the years 
go on their concerns remain the same. 
To ensure that Congress provides the 
VA with adequate funding to meet the 
health care needs for all veterans. 
Without additional funding South Da-
kota VA facilities will continue to face 
staff reductions, cutbacks in programs, 
and possible closing of facilities. 

Too often, I have received letters 
from veterans who must wait up to 
three months to see a doctor. For 
many veterans who do not have any 
other form of health insurance, the VA 
is the only place they can go to receive 
medical attention. They were promised 
medical care when they completed 
their service and now many veterans 
are having to jump through hoops just 
to see a doctor. 

Our nation’s veterans groups have 
worked extensively on crafting a sen-
sible budget that will allow the VA to 
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provide the necessary care to all vet-
erans. They have offered an Inde-
pendent Budget that calls for an imme-
diate $3 billion increase for VA health 
care to rectify two current deficiencies 
in the VA budget. First, the VA has 
had to reduce expenditures by $1.3 bil-
lion due to their flatlined budget at 
$17.3 billion. These were mandatory re-
ductions in outpatient and inpatient 
care and VA staff levels that the VA 
had to make due to their flatlined 
budget. 

The remaining $1.7 billion is needed 
to keep up with medical inflation, 
COLAs for VA employees, new medical 
initiatives that the VA wants to begin 
(Hepatitis C screenings, emergency 
care services), long term health care 
costs, funding for homeless veterans, 
and treating 54,000 new patients in 89 
outpatient clinics. 

Mr. President, as a member of the 
Budget Committee I was encouraged 
that an additional $1 billion was added 
for veterans health care. Although this 
will help relieve some of the VA’s budg-
etary constraints, I believe that more 
needs to be done. The veterans commu-
nity has requested that VA health care 
needs to be augmented by $3 billion to 
ensure the provision of accessible and 
high quality services to veterans. That 
is why I offered an amendment during 
the Budget Committee mark up of the 
budget resolution that would have 
raised VA health care by an additional 
$2 billion. The nation’s top veterans 
groups (AMVETS, Blinded Veterans 
Association, Disabled American Vet-
erans, Paralyzed Veterans of America, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars and Vietnam 
Veterans of America) voiced their 
strong support for my amendment in a 
letter that I shared with members of 
the Committee. Unfortunately, my 
amendment failed 11–11. 

Therefore, I along with Senator 
WELLSTONE offered an amendment that 
once again increased veterans health 
care by $2 billion. I was pleased that 
the Senate accepted my amendment by 
a vote of 99–0. The future of health care 
for veterans at the Sioux Falls, Hot 
Springs, and Ft. Meade VA facilities 
and in VA hospitals across the country 
will be sustained by this $3 billion total 
increase for veterans health care. The 
VA must be provided with every re-
source to provide quality care for all 
eligible veterans who walk into a VA 
facility. 

Mr. President, I feel that our VA fa-
cilities are on the verge of a cata-
strophic collapse if we continue to re-
main idle on this issue. In 1972, the 
Sioux Falls VA medical facility con-
tained 269 beds for inpatient care. 
Today, they are down to 44 beds. This 
is a facility that saw 75,000 people walk 
through their doors last year. Some 
veterans have told me that when they 
go to the VA they see more janitors 
than nurses. This is unacceptable. If we 
want to provide care for all eligible 
veterans who walk into a VA facility 
Congress needs to act now. 

The funding required for this amend-
ment represents a minute fraction of 

the total federal budget that we are de-
bating here today. However, the fund-
ing we set aside to improve accessi-
bility and quality of care within our 
veterans health care system will pro-
vide a tremendous boost for an already 
stretched and fractured VA medical 
system. 

As we enter the twilight of the Twen-
tieth Century, we can look back at the 
immense multitude of achievements 
that led to the ascension of the United 
States of America as the preeminent 
nation in modern history. We owe this 
title as world’s greatest superpower in 
large part to the twenty-five million 
men and women who served in our 
armed services and who defended the 
principles and ideals of our nation. 

From the battlefields of Lexington 
and Concord, to the beaches of Nor-
mandy, and to the deserts of the Per-
sian Gulf, our nation’s history is re-
plete with men and women who, during 
the savagery of battle, were willing to 
forego their own survival not only to 
protect the lives of their comrades, but 
because they believed that peace and 
freedom was too invaluable a right to 
be vanquished. Americans should never 
forget our veterans who served our na-
tion with such dedication and patriot-
ism. 

Mr. President, I want to thank Sen-
ator WELLSTONE and my Senate col-
leagues for supporting my amendment. 
Acceptance of my amendment was just 
one victory in the war to provide de-
cent, affordable health care for South 
Dakota’s veterans. By passing this 
amendment we live up to our obliga-
tion to our nation’s veterans and en-
sure that they are treated with the re-
spect and honor that they so richly de-
serve. 

MEDIA COVERAGE OF FEDERAL COURT 
PROCEEDINGS 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senator GRASSLEY in in-
troducing this legislation to permit 
federal trials and appellate proceedings 
to be televised, at the discretion of the 
presiding judge. 

Former Chief Justice Warren Burger 
once said of the U.S. Supreme Court, 
‘‘A court which is final and 
unreviewable needs more careful scru-
tiny than any other. Unreviewable 
power is the most likely to indulge 
itself and the least likely to engage in 
dispassionate self-analysis . . . In a 
country like ours, no public institu-
tion, or the people who operate it, can 
be above public debate.’’ 

I believe that these words are appli-
cable to the entire federal judiciary. As 
such, I strongly support giving federal 
judges discretion to televise the pro-
ceedings over which they preside. When 
the people of this nation watch their 
government in action, they come to 
understand how our governing institu-
tions work and equip themselves to 
hold those institutions accountable for 
their deeds. If there are flaws in our 
governing institutions—including our 
courts—we hide them only at our peril. 

The federal courts are lagging behind 
the state courts on the issue of tele-

vising court proceedings. Indeed, 48 out 
of the 50 states allow cameras in their 
courtrooms in at least some cases. 
Moreover, a two-and-a-half year pilot 
program in which cameras were rou-
tinely permitted in six federal district 
courts and two courts of appeals re-
vealed near universal support for cam-
eras in the courtroom. 

Our bill would simply afford federal 
trial and appellate judges discretion to 
permit cameras in their courtrooms. It 
would not require them to do so. Fur-
thermore, to protect the privacy of 
non-party witnesses, the legislation 
would give such witnesses the right to 
have their voices and images obscured 
during their testimony. 

A version of this legislation passed 
the House in the previous Congress. I 
eagerly anticipate Senate passage and 
the day when openness is the norm in 
our federal courtrooms, not the excep-
tion. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I op-
pose the Republican Budget Resolution 
because it supports the wrong prior-
ities. 

1998 was an exceptional year in this 
country’s modern economic history. 
We enjoyed the first budget surplus in 
29 years and the economy exceeded ex-
pectations and continued to expand in 
the face of international instability— 
unemployment remained low; wages 
continued to increase; welfare recipi-
ents declined; home ownership in-
creased; and interest rates remained 
low. All of is good news has allowed the 
White House, the Congress, and the 
American people to begin debating how 
to use future surpluses which are pro-
jected for the foreseeable future. 

As a Member of Congress who arrived 
in Washington when the annual federal 
budget deficit was over $220 billion and 
still growing, I am extremely pleased 
and a little amazed that we have got-
ten to where we are today. That said, I 
think it is extremely important that 
Congress proceed carefully in the com-
ing years to ensure we make wise 
choices that will keep this country’s 
budget running in the black for years 
to come. 

Writing the FY 2000 budget is our 
first test of how we will handle existing 
and future surpluses to ensure long- 
term economic growth and stability, 
and it is a test too important to com-
ing generations for us to fail. I believe 
that this year’s budget resolution 
should follow four principles: first, we 
must save Social Security and Medi-
care; second, we should pay down the 
national debt; third, we should support 
targeted tax relief to low and middle- 
income Americans; and finally, we 
should identify and support critically 
needed discretionary priorities. 

Unfortunately, the Republican Budg-
et Resolution doesn’t follow these prin-
ciples, which I believe are critical to 
balancing the many pressing needs of 
this nation. First, the Republican 
Budget Resolution does nothing to pre-
serve Medicare. Second, while I support 
targeted tax cuts, I cannot support the 
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use of essentially all future on-budget 
surpluses for tax cuts at the expense of 
Medicare solvency and other critical 
discretionary investments such as vet-
erans health care. Third, the Repub-
lican budget resolution reduces non-de-
fense discretionary spending by $20 bil-
lion in FY 2000. Finally, while the reso-
lution increases funding for some pro-
grams and protects others from cuts, 
the bottom line is that discretional 
programs such as agriculture, head 
start, law enforcement, and many 
other critically important programs 
could be cut by more than 12% under 
the Republican Budget Resolution. I 
support preserving the discretionary 
caps and acknowledge that the caps 
force many tough decisions on deci-
sions on discretionary spending prior-
ities. However, I firmly believe that we 
can do a better job of balancing discre-
tionary priorities than what is in-
cluded in the Republican Budget Reso-
lution. 

AMENDMENT NO. 197 
Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 

rise today to offer a Sense of the Sen-
ate resolution as an amendment to the 
Budget Resolution. I am pleased to be 
joined in this endeavor by Senators 
SANTORUM, BINGAMAN, and ABRAHAM. 
As my colleagues know, saving is em-
powering. It allow families to weather 
the bad times, to live without aid, and 
to deal with emergencies. But more 
than just being a safety net, savings 
offer families a ladder up. That is be-
cause saving is the first step towards 
developing assets. And assets beget as-
sets. Having them can actually change 
a family’s economic station and set a 
better course for generations to come. 

Yet, despite our booming economy 
we know that fully a third of all Amer-
ican households have no financial as-
sets to speak of. For those with chil-
dren the outlook is even worse. Almost 
half of all American children live in 
households that have no financial as-
sets. This, in my view, is an untenable 
situation that should be changed. 

Mr. President, we in the Senate have 
produced some innovative legislation 
in recent years that are designed to en-
courage Americans to build assets for 
retirement. That is due in no small 
part to the leadership of Senator ROTH 
and Senator MOYNIHAN; Senate leaders 
who understand the importance of sav-
ings. However, I believe that we have 
been remiss in neglecting the Amer-
ican that assets can benefit the most: 
the working poor. They need to build 
assets not just for retirement, but also 
for the betterment of their lives and 
those of their children. 

So Mr. President I, along with my 
distinguished colleagues offer this 
Sense of the Senate. It simply says 
that the tax laws should encourage 
low-income workers and their families 
to build assets. Similar language was 
offered by Representative THOMPSON, 
and passed unanimously in the House 
Budget Committee mark-up. I hope 
that this resolution will also be accept-
ed here unanimously. Thank you and I 
cede the remainder of my time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 224 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pose a question to my col-
league, Mr. BAUCUS. I would like to 
thank my colleague, Mr. BAUCUS for 
working with me on our amendment 
concerning Korea’s compliance with 
their trade agreements. For our beef 
and pork producers, this couldn’t come 
at more pressing time. Particularly 
since the South Korean Government 
reportedly has been subsidizing its 
pork exports to Japan and these sub-
sidies are hindering U.S. pork pro-
ducers from capturing their full poten-
tial in the Japanese market. 

However, I would like to take a mo-
ment to pose a question to Mr. BAUCUS 
in order to clarify paragraph (4). My 
question is what kind of report do we 
intend to request? And how shall we 
define what ‘‘resources’’ shall be re-
ported upon? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I thank you for work-
ing with me on this measure and agree 
with you that it is critical that South 
Korea live up to its trade agreements 
concerning beef and pork. For that rea-
son, I agree that we should clarify the 
implications of paragraph (4). In an-
swer to your questions, I would respond 
that reporting to Congress is meant to 
say that any reporting will: be in 
verbal form. And, second, that reports 
on resources used to stabilize the 
South Korean market will be provided 
by the Department of Treasury and the 
Department of Agriculture as appro-
priate. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I concur with your 
suggestions and urge all of my col-
leagues to support the measure as de-
fined. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I am 
joined today by Senator CRAPO in offer-
ing a Sense of the Senate amendment 
rejecting a new tax proposed by the 
Clinton Administration. I am very 
pleased that this amendment has been 
cleared on both sides of the aisle and 
will be accepted by the full United 
States Senate. This unanimous voice 
vote for the Abraham-Crapo amend-
ment demonstrates beyond shadow of a 
doubt that this association tax in-
crease proposal is dead on arrival here 
in the United States Senate. 

As part of the Administration’s fiscal 
year 2000 budget proposal, this tax 
would be levied on the investment in-
come earned by non-profit trade asso-
ciations and professional societies. 
This proposal, which would tax any in-
come earned through interest, divi-
dends, capital gains, rents and royal-
ties in excess of $10,000, imposes a tre-
mendous burden on thousands of small 
and mid-sized trade associations and 
professional societies currently exempt 
under 501(c)(6) of the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

The Administration would like us to 
believe that this tax is targeted to a 
few large associations, affecting only 
those ‘‘lobbying organizations’’ which 
exist as tax shelters for members and 
to further the goals of special inter-
ests. Mr. President, nothing could be 
further from the truth. 

This new tax would affect an esti-
mated 70,000 registered trade associa-
tions and professional societies. The 
bulk of these associations operate at a 
state and local level, many of whom 
perform little, if any, lobbying func-
tion. In fact, associations rely on in-
vestment income to perform such vital 
services as education, training, stand-
ard setting, industry safety, research 
and statistical data, and community 
outreach. Through association orga-
nized volunteer programs, Americans 
contribute more than 173 million vol-
unteer hours per year, at a value esti-
mated at over $2 billion annually. 

These organizations already con-
tribute millions in taxes for any activi-
ties which place them in competition 
with for-profit businesses. Yet the Ad-
ministration would like to impose a 
new tax on income earned outside of 
the competitive business environment, 
income which is used to fund functions 
serving the public welfare. Unlike for- 
profit corporations, investment income 
does not go to shareholders, individ-
uals, or other companies. Associations 
do not have the liberty of simply rais-
ing prices, as do ordinary corporations, 
to cover increased costs. 

Mr. President, faced with an addi-
tional increase in taxes of $1.44 billion 
over the next five years, many trade 
associations will be forced to cut back 
on important services, and some may 
not survive an economic downturn 
without the small cushion their invest-
ments provide. Without such services 
provided by associations, the govern-
ment will be forced to step in, increas-
ing expenditures and creating addi-
tional government programs and de-
partments. 

During a time when the government 
is projecting on-budget tax surpluses of 
more than $800 billion over the next 10 
years, it is unconscionable that we 
allow the Administration to levy a new 
tax on these non-profit organizations. 

Mr. President, in summary, the 
unanimous vote puts the entire Senate 
on record as rejecting this misguided 
tax increase on trade associations. 
Should this association tax proposal 
surface as a part of—or as an amend-
ment to—tax reduction legislation re-
ported by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee later this year, I will fight to 
ensure that the Senate adheres to the 
vote that we have taken today express-
ing the Sense of the Senate that it 
ought to be rejected outright. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, this is the 
third time this year that I’ve come to 
the floor to express my strong support 
to help states and localities build and 
repair our children’s schools. I am con-
cerned that this budget resolution, 
which often serves as our roadmap 
throughout the appropriations process, 
does not adequately take into account 
the urgent need that school districts 
are facing throughout the country. Not 
only do we have old schools in des-
perate need of repair, we also have a 
growing student population. States and 
localities simply cannot keep up with 
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their school construction and repair 
needs. They cannot pay for major in-
frastructure projects without our help. 

Mr. President, this is what we know. 
We know that the average school build-
ing in the country is 50 years old. We 
know that GAO estimates that we need 
$112 billion just to repair old buildings 
to make them safe. And Mr. President, 
we know that over the last ten years, 
public school enrollment has increased 
16.4% and that GAO estimates that it 
will cost an additional $73 billion to 
build the new schools we need to ac-
commodate this surge in enrollment. 

Mr. President, in Virginia, there are 
over 3,000 trailers in use. These trailers 
are not wired to the Internet; they’re 
not even wired to their own schools 
network. Over the last two years, 38% 
of our school districts have been forced 
to close at least one building in each 
district due to facility-related prob-
lems. The most commonly reported 
problem was the insufficiency of air- 
conditioning and ventilation. In fact, 
our students have lost 38 days of in-
structional time—that’s seven weeks— 
because of problems with the air condi-
tioning. 

But these problems are not unique to 
Virginia. School infrastructure prob-
lems exist everywhere. In Alabama, it 
is reported that the roof of an elemen-
tary school collapsed just after the 
children had left for the day. In Chi-
cago, teachers place cheesecloth over 
air vents to filter out lead-based paint 
flecks from getting into their class-
rooms. In Ohio, there are even some 
children who use outhouses instead of 
modern-day restrooms. Roughly forty 
percent of New Mexico schools have in-
adequate electrical wiring, and fifty 
percent of Delaware schools report in-
adequate plumbing systems. 

The list goes on and on. 
Developing a budget is about setting 

priorities. I have long believed that we 
have three basic priorities which 
should come before all others: we 
should provide for our citizens a strong 
national defense, we should provide 
quality education for our children, and 
we should not pass on debt to the next 
generation. 

When we consider the federal role in 
education, we should focus on helping 
states and localities to meet their 
pressing needs. And Mr. President we 
have pressing needs when it comes to 
the condition of our schools. It is a 
pressing need when we see children 
fainting in school because the building 
has no air conditioning. It is a pressing 
need when we see a child attending 
class in a trailer. It is a pressing need 
when we see leaky, unsafe roofs. I don’t 
believe that any parent would deny 
that their children’s needs come first. 

We should not procrastinate in find-
ing a solution to this problem. This 
amendment is broadly worded. It 
doesn’t target the money to any par-
ticular population. It doesn’t impede 
stats’ efforts to begin their construc-
tion projects. Where there are disagree-
ments on how to allocate federal funds 

to the states, or whether or not to tar-
get a certain portion of those funds, or 
whether to have more private sector 
involvement, or what amount of fed-
eral dollars we can afford, let’s talk 
about those issues. But let’s at least 
agree that we in Congress do have an 
important role to play. This amend-
ment is merely an attempt to deter-
mine whether this Congress is going to 
recognize our national school construc-
tion crisis. Our states and localities 
have recognized the crisis and are 
reaching out for our help. 

Mr. President, last session Congress 
recognized another infrastructure 
need—our national transportation 
need—and appropriated $216 billion for 
roads and transit projects. If we can 
recognize this national need, come to-
gether on a bipartisan basis, and pass 
legislation to build roads, surely we 
can come together to build schools. 
Schools are more than just classrooms, 
they’re community centers. Schools 
provide more than just classroom in-
struction, they provide the keys to the 
future. 

Mr. President, this amendment is a 
starting point. Let’s at least send the 
right message to this Nation: that we 
see the leaking roofs, that we see the 
cracked walls, that we see all the trail-
ers—and that we are willing to help. 

I thank my friends, Senator LAUTEN-
BERG and Senator HARKIN, and all those 
who have co-sponsored this amendment 
and I urge its adoption. With that, Mr. 
President, I yield the floor. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
on behalf of Senator GREGG and myself 
to offer a Sense of the Senate Amend-
ment to reaffirm the commitment of 
the United States government to make 
good on the promise it made in 1975 to 
fund special education and to reject the 
President’s efforts to undermine this 
commitment. 

When Congress passed the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Act in 1975, 
the federal government promised 
states and local school districts that 
Washington would help them meet the 
cost of educating students with special 
needs. The federal government pledged 
to pay 40 percent of the average cost of 
providing elementary and secondary 
education for each student receiving 
special education. Unfortunately, the 
federal government has failed to meet 
this obligation, creating an unfunded 
mandate that must be borne by every 
state and community in America. 

Due to the efforts of Senator GREGG 
and others, we are making progress. 
The appropriation for Fiscal Year 1999 
contained a 13 percent increase in spe-
cial education funding. As the Table 
behind me shows, the Budget Resolu-
tion before the Senate increases fund-
ing for K–12 education by $27.5 billion 
more than the President’s budget over 
the next five years. This includes an in-
crease of $2.5 billion dollars for special 
education over the next five years. 

We must not retreat from our com-
mitment to fund special education, as 
the President’s budget proposes to do. 

This Sense of the Senate resolution 
will make clear that we reject the 
President’s flat funding of special edu-
cation grants to the states. Instead, it 
expresses the Senate’s intention to ful-
fill the pledge made years ago. 

What would this mean for our states 
and local school districts? Let’s take 
my home State of Maine as an exam-
ple. In the 1997–1998 school year, the 
total cost of special education was $189 
million dollars. The Individuals with 
Disabilities Act promised Maine $2,318 
per student receiving special education 
services, but the federal government 
only sent the states slightly more than 
$535 per student—which means that 
Maine received $57 million dollars less 
than what had been promised. 

For the current school year, the in-
creased appropriation for special edu-
cation brings the federal payment to 
$638 per student but still leaves a 
shortfall that exceeds $55 million. The 
President’s budget proposal for fiscal 
year 2000, however, reverses this 
progress and allows the federal short-
fall in Maine alone to grow to almost 
$59 million. According the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education, the unmet mandate 
will reach over $11 billion nationally. 
We can not continue to shift this bur-
den to our local communities. We must 
meet the federal commitment to help 
pay for special education and end this 
unfunded mandate. 

I want to quote briefly from a letter 
I received last week from the Governor 
of Maine. In the letter, Governor Angus 
King describes the consequence of this 
mandate on Maine’s communities. 

The costs of special education (in Maine) 
. . . continue to grow dramatically, at near-
ly twice the rate of increase in overall edu-
cation spending. The federal mandate to pro-
vide all children with a free and appropriate 
education is being met, but the rising costs 
of special education are borne by local prop-
erty taxpayers. The fiscal pain of meeting 
this mandate is dividing our communities 
around an issue on which we should be 
united—helping every child meet this or her 
full potential, without regard to disability. 

In Maine, meeting this mandate ac-
counts for millions of dollars annually, 
dollars that otherwise could be used for 
school construction, teacher salaries, 
new computers, or any other state ef-
fort to improve the performance of our 
students. 

We need to increase federal spending 
on education, but we do not need new 
federal categorical programs with more 
federal regulations and dollars wasted 
on administrative costs. Rather we 
need to meet our commitment to bear 
our fair share of special education 
costs. As Governor King told President 
Clinton several weeks ago, ‘‘If you 
want to do something for schools in 
Maine, then fund special education and 
we can hire our own teachers and build 
our own schools.’’ This is true for every 
state. The best thing this Congress can 
do for education is to move toward 
fully funding, the federal government’s 
share of special education—not stand-
ing in place as the President’s budget 
would have us do. 
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I urge my colleagues to support this 

commitment to give our states and 
local communities the financial help 
they have been promised and so des-
perately need. Let’s finally keep the 
promise made more than 20 years ago. 

Mr. SNOWE. I support the Chafee 
amendment that assumes funding of 
$200 million specifically for the state-
side program of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund to come out of 
Function 370. It is my understanding 
that no specific program in Function 
370 has been designated as an offset for 
the Chafee amendment. The ultimate 
funding decision of course rests with 
the appropriators, but I wanted to take 
this opportunity to cast my support for 
funds for the LWCF stateside program, 
which has not received any funding 
since 1995. 

Up until 1995, LWCF stateside pro-
gram funds were used in my state to 
assist communities for planning, ac-
quiring and developing outdoor recre-
ation facilities that would not other-
wise have been affordable, especially in 
the smaller communities in Maine. 

The LWCF stateside program has 
funded such local projects in Maine as 
the community playground in Durham, 
the Mt. Apatite trails in Auburn, the 
Dionne Park Playground in 
Madawaska, the East-West Aroostook 
Valley trail in Caribou, the Williams 
Wading Pool in Augusta, multi-purpose 
fields in St. George, Hampden, Buxton, 
Calais, and Bradford, the skating rink 
in Bucksport, and wharf rehabilitation 
in Greenville. 

By leveraging state dollars with crit-
ical LWCF stateside funds, Maine’s 
communities have been able to enjoy 
recreational facilities such as neigh-
borhood parks, swimming pools, and 
ball fields, and also have had the oppor-
tunity to conserve certain highly val-
ued lands that the citizens of the state 
wish to save for outdoor recreational 
activities for themselves and for gen-
erations to come. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I am 

proud to stand with my colleague from 
Maine in offering this important 
amendment to the Budget Resolution. 
Senator COLLINS has been a leader in 
the area of higher education and she 
has contributed a great deal as a mem-
ber of the Health, Education and Labor 
and Pensions Committee. 

Last year, the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee re-
ported and Congress passed the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998. We 
adopted the conference report to ac-
company that bill by overwhelming, bi-
partisan vote of 96–0. Throughout the 
process, we were determined to craft 
legislation that offered students more 
opportunities. We kept our sights 
clearly focused on the goal of increas-
ing educational opportunities for all 
our nation’s students. 

We achieved our goal and as a result, 
students will receive significant bene-
fits from the passage of that legisla-
tion. They will benefit from the lowest 

interest rate in 17 years on their new 
student loans. They will benefit from 
strengthened and improved student 
grant programs and campus based pro-
grams. They will benefit from the cre-
ation of a performance based organiza-
tion housed in the Department of Edu-
cation which will vastly improve the 
delivery of student financial aid. More 
of our nation’s aspiring students will 
be prepared for and able to pursue 
higher education because of programs 
like TRIO and GEAR UP. Clearly, that 
bill went far in opening the door to all 
who dream of pursuing higher edu-
cation. 

We have an opportunity today to 
take another step forward in meeting 
the goals that we set out in the Higher 
Education Amendments of 1998. 

The Sense of Senate offered by Sen-
ator COLLINS, myself and others follows 
the blueprint that we laid out during 
reauthorization and encourages the Ap-
propriations Committee to increase 
funding for some of the most critical 
programs designed to help our neediest 
students succeed at the undergraduate 
level. 

Earlier this year I called for a $400 in-
crease in the maximum Pell grant. The 
importance of this program cannot be 
overstated—it is the cornerstone of our 
federal investment in need-based grant 
aid. It has helped millions of young 
people obtain a degree. The Pell grant 
has made a positive difference in the 
lives of individual students who re-
ceived it and it is has made a positive 
difference in the well being of our na-
tion. Thanks to the Pell grant, more 
Americans have received a post sec-
ondary degree, the knowledge base of 
our nation has been expanded and the 
earnings base of our nation has in-
creased. 

This Sense of the Senate also calls on 
Congress to increase funds for other 
programs that have as their goal in-
creasing access to post secondary study 
for our nation’s neediest students. The 
SEOG program, Perkins Loans, LEAP, 
Federal Work Study and TRIO all are 
targeted to provide additional assist-
ance, both financial and educational, 
to students who really need it the 
most. These funds often times make 
the difference for a student between 
making it through school or dropping 
out. Therefore, our efforts today in 
support of these programs are critical. 

We are pleased to have the support of 
nearly all the major higher education 
groups on this amendment. These orga-
nizations represent the students and 
institutions and they have a deep, 
first-hand understanding of how impor-
tant this federal investment is to to-
day’s undergraduate students. 

I applaud my colleague from Maine, 
Ms. COLLINS for her contributions to 
the Higher Education Amendments of 
1998 and for the effort she is making 
today. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my distinguished 

colleague from New Mexico, Senator 
BINGAMAN, to introduce this amend-
ment, which would once again put this 
Senate on record in support of restor-
ing our nation’s military science and 
technology base. Specifically, our 
amendment expresses the Sense of the 
Senate that the budgetary levels for 
the Defense Science and Technology 
program should be consistent with the 
2% real increases in the budget request 
called for by Congress in last year’s De-
fense Authorization Act. 

Without question, our nation has 
built the most technologically superior 
military force in the history of man-
kind. During our recent demonstration 
of resolve against Saddam Hussein, the 
men and women who participated in 
Operation Desert Fox were virtually 
untouchable. The results of their ef-
forts were amazing: we attacked over 
100 separate targets in an effort to de-
grade Saddam Hussein’s military infra-
structure. We totally destroyed 85 per-
cent of these targets, and partially 
damaged the remainder, all without so 
much as a scratched airplane. 

Why are our aircraft so overwhelm-
ingly dominant and untouchable on the 
battlefield? The answer: the Air Force 
made an investment many years ago in 
science and technology research and we 
are now reaping the returns of that in-
vestment. 

Unfortunately, in recent years, the 
Air Force, as well as our other service 
branches, have made significant reduc-
tions in its investment in scientific re-
search which may cast a long, dark 
shadow on the success of tomorrow’s 
military. Over the last 10 years, the Air 
Force, for example, has reduced the 
S&T workforce by 2,375 people. A large 
number of these talented individuals 
came from Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base in Dayton, Ohio. And unless we in 
Congress take action, Wright-Patter-
son and other similar bases across our 
country will continue to lose this 
unrivaled expertise. 

Mr. President, this should be of great 
concern to all of us. Continued invest-
ment in Defense S&T research is cru-
cial if we are to meet the challenges 
ahead. Yes, our nation’s central secu-
rity concern of the past half century— 
the threat of communist expansion—is 
gone. However, the world is far from 
being a safe place. Every day, our na-
tion faces more and more diverse and 
complex challenges—as highlighted by 
recent events in the Middle East, 
Kosovo, international terrorism, pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion and the means to deliver them, 
and the flooding of illegal drugs into 
our country. These threats to stability 
and security require an enduring com-
mitment to diplomatic engagement 
and military readiness. In both in-
stances, science and technology re-
search plays a critical role. 

Today we lead the world in virtually 
every measure of technological devel-
opment, but we can’t rest on our recent 
successes. To remain the best we have 
to continue to offer the best tech-
nology and employ the best scientists, 
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engineers, technicians, and innovators. 
The brave men and women of tomor-
row’s military will have to fight with 
the technology we invest in today— 
what we do today will have a direct im-
pact on our success tomorrow. 

Since the founding of our great na-
tion, scientific discovery and techno-
logical innovation have advanced our 
military capabilities and economic 
prosperity, ensuring the United States’ 
position as a world leader. I must con-
fess a great deal of personal pride in 
the dedicated men and women at 
Wright-Patterson Air Force Base—the 
Defense Department’s largest research 
site—who play no small part in this en-
deavor. 

Wright-Patterson, founded in 1917 
and formerly known as McCook Field, 
has given the nation technological ad-
vancements too numerous to count. 
These include advanced lightweight 
aerodynamic designs, advanced jet en-
gines, hypersonic lifting bodies, devel-
opment of the first ‘‘smart weapons,’’ 
and many, many others. 

It is doubtful we will see that kind of 
achievement in the near future. My 
colleagues and I are here offering this 
amendment because we are very con-
cerned that the proposed level of fund-
ing for Defense S&T programs for next 
year is nearly $400 million below the 
level Congress provided this year. 

I am very troubled about the Air 
Force’s proposal to use Air Force S&T 
resources to fund the Space Based 
Laser and Discoverer II (space-based 
radar) program beginning in FY 2000. It 
is our understanding that these pre-
viously non-S&T programs were in-
serted into the FY 2000 Air Force late 
in the budget process, while providing 
no additional funding to cover the 
costs of current S&T programs. This 
represents a significant reduction in 
our Air Force S&T investment in FY 
2000 and the outyears, and unless Con-
gress acts, will result in drastic cuts in 
critical Air Force research programs, 
severe reductions in force, and weaken 
our overall Air Force technology base. 
In fact, earlier this month, the Air 
Force Research Laboratory at Wright- 
Patterson Air Force Base (WPAFB) an-
nounced it would lose 163 civilian posi-
tions as a result of the Air Force’s pro-
posed FY 2000 S&T budget. 

Now that Congress has agreed to ad-
dress emerging readiness issues and in-
crease our investment in our national 
defense, our long term readiness re-
quires Congress to reverse the dan-
gerous decline in S&T funding. Last 
year, Congress recognized this down-
ward trend in our S&T investments and 
passed legislation that called for an in-
crease in the budget for Defense S&T 
programs in all the Services by at least 
two percent above the rate of inflation 
for each year for the next nine years. 

Rebuilding Defense S&T is more than 
in investment in programs, but in peo-
ple as well. Simply restoring funding 
for S&T will not automatically bring 
that lost expertise back. It has to be 
built up over time. In order to take ad-

vantage of next generation technology, 
we need to begin recruiting the next 
generation of innovators. 

For these reasons, it’s important 
that we pass a long-term budget plan 
that is consistent with the goal we set 
last year to rebuild our Defense S&T 
programs and personnel. We can start 
that effort by passing the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New Mex-
ico. If we abide by the commitment 
embodied in this amendment, we will 
give tomorrow’s military the tools it 
needs to ensure our national security 
needs are met. In addition, by invest-
ing in highly qualified personnel, we 
are making it possible to devote the 
best minds toward developing the best 
technology. We must invest now so our 
children can enjoy the peace and pros-
perity that comes with being second to 
none in military technological superi-
ority. 

I thank the Chair. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, I 

rise today to introduce a sense of the 
Senate amendment to the budget reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 20. 

As we prepare to work on this year’s 
federal budget, everyone seems to be 
talking about what we should and 
should not do with the Social Security 
trust funds. There is a growing under-
standing that the federal government 
mixes the revenues of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund in with the revenues of 
the general fund in order to cover-up 
continuing annual deficits. What many 
people may not know is that the gov-
ernment does the same thing with over 
150 other trust funds, mixing them all 
in with the general fund. 

The ‘‘surpluses’’ now being talked 
about are entirely fictitious, the result 
of misleading and deceptive accounting 
practices. The ‘‘surpluses’’ disappear 
once borrowing from the Social Secu-
rity trust funds ($121.9 billion in the 
current fiscal year) and borrowing from 
all other trust funds ($67.9 billion in 
the current fiscal year) are subtracted. 
That’s why the national debt will rise 
by $395.6 billion between FY 1998 and 
FY 2004. 

I believe it is wrong for our govern-
ment to use deceptive accounting prac-
tices. I believe it is wrong to encourage 
the perception that we are running an-
nual surpluses, when in fact we are 
continuing to run annual deficits and 
continuing to add to the national debt. 
Anyone in the private sector who en-
gaged in similar practices would, by 
our own laws, be subjected to prosecu-
tion and imprisonment. Why do we 
allow the government to use account-
ing shell games that would be illegal 
anywhere else? 

To provide a more accurate picture of 
our country’s financial situation to the 
American people, I have this amend-
ment to the Budget Resolution. This 
Sense of the Senate amendment states 
that the Office of Management and 
Budget and the Congressional Budget 
Office should separate the revenues of 
all government trust funds from the 
general fund and report the budget def-

icit or surplus when all trust funds are 
excluded. 

This is an incremental first step to-
ward changing the way Congress and 
the President budget and spend tax-
payer money. 

I ask for your support in this effort 
to provide truthful budget numbers to 
the American people. This amendment 
is, in my judgment, completely non- 
partisan. It makes no pre-judgments 
about tax cuts or spending increases. 
Instead, it simply seeks to expose a de-
ceptive accounting practice long used 
by our federal government. 

Thank you, Mr. President. 
Mr. President, I rise to urge the pas-

sage of my Sense of the Senate amend-
ment to the budget resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 20. This amendment will require 
truth-in-budgeting with respect to the 
on-budget trust funds. 

There is a growing understanding 
that the federal government mixes the 
revenues of the Social Security trust 
fund in with the revenues of the gen-
eral fund in order to cover-up con-
tinuing annual deficits. What many 
people may not know is that the gov-
ernment does the same thing with over 
150 other trust funds, mixing them all 
in with the general fund. 

I believe it is wrong for our govern-
ment to use deceptive accounting prac-
tices. I believe it is wrong to encourage 
the perception that we are running an-
nual surpluses, when in fact we are 
continuing to run annual deficits and 
continuing to add to the national debt. 
Anyone in the private sector who en-
gaged in similar practices would, by 
our own laws, be subjected to prosecu-
tion and imprisonment. Why do we 
allow the government to use account-
ing shell games that would be illegal 
anywhere else? 

To provide a more accurate picture of 
our country’s financial situation to the 
American people, I have offered this 
amendment to the Budget Resolution. 
This Sense of the Senate amendment 
states that the Office of Management 
and Budget and the Congressional 
Budget Office should separate the reve-
nues of all government trust funds 
from the general fund and report the 
budget deficit or surplus when all trust 
funds are excluded. 

I ask for your support in this effort 
to provide truthful budget numbers to 
the American people. This amendment 
is, in my judgement, completely non- 
partisan. It makes no pre-judgements 
about tax cuts or spending increases. 
Instead, it simply seeks to expose a de-
ceptive accounting practice long used 
by our federal government. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, this 
new era of budget surpluses presents us 
with a tremendous opportunity to ex-
pand our investment in education, par-
ticularly our efforts to improve our 
public schools and raise academic 
achievement. This opportunity could 
not come at a better time, given the 
growing importance of knowledge in 
this Information Age economy, the 
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growing concerns parents have about 
the ability of our schools to adequately 
prepare America’s children for the 
challenges ahead of them, and the 
growing interest here in Congress in re-
tooling our Federal education policy 
this year through the reauthorization 
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

The budget resolution before us 
makes an attempt to seize that oppor-
tunity providing for a $32 billion in-
crease in elementary and secondary 
education programs over the next five 
years. But I am disappointed that the 
architects of this plan did not go fur-
ther, that rather than making a dra-
matic statement about the priority we 
place on education quality, this resolu-
tion instead opts to devote far more re-
sources to broad-based tax cuts. In par-
ticular, I am disappointed that, be-
cause of this preference for tax cuts, we 
have failed to fund the President’s plan 
to help local school districts reduce el-
ementary school class sizes by hiring 
100,000 new teachers, a plan I am proud 
to have cosponsored. And I am dis-
appointed that we have failed to fully 
fund our share of IDEA, to finally meet 
the pledge Congress made to cover 40 
percent of the cost of providing a free 
and appropriate education to children 
with special needs. Eliminating this 
shortfall is by far the top priority of 
the teachers and principals and admin-
istrators in my state of Connecticut, 
whose budgets are being busted by the 
spiraling costs of meeting the require-
ments of IDEA, and who tell us that all 
children are suffering as a result. 

It is my hope that we could rectify 
this imbalance, which is why I am join-
ing many of my colleagues in cospon-
soring an amendment that would sig-
nificantly strengthen our investment 
in education. Specifically, it would 
shift one-fifth of the funding reserved 
for tax cuts, $156 billion over the next 
10 years, into education accounts. This 
shift would enable us to fully fund the 
class-size initiative and meet our IDEA 
obligations, as well as provide addi-
tional resources to several important 
K–12 programs. This amendment is 
broadly supported by a wide array of 
education groups, and I believe that it 
truly reflects the will of the American, 
people who have repeatedly expressed 
their preference for using the surplus 
to lift up our schools over broad-based 
tax cuts. 

I would strongly urge my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle to support 
this amendment and send a clear signal 
to the American people about the pri-
orities of this Congress, about our will-
ingness to seize the unique opportunity 
this new budget environment affords to 
invest in our children’s future. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my strong support for 
the Kennedy-Dodd amendment. This 
amendment helps right a wrong that 
was committed during the Senate Ed- 
Flex debate several weeks ago. During 
that debate, the Senate adopted an 
amendment that effectively forces our 

school districts to choose between hir-
ing teachers and providing services for 
students with special needs. This was 
unfair and unnecessary, and I am still 
hopeful that the amendment will be 
dropped in conference. However, I be-
lieve we need to do more than that—we 
need to send a strong signal to our 
school districts that we are committed 
to fulfilling our obligations to fully 
fund both IDEA and hiring teachers. 
The Kennedy-Dodd amendment does 
just that. 

School districts in Wisconsin and 
across the nation are working hard to 
improve public education for all chil-
dren. However, we in Congress must 
also live up to our obligation to assist 
them. Although the Federal govern-
ment has the responsibility to fund 
40% of the costs of special education, 
we are currently only funding about 
10%. In addition, school districts will 
need to hire 2 million new teachers 
over the next decade, and we should 
continue to provide funding for them 
to do that. 

The Kennedy-Dodd amendment pro-
vides full funding for the next six years 
for both IDEA and the hiring of teach-
ers. This amendment sends a strong 
message—backed up by real dollars— 
that we will continue to be partners 
with local communities in improving 
education. It tells them we will not tie 
their hands and force them to choose 
between hiring teachers and serving 
students with special needs. It is our 
duty to live up to our obligations and 
fully fund both. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to support the Kennedy-Dodd 
amendment, and I yield the floor. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to offer an amendment along 
with Senators, ABRAHAM, COVERDELL, 
BURNS, SANTORUM, SMITH of Oregon, 
GRAMS, BAUCUS, and ASHCROFT to the 
budget resolution on the importance of 
counter-narcotic funding. I offer this 
amendment because I want to make it 
crystal clear that this budget, and this 
Congress, should make a serious in-
vestment in anti-drug activities. 

This amendment expresses a Sense of 
Senate that funding for federal drug 
control activities should be at a level 
higher than that proposed in the Presi-
dent’s Budget Request for Fiscal Year 
2000 and that funding for federal drug 
control activities should allow for in-
vestments in programs authorized in 
the Western Hemisphere Drug Elimi-
nation Act and in S.5, the proposed 
Drug Free Century Act, which I intro-
duced earlier this year. 

Mr. President, history has proven 
that a successful anti-drug strategy is 
balanced and comprehensive in three 
key areas: demand reduction—such as 
education and treatment; domestic law 
enforcement; and international supply 
reduction. 

This is why last year, I introduced 
the Western Hemisphere Drug Elimi-
nation Act, a $2.6 billion authorization 
initiative over three years for en-
hanced international eradication, 
interdiction and crop alternative pro-
grams. 

Two factors motivated me to launch 
this bi-partisan effort: a significant 
rise in teen drug use and a significant 
decline in our investment to seize 
drugs outside our borders. This dra-
matic decrease in our international ef-
forts is one of the reasons why drugs 
have become more available and more 
affordable. 

This wasn’t always the case. The 
budget numbers tell an alarming and 
undeniable story. In 1987, the federal 
government’s drug control budget of 
$4.79 billion was divided as follows: 29% 
for demand reduction programs; 38% 
for domestic law enforcement; and 33% 
for international supply reduction. 
This funding breakdown was the norm 
during the Reagan and Bush Adminis-
trations’ efforts against illegal drugs, 
from 1985–92. 

And during that time, our invest-
ment paid off. From 1988–1991, total 
drug use was down 13%. Cocaine use 
dropped by 35%. Marijuana use was re-
duced by 16%. 

After President Clinton took office in 
1993, this Administration pursued an 
anti-drug strategy that upset this care-
ful funding balance. And by 1995, the 
federal drug control budget of $13.3 bil-
lion was divided as follows: 35% for de-
mand reduction programs; 53% for do-
mestic law enforcement, and only 12% 
for international supply reduction. The 
share of our anti-drug investment dedi-
cated to stopping drugs outside our 
country dropped from 33% in 1987 to 
12% in 1995. 

Mr. President, our country is paying 
the price for this unfortunate change 
in strategy. Since 1992, overall drug use 
among teens aged 12 to 17 rose by 70 
percent. Drug-abuse related arrests 
more than doubled for minors between 
1992 and 1996. And the price of drugs 
also decreased during this time period. 

Last year we passed the Western 
Hemisphere Drug Elimination Act and 
also provided a down payment of $829 
million to get this initiative started. 

Today, however, it is clear that the 
Administration is not yet ready to ex-
ercise the leadership Congress de-
manded on this Act. First, the Admin-
istration’s Fiscal Year 2000 budget 
would invest less in our anti-drug ef-
forts than what Congress provided this 
year. Second, regardless of repeated ef-
forts to work with the Administration 
to get serious about eradication and 
interdiction, not one of the top prior-
ities outlined in our bi-partisan Act 
were funded in the Administration’s 
proposed budget. 

So, once again, it is up to us in Con-
gress to set the example and provide 
the leadership to ensure we implement 
a serious and balanced drug control 
policy. 

Let me conclude by thanking the 
Chairman of the Budget Committee, 
Senator DOMENICI, and his staff, for 
their efforts to make sure this budget 
resolution represents the commitment 
we must make if we are truly serious 
about reducing drugs. It will take that 
kind of commitment to help us achieve 
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once again a comprehensive and bal-
anced drug control strategy. Most im-
portant, it will put us back on a course 
toward ridding our schools and commu-
nities of illegal and destructive drugs. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this important and timely 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ear-
lier this month, under the impressive 
bipartisan leadership of Senator ROTH 
and Senator MOYNIHAN, the Finance 
Committee approved the Work Incen-
tives Improvement Act of 1999 by a 16– 
2 vote. This important legislation 
sends a strong message that all Ameri-
cans with disabilities have access to 
the affordable health care they need in 
order to work and live independently. 

The Jeffords amendment endorses 
that legislation as part of the budget 
resolution, and will put the Senate on 
record that now is the time for barriers 
that prevent disabled people from ob-
taining employment to come down. 

Despite the extraordinary growth 
and prosperity the country is now en-
joying, people with disabilities con-
tinue to struggle to live independently 
and become fully contributing mem-
bers of their communities. We need to 
do more to see that the benefits of our 
prosperous economy are truly available 
to all Americans, including those with 
disabilities. Children and adults with 
disabilities deserve access to the bene-
fits and support they need to achieve 
their full potential. 

Large numbers of the 54 million 
Americans with disabilities have the 
capacity to work and become produc-
tive citizens but they are unable to do 
so because of the unnecessary barriers 
they face. For too long people with dis-
abilities have suffered from unfair pen-
alties if they go to work. They are in 
danger of losing their cash benefits if 
they accept a paying job. They are in 
danger of losing their medical cov-
erage, which may well mean the dif-
ference between life and death. Too 
often, they face a harsh choice between 
eating a decent meal and buying their 
needed medication. 

The goal of the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act is to reform and im-
prove existing disability programs so 
that they do more to encourage and 
support every disabled person’s dream 
to work and live independently, and be 
productive and contributing members 
of their society. That goal should be 
the birthright of all Americans—and 
when we say all, we mean all. 

It is a privilege to be part of this bi-
partisan effort with Senator JEFFORDS, 
Senator ROTH, Senator MOYNIHAN, and 
sixty-six other Senate colleagues. 
Work is a central part of the American 
dream, and it is time for Congress to 
give greater support to disabled citi-
zens in achieving that dream. This leg-
islation is the right thing to do, it is 
the cost effective thing to do, and now 
is the time to do it. I urge the Senate 
to make this commitment a part of the 
budget resolution. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
worked for many years to try to keep 

the costs of prescription drugs down. 
Too many Americans are unable to af-
ford the costly medications they need 
to stay healthy. Seniors in Vermont 
living on fixed incomes should not be 
forced to choose between buying food 
or fuel for heat, and paying for pre-
scription drugs. 

As part of this continuing effort, I 
am pleased to cosponsor the Prescrip-
tion Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 
1999, which is being introduced today. 
This bill is an important step toward 
increasing the access of older Ameri-
cans to the prescription drugs they 
need for their health and well-being. 
The Prescription Drug Fairness for 
Seniors Act will allow pharmacies to 
purchase prescription drugs for Medi-
care beneficiaries at the same dis-
counted rates available to the federal 
government and large insurance com-
panies. Seniors should no longer foot 
the bill for generous discounts to the 
favored customers of pharmaceutical 
companies. Under this legislation, sen-
iors could see their medication costs 
decrease by more than 40 percent. 

This is only the first step. We must 
begin to address the greater problem 
that the costs of most prescription 
drugs are not covered by Medicare. As 
drug costs skyrocketed 17 percent in 
the last year alone, paying for prescrip-
tion drugs has become a tremendous 
out-of-pocket burden for seniors, who 
fill 18 prescriptions a year on average. 
I am encouraged by the debate on the 
Senate floor on the Budget Resolution 
which has focused on addressing the 
lack of a drug benefit. I will support ef-
forts to include coverage of prescrip-
tion drugs in the Medicare program. 
This is the right thing to do for sen-
iors, and this is the right time to do it. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleagues, Senators KEN-
NEDY, JOHNSON, LEAHY, WELLSTONE, 
INOUYE, KERRY, and others in intro-
ducing the Prescription Drug Fairness 
for Seniors Act. 

Mr. President, the sky-rocketing cost 
of prescription drugs has long been 
among the top 2 or 3 issues my con-
stituents in Wisconsin call and write to 
me about. The problem of expensive 
prescription drugs is particularly acute 
among Wisconsin senior citizens who 
live on fixed incomes. Nationally, pre-
scription drugs are Senior Citizens’ 
largest single out-of-pocket health care 
expenditure: the average Senior spends 
$100–$200 month on prescription drugs. 

As you may know, Mr. President, last 
fall, a study by the House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee 
found that the average price seniors 
pay for prescription drugs is twice as 
high as that enjoyed by favored cus-
tomers—big purchasers such as HMOs 
and the federal government. The Com-
mittee’s report found a price differen-
tial in one case was 1400%, meaning 
that the retail price a typical senior 
citizen paid was $27.05, while the fa-
vored customer was charged only $1.75. 

To be sure, Mr. President, the Com-
mittee’s report did find that Wisconsin 

had lower price differentials compared 
to other parts of the country, an 85% 
differential compared to a high of 123% 
in California. But I think my constitu-
ents would find that a pretty hollow 
distinction. There’s not doubt in my 
mind that paying 85% more than oth-
ers are charged for the same product is 
unfair, plain and simple. 

Mr. President, as we all know, tradi-
tional Medicare does not cover pre-
scription drugs. While some Medicare 
managed care plans offer a prescription 
drug benefit, few of those managed care 
plans operate in Wisconsin or in other 
largely rural states. So, while pharma-
ceutical companies give lower prices to 
favored customers who buy in bulk, 
small community pharmacies such as 
we have throughout Wisconsin lack 
this purchasing power, meaning that 
Seniors who purchase their prescrip-
tions drugs at those small pharmacies 
get the high prices passed on to them. 

Mr. President, I regularly get calls 
from Seniors on tight, fixed incomes 
who tell me that they have to choose 
between buying groceries and buying 
groceries and buying their prescription 
drugs. I would guess that many of my 
colleagues receive similar calls from 
their constituents. Calls like these, and 
the fact that prices are only getting 
higher as scientific advances develop 
new medications, tell me that we must 
take action to make prescription drugs 
more affordable to Seniors. 

The legislation my colleagues and I 
are introducing today will require that 
pharmaceutical companies offer senior 
citizens the same discounts that they 
offer to their most favored customers. 
Through this legislation, we take an 
important step in making costly but 
vitally important prescription drugs 
more affordable to the Seniors who 
need them. I thank the chair. 

Mr. LOTT addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-

jority leader. 
UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, with a lit-
tle assistance, I believe we can finish 
this bill within the next 45 minutes. 

I commend Senators on both sides of 
the aisle who have worked hard to 
work out these amendments and accept 
them by voice vote. The managers have 
been doing an excellent job, and Sen-
ator REID, and Senator DORGAN, so that 
we can do this. 

But I want to try to explain where we 
are. The votes are still taking close to 
10 minutes. But there is a physical 
problem with just how long it takes to 
call the roll. We will continue to try to 
do those as quickly as possible. 

I believe we have no more than five 
amendments left. We have two that we 
already had ready to go, and we have 
possibly three more, and two more on 
that side. We could be down to, I think, 
no more than five. I don’t want to say 
fewer than that until we are sure what 
we have done. But let me ask unani-
mous consent and see if we can identify 
this properly. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3426 March 25, 1999 
I ask unanimous consent that the fol-

lowing amendments be the only amend-
ments remaining in order, other than 
those previously in order by Senator 
DOMENICI, and except those agreed to 
by the two managers, and, following 
the disposition of the amendments, the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
H. Con. Res. 68, the House companion 
bill. 

I further ask that all after the enact-
ing clause be stricken in the House res-
olution, the text of the Senate resolu-
tion be inserted, passage occur imme-
diately, and the Senate resolution be 
placed back on the Calendar. 

The amendments are as follows. I be-
lieve we have two that are still pend-
ing. 

Robb, No. 181. I believe we are going 
to be able to do that one by voice vote. 

Lautenberg, No. 183, which I believe 
will very likely take a recorded vote. 
Voice vote? All right. We will do those 
two by voice vote. 

Then Kerry No. 190; 
Kennedy, No. 196; 
And Chafee, No. 238. 
I further ask that the votes occur in 

sequence, as provided in the previous 
consent, with all provisions of the pre-
vious consent still in order. 

I want to emphasize, we may still 
work out one or two of those that are 
on the list. But we are locking it down 
to the two that we are going to do by 
voice vote and the three that may re-
quire a recorded vote. 

I yield to the manager. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. We have a ques-

tion. Mr. President, I understand a 
vote will be asked for on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We have another list 
of ones we will accept, that the leader 
hasn’t mentioned, that we agreed on. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. All right. 
Mr. REID. There is also No. 182, the 

Robb amendment. Whatever the body 
decides on that by voice vote will do. 

Mr. LOTT. Right. 
I renew my unanimous consent re-

quest. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, reserving 

the right to object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. My question is, does the 

leader’s request preclude a vote up or 
down on the resolution itself? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, my under-
standing is it does not. It would not be 
my intent to do that. 

Mr. BYRD. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
The Senator from Rhode Island. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I believe that I have 

236. I believe that has been cleared. 
Mr. LOTT. Yes. I believe it has. No. 

236 is on the list. 
Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor. 
Let’s proceed. 
Mr. ROBB addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now proceed to the question on 
the Robb amendment No. 182. 

Several Senators addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator in New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, could 
I do the house cleaning? That will get 
us to the unanimous consent agree-
ment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 164, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, Gra-

ham No. 164, as modified. We ask that 
it be accepted. We send the modifica-
tion to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is so modified. 

The amendment (No. 164), as modi-
fied, is as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 164, AS MODIFIED 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

RECOVERY OF FUNDS BY THE FED-
ERAL GOVERNMENT IN TOBACCO- 
RELATED LITIGATION. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Federal Tobacco Recovery and 
Medicare Prescription Drug Benefit Resolu-
tion of 1999’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The President, in his January 19, 1999 
State of the Union address— 

(A) announced that the Department of Jus-
tice would develop a litigation plan for the 
Federal Government against the tobacco in-
dustry; 

(B) indicated that any funds recovered 
through such litigation would be used to 
strengthen the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.); and 

(C) urged Congress to pass legislation to 
include a prescription drug benefit in the 
medicare program. 

(2) The traditional medicare program does 
not include most outpatient prescription 
drugs as part of its benefit package. 

(3) Prescription drugs are a central ele-
ment in improving quality of life and in rou-
tine health maintenance. 

(4) Prescription drugs are a key component 
to early health care intervention strategies 
for the elderly. 

(5) Eighty percent of retired individuals 
take at least 1 prescription drug every day. 

(6) Individuals 65 years of age or older rep-
resent 12 percent of the population of the 
United States but consume more than 1⁄3 of 
all prescription drugs consumed in the 
United States. 

(7) Exclusive of health care-related pre-
miums, prescription drugs account for al-
most 1⁄3 of the health care costs and expendi-
tures of elderly individuals. 

(8) Approximately 10 percent of all medi-
care beneficiaries account for nearly 50 per-
cent of all prescription drug spending by the 
elderly. 

(9) Research and development on new gen-
erations of pharmaceuticals represent new 
opportunities for healthier, longer lives for 
our Nation’s elderly. 

(10) Prescription drugs are among the key 
tools in every health care professional’s 
medical arsenal to help combat and prevent 
the onset, recurrence, or debilitating effects 
of illness and disease. 

(11) While possible Federal litigation 
against tobacco companies will take time to 
develop, Congress should continue to work to 
address the immediate need among the elder-
ly for access to affordable prescription drugs. 

(12) Treatment of tobacco-related illness is 
estimated to cost the medicare program ap-
proximately $10,000,000,000 every year. 

(13) In 1998, 50 States reached a settlement 
with the tobacco industry for tobacco-re-
lated illness in the amount of $206,000,000,000. 

(14) Recoveries from possible Federal to-
bacco-related litigation, if successful, will 
likely be comparable to or exceed the dollar 
amount recovered by the States under the 
1998 settlement. 

(15) In the event Federal tobacco-related 
litigation is valid, undertaken and is suc-
cessful, funds recovered under such litigation 
should first be used for the purpose of 
strengthening the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund and second to finance a 
medicare prescription drug benefit. 

(16) The scope of any medicare prescription 
drug benefit should be as comprehensive as 
possible, with drugs used in fighting tobacco- 
related illnesses given a first priority. 

(17) Most Americans want the medicare 
program to cover the costs of prescription 
drugs. 

(c) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that funds recovered under any to-
bacco-related litigation commenced by the 
Federal Government should be used first for 
the purpose of strengthening the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund and second to 
fund a medicare prescription drug benefit. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment, as modified, 
is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 164), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 165, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. GRAHAM of Florida, 

No. 165, with a modification. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment is so modified. 
The amendment (No. 165), as modi-

fied, is as follows: 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON OFFSET-
TING INAPPROPRIATE EMERGENCY 
SPENDING. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume that— 

(1) some emergency expenditures made at 
the end of the 105th Congress for fiscal year 
1999 were inappropriately deemed as emer-
gencies; 

(2) Congress and the President should iden-
tify these inappropriate expenditures and 
fully pay for these expenditures during the 
fiscal year in which they will be incurred; 
and 

(3) Congress should only apply the emer-
gency designation for occurrences that meet 
the criteria set forth in the Congressional 
Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment, as modified, 
is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 165), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

Amendments Nos. 227, 230, 185, 214, As 
Modified, And 236. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator ABRAHAM, 
227; 230, Senator STEVENS; 185, Senator 
DURBIN; 214, Senator DEWINE, modifica-
tion. I send the modification to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator CHAFEE, 236. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, the amendment, as modified, 
is agreed to. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3427 March 25, 1999 
The amendments (Nos. 227, 230, 185, 

and 236) were agreed to. 
The amendment (No. 214), as modi-

fied, was agreed to, as follows: 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 
FUNDING FOR COUNTER-NARCOTICS 
INITIATIVES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) from 1985–1992, the Federal Govern-

ment’s drug control budget was balanced 
among education, treatment, law enforce-
ment, and international supply reduction ac-
tivities and this resulted in a 13-percent re-
duction in total drug use from 1988 to 1991; 

(2) since 1992, overall drug use among teens 
aged 12 to 17 rose by 70 percent, cocaine and 
marijuana use by high school seniors rose 80 
percent, and heroin use by high school sen-
iors rose 100 percent; 

(3) during this same period, the Federal in-
vestment in reducing the flow of drugs out-
side our borders declined both in real dollars 
and as a proportion of the Federal drug con-
trol budget; 

(4) while the Federal Government works 
with State and local governments and nu-
merous private organizations to reduce the 
demand for illegal drugs, seize drugs, and 
break down drug trafficking organizations 
within our borders, only the Federal Govern-
ment can seize and destroy drugs outside of 
our borders; 

(5) in an effort to restore Federal inter-
national eradication and interdiction efforts, 
in 1998, Congress passed the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act which author-
ized an additional $2,600,000,000 over 3 years 
for international interdiction, eradication, 
and alternative development activities; 

(6) Congress appropriated over $800,000,000 
in fiscal year 1999 for anti-drug activities au-
thorized in the Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act; 

(9) the proposed Drug Free Century Act 
would build upon many of the initiatives au-
thorized in the Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act, including additional fund-
ing for the Department of Defense for 
counter-drug intelligence and related activi-
ties. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that— 

(1) funding for Federal drug control activi-
ties should be at a level higher than that 
proposed in the President’s budget request 
for fiscal year 2000; and 

(2) funding for Federal drug control activi-
ties should allow for investments in pro-
grams authorized in the Western Hemisphere 
Drug Elimination Act and in the proposed 
Drug Free Century Act. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 226, 223, AND 167, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. DOMENICI. The following 
amendments are withdrawn: 226, 223, 
and 167. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments are with-
drawn. 

The amendments (Nos. 226, 223, and 
167) were withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 183 
Mr. DOMENICI. Senator LAUTEN-

BERG, do you have your amendment? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. I have my 

amendment. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Can we accept it 

right now? 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. We can accept it. 

This is on school modernization. It has 
my list of cosponsors. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, may we 
have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We accept the Lau-
tenberg amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 183) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, 
this amendment expresses the sense of 
the Senate that we should enact legis-
lation to help local school districts 
modernize their schools. This is a crit-
ical need for our school districts. 

This school modernization proposal 
is supported by the National School 
Boards Association, the National PTA, 
the National Association of Elemen-
tary School Principals, and the entire 
range of education advocates. 

Mr. President, help with school mod-
ernization is what the education com-
munity wants from the Federal Gov-
ernment. They don’t want lip service, 
they want action. Here is our chance. I 
ask for my colleagues’ support. 

I thank my principal cosponsor Sen-
ator ROBB for his support for this im-
portant amendment. 

Mr. DOMENICI. That is it so far. 
AMENDMENT NO. 182 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Vir-
ginia. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I hope I 
may have the 60 seconds, even though I 
am going to have a voice vote, and I 
know the result of that vote. 

Mr. President, may I simply say pay- 
as-you-go has served this institution 
and this country well. It has helped re-
duce deficits, and it has helped us not 
to spend money we did not have. Sen-
ator GRAHAM and I thought it would be 
appropriate to continue that discipline. 
Regrettably, in an effort to spend 
money that we do not have, it is being 
withdrawn in this amendment. 

I yield to my distinguished friend 
from Florida to use up any time that I 
have not used. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the 
threat to the surplus is not the threat 
that it will or will not be placed in a 
lockbox. It is a threat whether the sur-
plus will be dissipated by expenditures 
that are not offset by either other 
spending or by sources of revenue to 
support those additional expenditures. 

I believe if you are seriously com-
mitted to preserving the surplus so it 
can be used to strengthen our Social 
Security system, you should give 
strong support to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, the fiscally 
responsible vote is yea. With that, Mr. 
President, I yield. 

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

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
don’t believe we should vote yea. We 
should not be required to follow a pay- 
as-you-go that was there when we had 

big deficits and require we have 60 
votes when you have a surplus or to 
spend any money when you have a sur-
plus. We should not do that. We will 
not support the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is now on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment (No. 182) was re-
jected. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 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. 

AMENDMENT NO. 196 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next 

amendment up is the Kennedy amend-
ment No. 196. 

Mr. DOMENICI. We understand that 
amendment should be called a Rocke-
feller amendment. Is that correct? 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 
that is correct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is the Rockefeller amend-
ment. The Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I may have 
the attention of my colleagues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, 

our senior citizens in the United States 
deserve a Medicare prescription drug 
benefit. The amendment that I am of-
fering, together with Senator KENNEDY, 
creates a credible reserve fund to ac-
commodate such if a bill which reforms 
Medicare, in fact, passes. This will not 
add to the debt. There are no unaccept-
able conditions. There is no uncer-
tainty about whether the funds will be 
there. The idea is clear and simple, and 
I urge my colleagues to vote for the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

There will be order in the Senate. 
Mr. DOMENICI. Fellow Senators, 

this amendment sets up a reserve fund 
for any taxes that might be forth-
coming from cigarettes without requir-
ing any reform or any changes in the 
Medicare program. It just says that is 
out there to be used for Medicare. And 
whatever you want to call it, prescrip-
tion drugs or what, it just doesn’t seem 
to this Senator we ought to be doing 
that when we have a bipartisan Com-
mission and many others saying let’s 
reform Medicare and then let’s see 
where we are. 

So I don’t believe we should be doing 
this, and I move to table the amend-
ment and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 
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There is a sufficient second. The yeas 

and nays are 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. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 45, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.] 
YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

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) 
Snowe 
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 
Feingold 
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 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The motion to lay on the table the 
amendment (No. 196) was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized. 

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

Mr. BREAUX. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

AMENDMENT NO. 190 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we spent 

a lot of effort in the last years trying 
to assert discipline on the budget proc-
ess. This amendment is an opportunity 
to continue that discipline and to vote 
against deficit spending. As my col-
leagues know, I think the vast major-
ity of the Senate is in favor of a tax 
cut. But this tax cut is loaded in a way 
that of $780 billion, $630 billion is not 
until the last years. In fact, it will not 
even take effect until about 2005. 

What we say is we do not take away 
the tax cut. We simply say if CBO says 
that will result in deficit spending, we 
delay for the 1 year until we know we 
are in surplus rather than having to 
deficit spend in order to fund a tax cut. 

The vast majority of the American 
people want to get out of debt. They do 

not want a tax cut if it means deficit 
spending to provide it. The danger is 
that the economic statistics, or reali-
ties, could turn downwards, but the law 
will require a tax cut we cannot afford. 

So, this is a way of saying there is an 
automatic delay. We do not take it 
away. It affects nothing on Social Se-
curity and guarantees no deficit spend-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, the 
simplest way I can explain this is this 
is the kind of tax cut we give, but we 
take it way. It is kind of a reverse trig-
ger. Instead of putting a tax on, we put 
tax on and then we stop it in the event 
we get an estimate from the Congres-
sional Budget Office that the surpluses 
are not quite what we figured out. 

We do not do that for spending. 
Spending can go on up. We have no 
triggers on or off. But when it comes to 
tax cuts, we kind of give them, but we 
do not quite give them. I do not think 
that is the way we ought to treat the 
taxpayer. 

Having said that, the amendment 
violates the Budget Act. It is not ger-
mane and I make the point of order it 
does not comply with the Budget Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

MOTION TO WAIVE THE BUDGET ACT 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, pursuant 
to section 904 of the Budget Act of 1974, 
I move to waive the provisions for con-
sideration of this 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to waive the Budget Act with respect 
to the amendment (No. 190). The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) is 
necessarily absent. 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 45, 
nays 54, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

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) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
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 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 45, the nays are 54. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 
The point of order is sustained, and the 
amendment falls. 

The question is now on the Chafee 
amendment. 

CHANGE OF VOTE 
Mr. REID. On vote No. 64, I voted 

‘‘nay,’’ but I meant to vote ‘‘aye.’’ I 
ask unanimous consent that I be re-
corded as an ‘‘aye.’’ It will not affect 
the outcome of the vote. 

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

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. DOMENICI. With just a few 

amendments we have to clear up, we 
will be ready to vote on final passage. 

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator CRAPO be added as a cosponsor to 
amendment No. 227. 

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

AMENDMENTS NOS. 233, 203, 201, 200, 198, 194, 184, 
172, AND 168, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw amendment No. 
233, Coverdell. And I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the following 
amendments. I will not name the Sen-
ator, just the number. These are what 
we know are around but nobody wants 
them called up: 203, 201, 200, 198, 194, 
184, 172, and 168. I send that to the desk 
in case the scrivener did not get my vo-
cabulary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ments are withdrawn. 

The amendments (Nos. 233, 203, 201, 
200, 198, 194, 184, 172, and 168) were with-
drawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 206, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 

consent that amendment No. 206 be 
modified with the modification I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is modified. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING SUP-

PORT FOR FEDERAL, STATE AND 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
FOR THE VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION TRUST FUND 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3429 March 25, 1999 
‘‘(1) Our Federal, State and local law en-

forcement officers provide essential services 
that preserve and protect our freedom and 
safety, and with the support of federal assist-
ance such as the Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant Program, the Juvenile Account-
ability Incentive Block Grant Program, the 
COPS Program, and the Byrne Grant pro-
gram, state and local law enforcement offi-
cers have succeeded in reducing the national 
scourge of violent crime, illustrated by a 
violent crime rate that has dropped in each 
of the past four years; 

‘‘(2) Assistance, such as the Violent Of-
fender Incarceration/Truth in Sentencing In-
centive Grants, provided to State corrections 
systems to encourage truth in sentencing 
laws for violent offenders has resulted in 
longer time served by violent criminals and 
safer streets for law abiding people across 
the Nation; 

‘‘(3) Through a comprehensive effort by 
state and local law enforcement to attack vi-
olence against women, in concert with the 
efforts of dedicated volunteers and profes-
sionals who provide victim services, shelter, 
counseling and advocacy to battered women 
and their children, important strides have 
been made against the national scourge of 
violence against women; 

‘‘(4) Despite recent gains, the violent crime 
rate remains high by historical standards; 

‘‘(5) Federal efforts to investigate and pros-
ecute international terrorism and complex 
interstate and international crime are vital 
aspects of a National anticrime strategy, and 
should be maintained; 

‘‘(6) The recent gains by Federal, State and 
local law enforcement in the fight against 
violent crime and violence against women 
are fragile, and continued financial commit-
ment from the Federal Government for fund-
ing and financial assistance is required to 
sustain and build upon these gains; and 

‘‘(7) The Violent Crime Reduction Trust 
Fund, enacted as a part of the Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 
funds the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994, the Violence 
Against Women Act of 1994, and the 
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 
Act of 1996, without adding to the federal 
budget deficit. 

‘‘(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the provisions and the 
functional totals underlying this resolution 
assume that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to fund Federal law enforcement 
programs and programs to assist State and 
local efforts to combat violent crime shall be 
maintained, and the funding for the Violent 
Crime Reduction Trust Fund shall continue 
to at least year 2005.’’ 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that amendment No. 206, as 
modified, the Hatch-Biden amendment, 
be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment, as modified, is agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 206), as modi-
fied, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 247 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

on need-based student financial aid pro-
grams) 
Mr. DOMENICI. We have an amend-

ment that by mistake did not get 
called up and was misplaced some-
where. It is Senator COLLINS’ amend-
ment. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be in order to offer the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-

ICI] for Ms. COLLINS, for herself, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. REED, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY 
and Mr. LIEBERMAN proposes an amendment 
numbered 247. 

The amendment reads as follows: 
Amend section 315 to read as follows: 

SEC. 315. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON NEED-BASED 
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) public investment in higher education 

yields a return of several dollars for each 
dollar invested; 

(2) higher education promotes economic 
opportunity for individuals, as recipients of 
bachelor’s degrees earn an average of 75 per-
cent per year more than those with high 
school diplomas and experience half as much 
unemployment as high school graduates; 

(3) higher education promotes social oppor-
tunity, as increased education is correlated 
with reduced criminal activity, lessened reli-
ance on public assistance, and increased 
civic participation; 

(4) a more educated workforce will be es-
sential for continued economic competitive-
ness in an age where the amount of informa-
tion available to society will double in a 
matter of days rather than months or years; 

(5) access to a college education has be-
come a hallmark of American society, and is 
vital to upholding our belief in equality of 
opportunity; 

(6) for a generation, the Federal Pell Grant 
has served as an established and effective 
means of providing access to higher edu-
cation for students with financial need; 

(7) over the past decade, Pell Grant awards 
have failed to keep pace with inflation, erod-
ing their value and threatening access to 
higher education for the nation’s neediest 
students; 

(8) grant aid as a portion of all students fi-
nancial aid has fallen significantly over the 
past 5 years; 

(9) the nation’s neediest students are now 
borrowing approximately as much as its 
wealthiest students to finance higher edu-
cation; and 

(10) the percentage of freshmen attending 
public and private 4-year institutions from 
families below national median income has 
fallen since 1981. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that within the discretionary 
allocation provided to the Committee on Ap-
propriations of the Senate for function 500— 

(1) the maximum amount of Federal Pell 
Grants should be increased by $400; 

(2) funding for the Federal Supplemental 
Educational Opportunity Grants Program 
should be increased by $65,000,000; 

(3) funding for the Federal capital con-
tributions under the Federal Perkins Loan 
Program should be increased by $35,000,000; 

(4) funding for the Leveraging Educational 
Assistance Partnership Program should be 
increased by $50,000,000; 

(5) funding for the Federal Work-Study 
Program should be increased by $64,000,000; 

(6) funding for the Federal TRIO Programs 
should be increased by $100,000,000. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr President, I rise to 
offer a Sense of the Senate amendment 
to express the commitment of the Sen-
ate to expand needs-based Federal stu-
dent aid programs. I am joined in this 
effort by Senators JEFFORDS, REED, 
DODD, KENNEDY, and LIEBERMAN. 

I am pleased by the large increase in 
funding for education included in the 
Budget Resolution and thank Senator 
DOMENICI and the other members of the 

Budget Committee for taking a for-
ward-looking stance in favor of our 
children. I am offering this amendment 
to help ensure that as these increased 
funds for education are appropriated— 
and as the ‘‘hard decisions’’ are made 
about appropriations for specific pro-
grams—need-based student financial 
aid programs are given priority. 

Although the federal government 
cannot guarantee that every American 
will complete a postsecondary edu-
cation program, we can ensure that 
every qualified American has an equal 
opportunity to do so. This is the pri-
mary purpose of the student financial 
aid programs authorized by the Higher 
Education Act. 

The evidence is overwhelming that 
individuals from low-income families 
pursue higher education at a signifi-
cantly lower rate than individuals from 
middle- and upper-income families. 
This educational gap, which is rooted 
in economic disparity, threatens to di-
vide our nation into two self-perpet-
uating classes: an educated class that 
participates fully in the tremendous 
economic opportunities that demand a 
postsecondary education and a class of 
‘‘have nots’’ lacking the skills and edu-
cation needed to be successful members 
of the modern work force. 

Congress created need-based student 
financial aid programs to ensure that 
individuals from low-income families 
are not denied postsecondary education 
because they cannot afford it. These 
are the programs that assist the most 
disadvantaged Americans. They are the 
programs that help the students who 
come from families with no history of 
pursuing postsecondary education. 
They are the programs that will close 
the gap between educational ‘‘haves’’ 
and the ‘‘have nots’’ 

Federal Pell Grants are the corner-
stone of our country’s need-based fi-
nancial aid. These grants provide es-
sential financial assistance to almost 4 
million students a year. Eighty percent 
of the dependent students receiving 
Pell Grants come from families with 
annual family incomes of less than 
$30,000. Yet, over the last 20 years, 
while the cost of postsecondary edu-
cation has grown at an unprecedented 
rate, the maximum Pell Grant has de-
clined in constant dollars by 14 per-
cent. This Sense of the Senate amend-
ment states that we should increase 
the maximum Pell Grant by $400 dol-
lars to $3525. We still will not be back 
to the 1980 level in terms of purchasing 
power, but we will be getting closer. 

This amendment also urges an in-
crease in two other important grant 
programs. The Federal Supplementary 
Educational Opportunity Grant and 
the Leveraged Educational Assistance 
Program (formerly SSIG) are grant 
programs managed by schools and 
states respectively. These programs le-
verage federal dollars through match-
ing funds from schools and states and 
provide additional assistance for those 
students most in need of financial aid. 

In addition to these important edu-
cational grants, my amendment calls 
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for increased funding for two other 
need-based programs that assist stu-
dents from low income families: the 
Federal Work Study Program and the 
Perkins Loan Program. These are cam-
pus-based programs in which the fed-
eral contribution is leveraged by 
matching funds from participating 
schools. Work Study is a self-help stu-
dent aid program under which needy 
students pay some of the cost of their 
education through jobs that contribute 
to their education and often involve 
important community service. The 
Perkins Loan program allows schools 
to make low-interest loans to needy 
students. Both of these programs, 
along with the Supplementary Edu-
cational Opportunity Grants, give fi-
nancial aid offices flexibility in cre-
ating individualized student aid pack-
ages that will minimize the student’s 
debt burden upon graduation. 

Unfortunately, during the last 20 
years, funding for the work study pro-
gram had declined by 25 percent in con-
stant dollars and the capital contribu-
tion to Perkins Loans has declined by 
78 percent. This Sense of the Senate 
Amendment expresses our support for 
these important programs, which aid 
our neediest students. 

Providing financial aid is only one 
aspect of the challenge to equalize edu-
cation opportunity. Before financial 
aid can help, a potential student must 
aspire to higher education. This is one 
of the goals of the TRIO programs. 
There is no question that thousands of 
individuals who would never have con-
sidered a college education have been 
identified by Talent Search and Up-
ward Bound and gone on to college and 
successful careers. Thousands of other 
individuals have been assisted while in 
college by the Academic Support Serv-
ices Program, while many non-tradi-
tional students have entered college 
because of the Educational Oppor-
tunity Centers. 

Despite this strong record of success, 
the existing TRIO programs reach only 
a very small percentage of the individ-
uals who are eligible for their services. 
The additional funds that this Sense of 
the Senate Amendments urges will ex-
tend the reach of these programs to 
more disadvantaged youth and adults 
who could so benefit from the support 
the TRIO programs provide. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment so that more of our citi-
zens can pursue the American dream of 
college education. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment be agreed 
to. 

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

The amendment (No. 247) was agreed 
to. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
AMENDMENT NO. 170 

Mr. REID. Amendment No. 170 was 
acceptable with a modification. It was 
cleared by both sides. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Would you accept 
that as if I said it, please, so I do not 
have to say it. It has been accepted. 

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

Without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 170) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
thank all Senators for participating 
and for permitting us to get this bill 
done today. It has been a big struggle 
for many of us. And while we had a lot 
of fun with many of the amendments 
and many of the concepts, it is a seri-
ous budget resolution. It has been a 
pleasure serving you as chairman of 
the Budget Committee. And I thank all 
of those who vote for it. For those who 
do not vote for it, I think you are miss-
ing the boat, missing a great path. It is 
the best budget we have produced in an 
awful long time. 

I thank Senator LAUTENBERG for all 
his cooperation and certainly all the 
good he has done in bringing this budg-
et to the floor. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from New Jersey. 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

say to Senator DOMENICI, I too had fun, 
not as much fun as the Senator had, 
but it was good working together. We 
put our most difficult disagreements to 
the side at times. Senator DOMENICI in-
vented a new index for debate. And the 
index that Senator DOMENICI has is a 
‘‘red’’ neck. When it gets above your 
collar, that is when you have to sit 
back. 

So we have no ‘‘red’’ necks in the 
Budget Committee. We have had a good 
time in getting it done. I thank all of 
my colleagues, particularly the mem-
bers on my side, who worked so ardu-
ously. 

I do want to say a word about the 
staff while the Senators are here. I 
thank Bill Hogan and his team; but I 
also want to make particular mention 
of the fact that Bruce King, our chief 
of staff, Sue Nelson, Lisa Konwinski, 
Amy Abraham, Claudia Arko, Jim 
Esquea, Dan Katz, Marty Morris, Paul 
Saltman, Jeff Siegel, Mitch Warren, 
Ted Zegers, and Jon Rosenwasser—I 
thank all the staff. They worked very 
hard, on both sides, and they deserve 
our deep thanks and our appreciation. 

With that, I surrender the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate will be in order. The Senate will be 
in order. 

The Senator from New Mexico. 
AMENDMENT NO. 238 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
made a mistake. We have been working 
very hard to get Senator CHAFEE’s 
amendment No. 238 accepted on the 
other side. It was. And we would like to 
offer it at this time. I think it is at the 
desk, amendment No. 238. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I do not believe there 
are any objections to it. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Amendment No. 238 previously offered by 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI] 
for Mr. CHAFEE. 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I am pleased to sponsor, 
along with the gentleman from Rhode 
Island and others, an amendment to in-
crease funding for the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF). Our 
amendment would accomplish two im-
portant goals. 

First, the amendment authorizes $200 
million in matching grants to states 
for their conservation and recreation 
programs. The amendment therefore 
would help fulfill a thirty-five year-old 
Federal commitment that has been 
largely ignored in recent years. 

Second, our amendment maintains 
Congress’ commitment to living within 
the budget agreement by offsetting the 
increased LWCF funding with an equiv-
alent reduction in programs within the 
Department of Commerce. 

Let me speak first about the LWCF. 
As most of my colleagues know, the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund 
was established in 1964, and it has been 
the main source of Federal funding for 
Federal and state recreational lands. 
The LWCF accumulates revenues from 
outdoor recreation user fees, the fed-
eral motorboat fuel tax, surplus prop-
erty sales, and, most significantly, rev-
enue from oil and gas leases on the 
Outer Continental Shelf. Due to early 
successes and strong support, author-
ized funding levels increased steadily 
from the initial authorization of $60 
million to the program’s current $900 
million level—although appropriations 
have consistently fallen far short of au-
thorized levels. 

Until Fiscal Year 1995, about one 
third of the total $10 billion appro-
priated under this program went di-
rectly to the states. The rest of the 
revenue was split between four Federal 
agencies: the Park Service, the Forest 
Service, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the Bureau of Land Management. 

Matching grants to states have fund-
ed some 37,000 projects and helped con-
serve 2.3 million acres of land. While 
the law requires at least a 50% match 
from states receiving funds, in some 
cases the Federal grants enabled states 
to leverage up to seven times the grant 
amount. 

The LWCF has enjoyed widespread 
support, both in my home State of New 
Hampshire and across the nation. The 
LWCF has truly been, up until recent 
years, a Federal-state partnership that 
works. 

In the early years of the program, 
the bulk of the funding for LWCF went 
directly to the states. However, the 
state share of LWCF funding has de-
clined dramatically since Fiscal Year 
1978, when annual LWCF appropria-
tions stabilized at between $200 and 
$300 million after fiscal year 1978, but 
the state portion of LWCF appropria-
tions steadily declined until Fiscal 
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Year 1996, when grants to states were 
completely eliminated. Since Fiscal 
Year 1996, overall funding for LWCF 
has begun to increase again, but all of 
the money has been appropriated for 
the Federal-side of the program, and 
none for the states. 

Mr. President, to put it simply: that 
is wrong. These revenues were origi-
nally intended to be shared between 
the Federal Government and the 
states. We should not penalize states 
like New Hampshire that can effec-
tively manage these funds and that 
have critical needs which must be ad-
dressed. The idea that only the Federal 
government can be trusted to conserve 
resources is again, Mr. President, sim-
ply wrong. 

Last month, more than 100 elected of-
ficials, community representatives and 
other New Hampshire citizens sent a 
letter to the Chairman of the Budget 
Committee, expressing their strong 
support for the LWCF and other con-
servation partnership programs. I ask 
unanimous consent that their letter be 
inserted into the RECORD, along with a 
letter that I and thirty-five of my col-
leagues sent to the Chairman on this 
topic as well. 

Today’s amendment will help bring 
back some balance to this program by 
providing $200 million for states from 
the LWCF. Our amendment will not re-
duce LWCF appropriations to Federal 
agencies, but will, as I stated earlier, 
offset this increased funding with a 
corresponding reduction in appropria-
tions for certain Commerce Depart-
ment activities within Budget Func-
tion 370. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
while I support the underlying Chafee 
amendment providing $200 million in 
increased funding for the state-side 
portion of the Land and Water Con-
servation Program, I object to the use 
of funds from Function 370 as an offset. 
The Land and Water Fund monies are 
of critical importance to communities 
in my state and around the nation, and 
I have pledged to work hard to ensure 
that the state-side portion of the Fund 
is revived. I believe that revival of the 
State-side Fund represents the com-
mitment of all Americans to con-
serving natural treasures and pre-
serving open space. 

Nevertheless, Function 370 is not the 
place to target offsets. Important pro-
grams under this budget function in 
the Commerce Department are vital to 
small businesses around the country 
and to our economic growth and our 
global competitiveness. Function 370 
contains cost-effective initiatives that 
directly contribute to our economic 
well-being. Clearly, it makes little 
sense to take funds from some of the 
numerous cost effective programs in 
this Function when other areas in 
other Functions could better serve as 
offsets. I will support the amendment 
because I trust that the conference and 
the appropriations process will locate 
preferable offsets to fund this impor-
tant Land and Water Conservation ini-
tiative. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators CHAFEE, BOB 
SMITH, and FEINGOLD in offering this 
amendment to restart the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) state 
assistance program. Our amendment 
will recognize the outpouring of sup-
port for open space conservation and 
urban revitalization demonstrated by 
the passage of 124 ballot measures dedi-
cating tax revenues to these goals. 

Our amendment will allocate $200 
million to the state grants program of 
LWCF. More than thirty years ago 
Congress made a promise to future gen-
erations that we would use the reve-
nues from offshore oil and gas leases to 
protect the ‘‘irreplaceable lands of nat-
ural beauty and unique recreational 
value.’’ The revenues would be placed 
into the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund and used by the federal govern-
ment, states and local communities to 
build a network of parks, refuges, hik-
ing trails, bike paths, river accesses 
and greenways. 

Unfortunately, only half of that 
promise has been kept. For the past 
three years, Congress has not funded 
the state grants program of the Fund. 
Instead, we have been diverting these 
revenues for other purposes at a time 
when these investments are needed 
more than ever. We have all seen the 
impact of urban sprawl in our home 
states, whether it be large, multi-tract 
housing or mega-malls that bring na-
tional superstores and nation-sized 
parking lots. We are losing farm and 
forest land across the country at an 
alarming rate. If we are going to re-
verse this trend, Congress has to step 
in to the debate and start funding fed-
eral land conservation programs that 
help states address their land conserva-
tion priorities. The LWCF state grants 
program is one of the few federal pro-
grams available to do this—Congress 
now needs to make a commitment to 
fund it. 

By funding the state grants program 
we will be investing in a proven suc-
cess. The program has proved itself by 
helping to fund more than 37,000 
projects across the country. As the Na-
tional Park Service has testified, these 
projects are in ‘‘every nook and cranny 
of the country and serve every segment 
of the public.’’ I am sure every one of 
us have visited one of these places 
without even knowing that federal 
funds—which leveraged state and local 
funds—made it happen. 

But it is not happening any more. By 
not funding the state grants program 
we are leaving state and local govern-
ments to fill the gap. In Vermont, we 
are fortunate. Most Vermonters are 
within a few hours of the Green Moun-
tain National Forest or the Appa-
lachian Trail. Most Americans, how-
ever, are much further away from a na-
tional park, national forest or wildlife 
refuge. They depend on their local 
parks and bike paths for weekend 
getaways or evening excursions. 

I have seen the success of the state- 
side program in Vermont, where more 

than $27 million from the Fund has 
helped conserve more than 66,000 acres 
of land that was set aside as open 
space, parks and recreation places. I 
have a list of more than 500 projects 
that touch every corner of Vermont. 
However, there are still many special 
places in Vermont that remain unpro-
tected. I constantly hear from 
Vermonters what are trying to protect 
their town green, a local wetland or ac-
cess to their favorite fishing hole. 

By restarting the state grant pro-
gram we will be able to protect some of 
these special places in each of our 
states. In Vermont, I would like to see 
the Long Trail, which follows the spine 
of the Green Mountains through my 
state and attracts more than 200,000 
hikers a year, completed. I would like 
to see better access to the banks of one 
of the premier fly-fishing rivers, the 
Battenkill. Although these will not be-
come part of our federal network of 
conservation areas, we still have a fed-
eral responsibility to ensure they re-
main open and accessible for future 
generations to enjoy. 

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

Without objection, the amendment is 
agreed to. 

The amendment (No. 238) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield to the major-
ity leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate majority leader. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, we are 
ready now for the last vote of the night 
and the last vote on the budget resolu-
tion. I commend the chairman of the 
committee and the ranking member, 
the Senator from New Jersey. 

This is a record handling of a budget 
resolution. I think, in at least the 5 
years that I have been watching it 
closely, this is the shortest time—2 
days—and a limited number of votes in 
the ‘‘vote-arama.’’ I think it makes 
more sense when you have a more lim-
ited number. We understand a little bit 
better about what we are voting on. 

So you have done an exceptional job. 
But it would not have happened with-
out the leadership and cooperation of 
Senator DASCHLE, his team, Senator 
REID and Senator DORGAN; on our side, 
Senator NICKLES, Senator CRAIG, and a 
lot of other people who cooperated and 
were willing to forgo votes on their 
amendments. So I think, sincerely, a 
lot of congratulations should be passed 
out for the cooperation on this concur-
rent resolution. 

It has been a very good legislative pe-
riod. Senator DASCHLE and I—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. The majority lead-
er has the floor. The Senate will be in 
order. Would the Senators suspend to 
my right. Thank you. 

Mr. LOTT. This is actually so much 
fun, we might want to stay on and take 
up another bill. But I want to give a 
little more credit here because it has 
been a very productive legislative pe-
riod. With this budget resolution, we 
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have also passed the national missile 
defense bill; we passed the Ed-Flex bill; 
the Soldiers’, Sailors’, Airmen’s, and 
Marines’ Bill of Rights Act; the supple-
mental appropriations bill, on a voice 
vote; the Y2K small business bill; and 
the resolution supporting our men and 
women overseas in Kosovo. 

Particularly this week, we took up 
the vote on Kosovo, the supplemental, 
and the budget resolution. It is one of 
the most productive weeks I have seen 
in a long time. 

When we adjourn shortly, the Easter 
recess will, of course, begin tonight. 
There will be no recorded votes until 
Tuesday, April 13. 

We will not be in session this Friday. 
We will be in session on Monday, April 
12, but there will be no recorded votes. 
At that time, we expect to take up the 
supplemental appropriations con-
ference report, if available, and a budg-
et conference report, if available, and 
other legislation that may be cleared 
at that time. 

Thank you all very much. Have a 
good Easter recess. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). Pursuant to the previous order, 
the Senate will now proceed to the con-
sideration of H. Con. Res. 68. All after 
the enacting clause is stricken and the 
text of S. Con. Res. 20, as amended, is 
inserted in lieu thereof. 

The question is on agreeing to H. 
Con. Res. 68, as amended. 

Mr. COVERDELL. 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. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the concur-
rent resolution. 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) is 
necessarily absent. 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Enzi 

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) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 

Boxer 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 

Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 

Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
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NOT VOTING—1 

McCain 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 68), as amended, was agreed to. 

The text of H. Con. Res. 68 will be 
printed in a future edition of the 
RECORD. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate insist on 
its amendments and request a con-
ference with the House. 

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

Pursuant to the previous order, S. 
Con. Res. 20 is returned to the cal-
endar. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate now pro-
ceed to a period for morning business, 
with Senators permitted to speak 
therein for up to 10 minutes each. 

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

f 

NATIONAL TARTAN DAY 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, today I rise 
to commemorate the first anniversary 
of National Tartan Day. While it is ob-
served on April 6 of each year, I make 
this recognition today because Con-
gress will be in recess on that day. I 
want to remind my colleagues that the 
resolution which establishes National 
Tartan Day was Senate Resolution 155. 
It passed by unanimous consent on 
March 20th of last year. 

As an American of Scottish descent, 
I appreciate the efforts of individuals, 
clan organizations, and other groups 
such as the Scottish Coalition, who 
were instrumental in generating sup-
port for the resolution. These groups 
worked diligently to foster national 
awareness of the important role that 
Americans of Scottish descent have 
played in the progress of our country. 

Mr. President, the purpose of Na-
tional Tartan Day is to recognize the 
contributions that Americans of Scot-
tish ancestry have made to our na-
tional heritage. It also recognizes the 
contributions that Scottish Americans 
continue to make to our country. I 
look forward to National Tartan Day 
as another opportunity to pause and 
reflect on the role Scottish Americans 
have played in advancing democracy 
and freedom. It is my hope that this 
annual event will grow in prominence. 
Scottish Americans have helped shape 
this nation. Their contributions are in-
numerable. In fact, three fourths of all 
American Presidents can trace their 
roots to Scotland. 

Mr. President, in addition to recog-
nizing Americans of Scottish ancestry, 

National Tartan Day reminds us of the 
importance of liberty. It honors those 
who strived for freedom from an op-
pressive government on April 6th, 1320. 
It was on that day that the Declaration 
of Arbroath was signed. It is the Scot-
tish Declaration of Independence. This 
important document served as the 
model for America’s Declaration of 
Independence. 

In demanding their independence 
from England, the men of Arbroath 
wrote, ‘‘We fight for liberty alone, 
which no good man loses but with his 
live.’’ These words are applicable today 
to the heroism of our American vet-
erans and active duty forces who know 
the precious cost of fighting for lib-
erty. 

Mr. President, Senate Resolution 155 
has served as a catalyst for the many 
states, cities, and counties that have 
passed similar resolutions recognizing 
the important contributions of Scot-
tish Americans. 

I would like to thank all of my col-
leagues who supported this resolution 
last year and who helped to remind the 
world of the stand for liberty taken on 
April 6—almost seven hundred years 
ago—in Arbroath, Scotland. A call for 
liberty which still echoes through our 
history and the history of many na-
tions across the globe. 

I believe April 6th can also serve as a 
day to recognize those nations that 
have not achieved the principles of 
freedom which we hold dear. The exam-
ple of the Scotsmen at Arbroath—their 
courage—their desire for freedom— 
serves as a beacon to countries still 
striving for liberty today. 

f 

ADMIRAL ROY L. JOHNSON 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, the nation 
lost one of its most distinguished mili-
tary leaders when Admiral Roy L. 
Johnson passed away on March 20. He 
was 93. His Naval career spanned 38 
years, at the end of which he was Com-
mander in Chief of the U.S. Naval 
Forces in the Pacific at the height of 
the Vietnam conflict in 1965–1967. Prior 
to that, as Commander of the U.S. Sev-
enth Fleet, he had given the orders to 
the U.S.S. Maddox and U.S.S. Turner 
Joy to fire back at Viet Cong gunboats 
in the Tonkin Gulf incident. 

The Admiral was a pioneer of Naval 
aviation. He received his wings in 1932 
and served as a flight instructor at the 
U.S. Navy flight school at Pensacola, 
both in the era of the biplane in the 
early 1930s and at the dawn of the space 
age in the 1950s. 

This remarkable man was born 
March 18, 1906 in Big Bend, Louisiana, 
the eldest of twelve children of John 
Edward Johnson and Hettie May Long. 
He graduated from the U.S. Naval 
Academy in the class of 1929 and de-
voted his life thereafter to the security 
of his country. During World War II, 
serving on the U.S.S Hornet, he was 
awarded the Bronze Star, the Air 
Medal and the Legion of Merit with 
gold star. He saw action in the places 
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whose names have become a litany of 
courage: the Philippines, Wake Island, 
Truk, Iwo Jima, Okinawa. A few year 
later, as Commanding Officer of the es-
cort carrier U.S.S. Badoeng Strait, he 
again saw action in the Korean War. 

In 1955, he became the first com-
manding officer of the U.S.S. Forrestal, 
the first of the ‘‘super-carriers,’’ was 
promoted to the rank of Rear Admiral, 
and later assumed command of Carrier 
Division Four, with the Forrestal as his 
flagship. In 1960, he was named Assist-
ant Chief of Naval Operations for Plans 
and Policy, was later promoted to Vice 
Admiral, and in 1963 became Deputy 
Commander in Chief of the U.S. Pacific 
Fleet. A year later, he was appointed 
Commander of the Seventh Fleet, and 
in that capacity was awarded his sec-
ond Distinguished Service Medal. In 
1965, he was promoted to full Admiral 
and became Commander in Chief of the 
U.S. Pacific Fleet and the last Military 
Governor of the Bonin Islands, which 
include Iwo Jima. 

After his retirement in 1967, Admiral 
Johnson remained active in civic af-
fairs. He was Chairman of the Board of 
Virginia Beach General Hospital, a 
founding trustee of the U.S.S. Forrestal 
Memorial Education Foundation, presi-
dent of the Early and Pioneer Naval 
Aviators Association (The Golden Ea-
gles), President of the Naval Academy 
Alumni Association, and other organi-
zations. He was an active contributor 
to the U.S. Naval Institute’s Oral His-
tory Program, which published his 
military memoirs, served as an advisor 
on national security matters, and was 
on the national board of Senator Bob 
Dole’s veterans’ group in his presi-
dential campaign. 

The Admiral’s wife of 69 years, the 
former Margaret Louise Gross, died 
last year. Anyone who has been close 
to a military life theirs knows that it 
has to be a joint enterprise, in which 
both husband and wife share the sac-
rifices, the uncertainties, and the satis-
faction of a job heroically done. 

On behalf of the U.S. Senate, I would 
like to offer one last salute to Roy 
Johnson, a patriot from the beginning, 
a patriot to the last. As we extend our 
condolences to all his family—especial 
his daughter, Jo-Anne Lee Coe, our 
former Secretary of the Senate—we 
know they share our pride and our ap-
preciation for all that Admiral John-
son did, and gave, to the country he 
loved. 

f 

THE SENATE SAYS GOODBYE 

HELEN C. SCOTT (4/1/85–4/1/99) 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, Helen 

Scott has worked for the United States 
Senate for 14 years in the Environ-
mental Services Department at the 
U.S. Capitol. During her tenure at the 
Senate, Helen has proven to be an out-
standing employee. She possesses 
qualities of unremarkable character— 
dedication and loyalty. Helen is mar-
ried to Joseph C. Scott and together 
they have six children and nine grand-

children. We wish Helen the best in her 
retirement. 

JAMES DAVIS (4/2/85–3/1/99) 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, James 
Davis has worked for the United States 
Senate for 14 years in the Environ-
mental Services Department at the 
U.S. Capitol. During his years of serv-
ice, we have known Jim to be a fine 
employee who always performed his du-
ties with spirit and dedication. Jim is 
married to Nae Davis and they have a 
son, James Jr. We wish Jim the best of 
luck in his retirement. 

f 

WASHINGTON CENTER FOR IN-
TERNSHIPS AND ACADEMIC SEM-
INARS 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would like to take this opportunity to 
commend the Washington Center for 
Internships and Academic Seminars for 
its excellent work over the last 25 
years. The Center, which was founded 
by William and Sheila Burke in 1975, is 
an independent, non-profit educational 
organization that has placed more than 
24,000 students from over 750 colleges 
and universities in internships across 
the Washington, D.C. area. 

The Center plays a critical and form-
ative role in teaching students the 
value of public service. The organiza-
tion fosters an enduring civic aware-
ness by placing students in internships 
and by holding academic seminars that 
introduce students to the exciting cul-
ture and history of our nation’s cap-
ital. In addition to helping students ex-
perience the extraordinary educational 
opportunities that exist in the District 
of Columbia, The Center has made an 
invaluable contribution to public serv-
ice by helping those of us in Congress 
to identify talented and energetic 
young men and women to assist in our 
work on behalf of the American public. 

I know that many of my colleagues 
share my deep appreciation for this ex-
traordinary achievement, and join me 
in commending The Center for its pio-
neering efforts over the last quarter 
century to promote participatory 
learning in the nation’s capitol. On 
this, The Center’s 25th anniversary, it 
deserves the recognition and thanks of 
all of us who work in our nation’s cap-
itol and who have benefitted from The 
Center’s important work. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I wish 
the Washington Center continued suc-
cess in fulfilling its vital mission to en-
hance the lives and learning of our na-
tion’s college students. This Center’s 
work has immeasurably enriched the 
lives of students and the lives of those 
who have been fortunate enough to 
work with them, and I know it will 
continue to do so for many years to 
come. 

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the 
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, March 24, 1999, the federal debt 
stood at $5,645,338,661,953.64 (Five tril-
lion, six hundred forty-five billion, 

three hundred thirty-eight million, six 
hundred sixty-one thousand, nine hun-
dred fifty-three dollars and sixty-four 
cents). 

One year ago, March 24, 1998, the fed-
eral debt stood at $5,542,617,000,000 
(Five trillion, five hundred forty-two 
billion, six hundred seventeen million). 

Five years ago, March 24, 1994, the 
federal debt stood at $4,556,299,000,000 
(Four trillion, five hundred fifty-six 
billion, two hundred ninety-nine mil-
lion). 

Ten years ago, March 24, 1989, the 
federal debt stood at $2,737,627,000,000 
(Two trillion, seven hundred thirty- 
seven billion, six hundred twenty-seven 
million) which reflects a debt increase 
of almost $3 trillion— 
$2,907,711,661,953.64 (Two trillion, nine 
hundred seven billion, seven hundred 
eleven million, six hundred sixty-one 
thousand, nine hundred fifty-three dol-
lars and sixty-four cents) during the 
past 10 years. 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11:29 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, 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. 1141. An act making emergency sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1999, and for other pur-
poses. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, 
without amendment: 

S. 643. An act to authorize the Airport Im-
provement Program for 2 months, and for 
other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
pursuant to the provisions of Executive 
Order No. 12131, the Speaker appoints 
the following Members of the House to 
the President’s Export Council: Mr. 
EWING of Illinois, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, and Mr. PICKERING of Mis-
sissippi. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
At 12:06 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the Speaker has 
signed the following enrolled bills: 

H.R. 68. An act to amend section 20 the 
Small Business Act and make technical cor-
rections in title III of the Small Business In-
vestment Act. 
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H.R. 92. An act to designate the Federal 

building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 251 North Main Street in Winston- 
Salem, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Hiram H. 
Ward Federal Building and United States 
Courthouse.’’ 

H.R. 158. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 316 North 26th 
Street in Billings, Montana, as the ‘‘James 
F. Battin United States Courthouse’’. 

H.R. 233. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 700 East San Antonio 
Street in El Paso, Texas, as the ‘‘Richard C. 
White Federal Building.’’ 

H.R. 396. An act to designate the Federal 
building located at 1301 Clay Street in Oak-
land, California, as the ‘‘Ronald V. Dellums 
Federal Building.’’ 

S. 314. An act to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 com-
puter problems of small business concerns, 
and for other purposes. 

The enrolled bills were signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. THURMOND). 

At 7:58 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hanrahan, one of its reading 
clerks, announced that the House has 
agreed to the following concurrent res-
olution, in which it requests the con-
currence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 68. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal year 
2000 and setting forth appropriate budgetary 
levels for each of fiscal years 2001 through 
2009. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolution, without amend-
ment: 

S. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent Resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
SIGNED 

At 9:12 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolutions: 

H.R. 774. An act to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to change the condition of partici-
pation and provide an authorization of ap-
propriations for the women’s business center 
program. 

H.R. 808. An act to extend for 6 additional 
months the period for which chapter 12 of 
title 11, United States Code, is reenacted. 

H.J. Res. 26. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Barber B. Conable, Jr. 
as a citizen regent of the Board of Regents of 
the Smithsonian Institution. 

H.J. Res. 27. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Dr. Hanna H. Gray as 
citizen regent of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

H.J. Res. 28. Joint resolution providing for 
the reappointment of Wesley S. Williams, Jr. 
as a citizen of the Board of Regents of the 
Smithsonian Institution. 

S. 643. An act to authorize the Airport Im-
provement Program for 2 months, and for 
other purposes. 

The enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions were signed subsequently by the 
President pro tempore (Mr. THUR-
MOND). 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on March 25, 1999, he had pre-
sented to the President of the United 
States, the following enrolled bill: 

S. 314. An act to provide for a loan guar-
antee program to address the Year 2000 com-
puter problems of small business concerns, 
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–2340. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, a draft 
of proposed legislation to protect producers 
of agricultural commodities who have pur-
chased a CRCPLUS supplemental endorse-
ment; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2341. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Cinnamaldehyde; 
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler-
ance; Correction’’ (RIN2070–AB78) received 
on March 17, 1999; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC–2342. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Clopyralid; Exten-
sion of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions’’ (FRL6066–2) received on March 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2343. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Norflurazon; Ex-
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions’’ (FRL6063–2) received on March 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2344. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Regulatory Management 
and Information, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Imidacloprid; Ex-
tension of Tolerance for Emergency Exemp-
tions’’ (FRL6066–9) received on March 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu-
trition, and Forestry. 

EC–2345. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department’s report enti-
tled ‘‘Automotive Fuel Economy Program’’ 
for calendar year 1998; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2346. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation to increase con-
sumer protections for airline passengers; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2347. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The 
Maritime Administration Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001’’; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry. 

EC–2348. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Department’s report on the 
administration of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2349. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, a draft of 
proposed legislation entitled ‘‘The Coastal 
Management Enhancement Act’’; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2350. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off 
Alaska; Closure of Specified Groundfish 
Fisheries in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Is-
lands’’ (I.D. 030899B) received on March 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2351. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off 
Alaska; Closure of Specified Groundfish 
Fisheries in the Gulf of Alaska’’ (I.D. 
030899C) received on March 17, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2352. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Sustainable Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Atlan-
tic Tuna Fisheries; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna’’ 
(I.D. 021299E) received on March 17, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2353. A communication from the Acting 
Director of the Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic 
Zone Off Alaska; Pollock in the Eastern Reg-
ulatory Area of the Gulf of Alaska’’ (I.D. 
030599C) received on March 17, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2354. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator for Fisheries, 
National Marine Fisheries Service, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Fish-
eries of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off 
Alaska; Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; 
Final 1999 Harvest Specifications for Ground-
fish’’ (I.D. 121098D) received on March 17, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2355. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Administrator, National Telecommuni-
cations and Information Administration, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Public Telecommunications Facilities Pro-
gram: Closing Date’’ (RIN0660–ZA07) received 
on March 17, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2356. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea 
Grant Technology Program: Request for Pro-
posals for FY 1999’’ (RIN0648–ZA58) received 
on March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2357. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Sea Grant In-
dustry Fellows Program: Request for Pro-
posals for FY 1999’’ (RIN0648–ZA57) received 
on March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2358. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
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Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘National Oys-
ter Disease Research Program and Gulf Oys-
ter Industry Initiative: Request for Pro-
posals for FY 1999’’ (RIN0648–ZA56) received 
on March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2359. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, Department of 
Commerce, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Dean John A. 
Knauss Marine Policy Fellowship National 
Sea Grant College Federal Fellows Program’’ 
(RIN0648–ZA55) received on March 18, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2360. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator of the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Aquatic 
Nuisance Species Research and Outreach and 
Improved Methods for Ballast Water Treat-
ment and Management; Request for Pro-
posals for FY 1999’’ (RIN0648–ZA54) received 
on March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2361. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Managing Director for Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations: Clinton and Okarche, Oklahoma’’ 
(Docket 98–70) received on March 15, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2362. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Managing Director for Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations: Brewster, Massachusetts’’ (Docket 
98-58) received on March 15, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2363. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Managing Director for Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations: Spencer and Webster, Massachu-
setts’’ (Docket 98-174) received on March 15, 
1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2364. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Managing Director for Performance 
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast 
Stations: Kansas City, Missouri’’ (Docket 96- 
134) received on March 15, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2365. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special 
Local Regulations for Marine Events; 1D48 
Chesapeake Grand Prix Round-the-Buoys 
Races’’ (Docket 05-99-012) received on March 
18, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2366. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety 
Zone: Chesapeake Bay, Patapsco River, Inner 
Harbor, Baltimore, Maryland’’ (Docket 05-99- 
009) received on March 18, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–2367. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special 
Local Regulations for Marine Events; 1D48 
Chesapeake Grand Prix Distance Race’’ 
(Docket 05-99-013) received on March 18, 1999; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–2368. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Special 
Local Regulations for Marine Events; West-
ern Branch, Elizabeth River, Portsmouth, 
Virginia’’ (Docket 05-99-010) received on 
March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2369. A communication from the Chief 
of Regulations and Administrative Law, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Disclosure 
of Change-of-Gauge Services’’ (RIN2105-AC17) 
received on March 18, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2370. A communication from the Attor-
ney-Advisor, Bureau of Transportation Sta-
tistics, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Revision to Reporting Require-
ments for Motor Carriers of Property and 
Household Goods’’ (RIN2139-AA05) received 
on March 18, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2371. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, National Highway Traffic Safe-
ty Administration, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Motor Vehi-
cle Safety Standards; Child Restraint Sys-
tems; Child Restraint Anchorage Systems’’ 
(RIN2127-AG50) received on March 18, 1999; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–2372. A communication from the Pro-
gram Support Specialist, Aircraft Certifi-
cation Service, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Pilateus Aircraft Ltd. Models PC-12 and PC- 
12/45 Airplanes’’ (Docket 98-CE-73-AD) re-
ceived on March 15, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–2373. A communication from the Pro-
gram Support Specialist, Aircraft Certifi-
cation Service, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Boeing Model 757–200 Series Airplanes’’ 
(Docket 98–NM–238–AD) received on March 
15, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2374. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; McDonnell Douglass Model 
DC–10 and MD–11 Series Airplanes, and KC–10 
[Military) Series Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–NM– 
55–AD) received on March 15, 1999; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC-2375. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Short Brothers Model SD3– 
60 and SD3–60 SHERPA Series Airplanes’’ 
(Docket 97–NM–106–AD) received on March 
15, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2376. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifica-
tion of Class D Airspace and Class E Airspace 
and Establishment of Class E Airspace; Ke-
nosha, WI’’ (Docket 98–AGL–62) received on 
March 15, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2377. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revoca-
tion of Restricted Areas R–2531A and R– 
2531B, Establishment of Restricted Area R– 
2531, and Change of Using Agency, Tracy; 
CA’’ (Docket 98–AWP–30) received on March 
15, 1999; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2378. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Model A300 and A300– 
600 Series Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–NM–106–AD) 
received on March 15, 1999; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2379. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthi-
ness Directives; Airbus Model A320 Series 
Airplanes’’ (Docket 98–NM–105–AD) received 
on March 15, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2380. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Office of the Chief Counsel, 
Federal Aviation Commission, Department 
of Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Modifica-
tion of Class D Airspace and Class E Airspace 
and Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Rapid City, SD’’ (Docket 98–AGL–64) received 
on March 15, 1999; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-2381. A communication from the Dep-
uty Assistant Administrator, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Re-
quest for Proposals for the Global Ocean 
Ecosystems Dynamics Project’’ (RIN0648– 
ZA53) received on March 10, 1999; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

f 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
The following petitions and memo-

rials were laid before the Senate and 
were referred or ordered to lie on the 
table as indicated: 

POM–22. A resolution adopted by the Com-
mission of the City of Margate, Florida, rel-
ative to the rights of freedom of speech and 
association of candidates for office; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

POM–23. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of Nebraska; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 10 
Whereas, the delegates to the 1788 Con-

stitutional Convention discussed whether 
the term of office for a representative should 
be one year or three years and compromised 
on a two-year term; and 

Whereas, communications systems and 
travel accommodations have improved over 
the last two hundred years which allows 
quicker and easier communication with con-
stituents and more direct contact; and 

Whereas, the American people would be 
better served by having the members of the 
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House of Representatives focus on issues and 
matters before the Congress rather than con-
stantly running a campaign; and 

Whereas, a biennial election of one-half of 
the Members of the House of Representatives 
would still allow the American people to ex-
press their will every two years. Now there-
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Members of the Ninety-Sixth 
Legislature of Nebraska, First Session: 

1. That the Legislature hereby petitions 
the Congress of the United States to propose 
to the states an amendment to Article I, sec-
tion 2, of the United States Constitution 
that would increase the length of the terms 
of office for members of the House of Rep-
resentatives from two years to four years 
with one-half of the Member’s terms expiring 
every two years. 

2. That official copies of this resolution be 
prepared and forwarded to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and President of 
the Senate of the Congress of the United 
States and to all Members of the Nebraska 
delegation to the Congress of the United 
States, with the request that it be officially 
entered in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD as a 
memorial to the Congress of the United 
States. 

3. That a copy of the resolution be pre-
pared and forwarded to President William J. 
Clinton. 

POM–24. A resolution adopted by the Leg-
islature of the State of Wyoming; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

Whereas, the U.S. Constitution requires an 
actual enumeration of the population every 
ten years, and entrusts Congress with over-
seeing all aspects of each decennial enumera-
tion; 

Whereas, the sole constitutional purpose of 
the decennial census is to apportion the 
seats in Congress among the several states; 

Whereas, an accurate and legal decennial 
census is necessary to properly apportion 
U.S. House of Representatives seats among 
the 50 states and to create legislative dis-
tricts within the states; 

Whereas, an accurate and legal decennial 
census is necessary to enable states to com-
ply with the constitutional mandate of draw-
ing state legislative districts within the 
states; 

Whereas, Article 1, Section 2 of the U.S. 
Constitution, in order to ensure an accurate 
count, and to minimize the potential for po-
litical manipulation, mandates an ‘‘actual 
enumeration’’ of the population, which re-
quires a physical headcount of the popu-
lation and prohibits statistical guessing or 
estimates of the population; 

Whereas, Title 13, Section 195 of the U.S. 
Code, consistent with this constitutional 
mandate, expressly prohibits the use of sta-
tistical sampling to enumerate the U.S. pop-
ulation for the purpose of reapportioning the 
U.S. House of Representatives; 

Whereas, legislative redistricting con-
ducted by the states is a critical subfunction 
of the constitutional requirement to appor-
tion representatives among the states; 

Whereas, the United States Supreme 
Court, in No. 98–404, Department of Commerce, 
et al. v. United States House of Representatives, 
et al., together with No. 98–564, Clinton, Presi-
dent of the United States, et al. v. Glavin, et al. 
ruled on January 25, 1999 that the Census Act 
prohibits the Census Bureau’s proposed uses 
of statistical sampling in calculating the 
population for purposes of apportionment; 

Whereas, in reaching its findings, the 
United States Supreme Court found that the 
use of statistical procedures to adjust census 
numbers would create a dilution of voting 
rights for citizens in legislative redis-
tricting, thus violating legal guarantees of 
‘one-person, one-vote;’ 

Whereas, consistent with this ruling and 
the constitutional and legal relationship of 
legislative redistricting by the states to the 
apportionment of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives, the use of adjusted census data 
would raise serious questions of vote dilution 
and violate ‘one-person, one-vote’ legal pro-
tections, thus exposing the State of Wyo-
ming to protracted litigation over legislative 
redistricting plans at great cost to the tax-
payers of the State of Wyoming, and likely 
result in a court ruling invalidating any leg-
islative redistricting plan using census num-
bers that have been determined in whole or 
in part by the use of random sampling tech-
niques or other statistical methodologies 
that add or subtract persons to the census 
counts based solely on statistical inference; 

Whereas, consistent with this ruling, no 
person enumerated in the census should ever 
be deleted from the census enumeration; 

Whereas, consistent with this ruling, every 
reasonable and practical effort should be 
made to obtain the fullest and most accurate 
count of the population as possible, includ-
ing appropriate funding for state and local 
census outreach and education programs; as 
well as a provision for post census local re-
view; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Wyoming State Legisla-
ture calls on the Bureau of the Census to 
conduct the 2000 decennial census consistent 
with the aforementioned United States Su-
preme Court ruling and constitutional man-
date, which require a physical headcount of 
the population and bars the use of statistical 
sampling to create, or in any way adjust the 
count; be it further 

Resolved, That the Wyoming State Legisla-
ture opposes the use of P.L. 94–171 data for 
state legislative redistricting based on cen-
sus numbers that have been determined in 
whole or in part by the use of statistical in-
ferences derived by means of random sam-
pling techniques or other statistical meth-
odologies that add or subtract persons to the 
census counts; be it further 

Resolved, That the Wyoming State Legisla-
ture demands that it receive P.L. 94–171 data 
for legislative redistricting identical to the 
census tabulation data used to apportion 
seats in the U.S. House of Representatives 
consistent to the aforementioned United 
States Supreme Court ruling and constitu-
tional mandates, which requires a physical 
headcount of the population and bars the use 
of statistical sampling to create, or in any 
way adjust the count; be it further 

Resolved, That the Wyoming State Legisla-
ture urges Congress, as the branch of govern-
ment assigned the responsibility of over-
seeing the decennial enumeration, to take 
whatever steps are necessary to ensure that 
the 2000 decennial census is conducted fairly 
and legally; and be it further. 

Resolved, That a copy of this Resolution be 
transmitted to the Speaker of the U.S. House 
of Representatives, Majority Leader of the 
U.S. Senate, Vice President and the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

POM–25. A joint resolution adopted by the 
Legislature of the State of Nevada; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION NO. 4 
Whereas, Few environmental challenges 

have proven more daunting than the prob-
lems posed by high-level nuclear waste; and 

Whereas, The proposed Nuclear Waste Pol-
icy Act of 1999 is a disastrous response to 
these problems and if enacted would attack 
state authority, create massive taxpayer li-
abilities and unwisely require an ‘‘interim’’ 
storage facility for high-level nuclear waste 
which would directly threaten the environ-
ment; and 

Whereas, By requiring construction of an 
‘‘interim’’ storage facility at the Nevada 

Test Site, the proposed Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1999 would require the unprecedented 
shipment of high-level nuclear waste 
through 43 states endangering the lives of 
fifty million American citizens who live 
within one-half mile of the proposed trans-
portation routes; and 

Whereas, Although there is the expectation 
that high-level waste at reactors will eventu-
ally have to be moved, the provisions of the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1999 exacerbate 
the risk of this dangerous activity; and 

Whereas, Despite the serious flaws with 
the proposed Yucca Mountain site, studies 
are being conducted to determine whether 
the site is capable of hosting a permanent re-
pository for high-level nuclear waste, but if 
enacted, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1999 would prejudice those studies by explic-
itly revoking federal regulations that estab-
lish guidelines for determining the suit-
ability of the site; and 

Whereas, Upon the revocation of such regu-
lations, requirements for establishing the 
characteristics of the site, such as the time 
it takes for water to travel and climactic 
stability, would be eliminated, thereby un-
dermining the integrity of any determina-
tion regarding the suitability of the site for 
the storage of high-level nuclear waste; and 

Whereas, A major cause for concern in des-
ignating the Nevada Test Site as the ‘‘in-
terim’’ storage facility is the high seismic 
activity that has been taking place in the 
area, including seven earthquakes just last 
month at 3.0 or greater with three jolts re-
corded at a magnitude of between 4.3 and 4.7 
that struck at the eastern edge of the site; 
and 

Whereas, Geologists have expressed con-
cern over this seismic activity stating that 
these recent earthquakes are part of a swarm 
of tremors that have occurred along the 
Rock Valley Fault zone, including a 5.8 mag-
nitude quake on June 29, 1992, at Little Skull 
Mountain, which knocked out windows, 
cracked walls and brought down ceiling pan-
els at a fields operations center approxi-
mately 12 miles from the site of the proposed 
repository; and 

Whereas, Federal law directs the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to enact regula-
tions to protect the environment from repos-
itory radiation releases, but the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1999 prohibits all efforts 
of the Environmental Protection Agency to 
carry out this responsibility; and 

Whereas, The reality is that the Nuclear 
Waste Policy Act of 1999 would create a sin-
gle performance standard that would allow 
annual radiation exposures of up to 100 
millirems to an average member of the sur-
rounding population, a level four times the 
amount allowed by regulation for storage fa-
cilities; and 

Whereas, The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 
1999 contains broad preemptions for environ-
mental legislation including a provision 
stating that any state or local law that is 
‘‘inconsistent’’ with the requirements of the 
proposed Act is preempted; and 

Whereas, This proposed Act does not allow 
the Environmental Impact Statement to 
question the size, need or timing of any ‘‘in-
terim’’ storage facility nor does it allow any 
questions relating to alternative locations or 
design criteria; and 

Whereas, The proposed ‘‘interim’’ storage 
facility site will have a capacity of 40,000 
MTUs which is sufficient space to store all of 
today’s commercial nuclear waste and the li-
cense is to be a 100-year renewable license 
which suggests that this proposed ‘‘interim’’ 
storage facility is expected to become per-
manent; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the 
State of Nevada, (jointly), That the members 
of the 70th session of the Nevada Legislature 
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do hereby urge the Congress of the United 
States not to enact the Nuclear Waste Policy 
Act of 1999, H.R. 45; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Nevada Legislature is 
opposed to any further consideration of the 
use of the Nevada Test Site as a national site 
for the disposal of high-level nuclear waste; 
and be it further 

Resolved, that the Secretary of the Senate 
prepare and transmit a copy of this resolu-
tion to the Vice President of the United 
States as the presiding officer of the Senate, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and each member of the Nevada Congres-
sional Delegation; and be it further 

Resolved, that the Secretary of the Senate 
prepare and transmit a copy of this resolu-
tion to the Vice President of the United 
States as the presiding officer of the Senate, 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and each member of the Nevada Congres-
sional Delegation; and be it further 

Resolved, that this resolution becomes ef-
fective upon passage and approval. 

POM–26. A resolution adopted by the House 
of the Legislature of the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Marianas Islands; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 11–126 
Whereas, the Covenant to establish the 

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands (Commonwealth) in political union 
with the United States of America was en-
tered into for two reasons: first, to secure 
and maintain the national security and de-
fense of the United States in the Pacific rim 
and far east Asia; and second, to secure 
among the people of the Commonwealth the 
right to self-government with respect to 
their own internal affairs; and 

Whereas, the people of the Commonwealth 
gave up their precious political sovereignty 
and some control over their lands, sea and 
air in order to secure and maintain the na-
tional security and defense of the United 
States; and 

Whereas, in exchange for what the people 
of the Commonwealth gave up for the benefit 
of the United States under the Covenant, the 
United States agreed to extend to the Com-
monwealth financial assistance; agreed to 
assist the Commonwealth in developing its 
economic resources; agreed to protect the 
small population of the Commonwealth from 
being overwhelmed by permanent immi-
grants from the nearby Asian countries; and 
extended third class US citizenship to the 
people of the Commonwealth; and 

Whereas, first class US citizens are those 
who have representatives and senators in 
Congress and vote for the President; second 
class citizens are those who have only non- 
voting delegates to Congress: and third class 
citizens are those who have no representa-
tive, no senator, no vote for the president 
and have no voice at all in their democratic 
government, the United States of America; 
and 

Whereas, the economic goal of the Com-
monwealth as envisioned in the Covenant 
was to reduce its requirement for financial 
assistance from the United States and to be-
come self-reliant; and 

Whereas, in order to facilitate economic 
development in the Commonwealth, and at 
the same time maintain political control 
among the Commonwealth people, the 
United States left to the Commonwealth 
complete control over immigration and min-
imum age, and exempted the Commonwealth 
from the U.S. import duties; and 

Whereas, as a direct result of these eco-
nomic incentives, the local control of immi-
gration and minimum wage, and the waiver 
of import duties, the Commonwealth’s an-
nual gross product ballooned from a mere 
few million dollars in 1978 when the Com-

monwealth Government came into being to 
over one billion dollars in 1997, making her 
the envy of other colonies and independent 
states in the region; and 

Whereas, the Commonwealth imports U.S. 
products to the tune of one billion dollars 
per year; and 

Whereas, the success story of the Common-
wealth’s economy, concentrated in the in-
dustries of tourism and garment manufac-
turing, is the result of innovative provisions 
in the Covenant, the effectiveness of which 
the United States and the Commonwealth 
should be proud of; and 

Whereas, the economic boom in the Com-
monwealth resulted in the importation of a 
large number of temporary non-immigrant 
workers, as envisioned in the Covenant, to 
supplement its small pool of local manpower; 
and 

Whereas, it has been the experience of de-
veloped and developing countries, including 
the United States, that any rapid social and 
demographic changes which naturally breed 
social and political problems; and 

Whereas, in the case of the Common-
wealth, the success of the garment industry 
is claimed by the Office of Insular Affairs to 
have adversely affected the textile industry 
in the United States, causing some first class 
U.S. citizens to lose their jobs, and the 
United States Government to lose about 
$200,000,000,00 in waived import duties; and 

Whereas, the Office of Insular Affairs, in-
sinuating arrogantly that the third class US 
citizens of the Commonwealth should not 
and cannot improve their economic status at 
the expense of secured jobs for the first class 
US citizens in the United States, has em-
barked on a vicious campaign to destroy the 
garment industry in the Commonwealth by 
persuading the US Congress to take away 
control of immigration and minimum wage 
and end the waiver of import duties with re-
spect to garment; and 

Whereas, as part of this campaign, the Of-
fice of Insular Affairs has submitted annual 
reports to Congress and in these reports at-
tempts to paint a deceptive picture of these 
paradise islands as being evil, governed by 
abusive people, controlled by alien tycoons, 
and has exaggerated the social problems as-
sociated with the recent economic boom; and 

Whereas, this legislature denounces the 
most recent report to Congress which pur-
posely ignores major reform programs, legis-
lative actions, improved enforcement,and 
the immense progress made in solving the 
consequential social problems associated 
with the recent economic boom, and instead, 
repeated old and inaccurate facts; and 

Whereas, some members of the US Con-
gress have complimented the Commonwealth 
for its economic miracle and for showcasing 
what free-enterprise and democracy, work-
ing hand in hand, could accomplish; and oth-
ers have stated that the social problems re-
sulting from the economic boom are local 
problems deserving local solutions; now, 
therefore 

Be it resolved, by the House of Representa-
tives, Eleventh Northern Marianas Common-
wealth Legislature, that the Office of Insular 
Affairs is urged to be honest and sincere in 
its presentation of the facts about the Com-
monwealth to Congress and the news media; 
and 

Be it further resolved That the Office of In-
sular Affairs acknowledge the tremendous 
benefit that the United States has received 
from the people of the Commonwealth 
through the Covenant and to show some ap-
preciation for such gain; and 

Be it further resolved That the US Congress 
is hereby requested to continue allowing the 
Commonwealth to work on its internal prob-
lems and to not take away control of immi-
gration, but to uphold the intent and integ-
rity of the Covenant; and 

Be it further resolved, That the Speaker of 
the House shall certify and the House Clerk 
shall attest to the adoption of this resolu-
tion and thereafter transmit copies to Office 
of Insular Affairs, President of the United 
States, Speaker of the House of the US Con-
gress, President of the US Senate, the presi-
dent and governor’s representatives to the 
902 talks, the Honorable Pedro P. Tenorio, 
Governor, Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands, and the Mayors of each sen-
atorial district. 

POM–27. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the State of New 
Hampshire; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, since its enactment in 1975, the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(IDEA) has helped millions of children with 
special needs to receive a quality education 
and to develop to their full capacities; and 

Whereas, the IDEA has moved children 
with disabilities out of institutions and into 
public school classrooms with their peers; 
and 

Whereas, the IDEA has helped break down 
stereotypes and ignorance about people with 
disabilities, improving the quality of life and 
economic opportunity for millions of Ameri-
cans; and 

Whereas, when the federal government en-
acted the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act, it promised to fund 40 percent of 
the average per pupil expenditure in public 
elementary and secondary schools in the 
United States; and 

Whereas, the federal government currently 
funds, on average, less than 9 percent of the 
actual cost of special education services; and 

Whereas, local school districts and state 
government end up bearing the largest share 
of the cost of special education services; and 

Whereas, the federal government’s failure 
to adequately fulfill its responsibility to spe-
cial needs children undermines public sup-
port for special education and creates hard-
ship for disabled children and their families; 
now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate: 
That the New Hampshire senate urges the 

President and the Congress to fund 40 per-
cent of the average per pupil expenditure in 
public elementary and secondary schools in 
the United States as promised under the 
IDEA to ensure that all children, regardless 
of disability, receive a quality education and 
are treated with the dignity and respect they 
deserve; and 

That copies of this resolution be forwarded 
by the senate clerk to the President of the 
United States, the speaker of the United 
States House of Representatives, the Presi-
dent of the United States Senate, and the 
members of the New Hampshire congres-
sional delegation. 

POM–28. A resolution adopted by the Sen-
ate of the Legislature of the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

RESOLUTION 
Whereas, the decision to close the Boston 

Regional Office of the Federal Trade Com-
mission will have a substantial adverse ef-
fect on both consumers and small businesses 
in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
New England; and 

Whereas, for over 40 years the Boston Re-
gional Office has provided a Federal Trade 
Commission presence in New England, en-
forcing consumer protection and anti-trust 
laws; and 

Whereas, the Boston Federal Trade Com-
mission Office receives in excess of 5,000 con-
sumer complaints and inquiries annually 
which are mediated and adjusted to the sat-
isfaction of consumers and small businesses; 
and 
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Whereas, the Boston Federal Trade Com-

mission Office acts as a liaison for state and 
local consumer and regulatory agencies in 
the areas of credit, consumer protection and 
anti-trust as well as various other laws and 
regulations; and 

Whereas, the Massachusetts consumers’ co-
alition, whose members include representa-
tives of the Massachusetts attorney gen-
eral’s office, the AARP, the National Con-
sumer Law Center and local consumer pro-
tection offices, is charged with safeguarding 
the interests of consumers throughout the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts and be-
lieves that closing the Boston Regional of-
fice will significantly diminish the level of 
consumer protection throughout the com-
monwealth; now therefore be it 

Resolved, that the Massachusetts Senate 
hereby respectfully requests the president of 
the United States to direct the chairman of 
the Federal Trade Commission to rescind his 
decision closing the Boston Regional Office 
as it is contrary to the public’s interest; and 
be it further 

Resolved, that a copy of these resolutions 
be transmitted forthwith by the Clerk of the 
Senate to the President of the United States, 
the chairman of the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, the presiding officer of each branch of 
Congress and to the members thereof from 
this commonwealth. 

f 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEE 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI, from the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources: 

Robert Wayne Gee, of Texas, to be an As-
sistant Secretary of Energy (Fossil Energy), 
vice Patricia Fry Godley, resigned. 

Carolyn L. Huntoon, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Energy (Environ-
mental Management). 

(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.) 

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary: 

William J. Hibbler, of Illinois, to be United 
States District Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of Illinois, vice James H. Alesia, re-
tired. 

Matthew F. Kennelly, of Illinois, to be 
United States District Judge for the North-
ern District of Illinois, vice Paul E. 
Plunkett, retired. 

Thomas Lee Strickland, of Colorado, to be 
United States Attorney for the District of 
Colorado for the term of four years, vice 
Henry Lawrence Solano, resigned. 

Carl Schnee, of Delaware, to be United 
States Attorney for the District of Delaware 
for the term of four years vice Gregory M. 
Sleet, resigned. 

(The above nominations were reported 
with the recommendation that they be con-
firmed.) 

By Mr. WARNER, from the Committee on 
Armed Services: 

Rose Eilene Gottemoeller, of Virginia, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Energy (Non- 
Proliferation and National Security). 

(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 officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Eugene L. Tattini, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Harold L. Timboe, 0000 
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 brigadier general 

Col. William C. Jones, Jr., 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Michael V. Hayden, 0000 
The following Army National Guard of the 

United States officer for appointment in the 
Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Reginald A. Centracchio, 0000 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Edward J. Fahy, Jr., 0000 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Daniel R. Bowler, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John E. Boyington, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John V. Chenevey, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Albert T. Church, III, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John P. Davis, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John B. Foley, III, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Veronica A. Froman, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Alfred G. Harms, Jr., 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John M. Johnson, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Timothy J. Keating, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Roland B. Knapp, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Timothy W. LaFleur, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) James W. Metzger, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Richard J. Naughton, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) John B. Padgett, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Kathleen K. Paige, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) David P. Polatty, III, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Ronald A. Route, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Steven G. Smith, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Ralph E. Suggs, 0000 
Rear Adm. (lh) Paul F. Sullivan, 0000 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, for 
the Committee on Armed Services, I 
also report favorably the lists which 
were printed in full in the RECORD of 
March 8, 1999, 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. 

(The nominations ordered to lie on 
the Secretary’s desk were printed in 
the RECORD of March 8, 1999, at the end 
of the Senate proceedings.) 

In the Army nomination of Patrick 
Finnegan, which was received by the Senate 

and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning Chris-
topher D. Latchford, and ending James E. 
Braman, which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning Lee G. 
Kennard, and ending Michael E. Thompson, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning Wes-
ley D. Collier, and ending Thomas L. 
Musselman, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning David 
E. Bell, and ending Howard Lockwood, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning *Jan 
E. Aldykiewicz, and ending *Louis P. Yob, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Army nominations beginning Tim-
othy K. Adams, and ending Derick B. Zie-
gler, which nominations were received by the 
Senate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Marine Corps nomination of Stanley 
A. Packard, which was received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Marine Corps nomination of Todd D. 
Bjorklund, which was received by the Senate 
and appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 8, 1999. 

In the Navy nomination of Tarek A. 
Elbeshbeshy, which was received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Navy nominations beginning Glen C. 
Crawford, and ending Leonard G. Ross, Jr., 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record of March 8, 1999. 

In the Navy nominations beginning Steven 
W. Allen, and ending Daniel C. Wyatt, which 
nominations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record of 
March 8, 1999. 

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. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 713. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a charitable de-
duction for certain expenses incurred in sup-
port of Native Alaskan subsistence whaling; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 714. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to maintain exemption of 
Alaska from dyeing requirements for exempt 
diesel fuel and kerosene; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. 715. A bill to amend the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act to designate a portion of the Co-
lumbia River as a recreational river, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KOHL: 
S. 716. A bill to provide for the prevention 

of juvenile crime, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, Mr. 
SARBANES, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3439 March 25, 1999 
HARKIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. INOUYE, 
Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. REID): 

S. 717. A bill to amend title II of the Social 
Security Act to provide that the reductions 
in social security benefits which are required 
in the case of spouses and surviving spouses 
who are also receiving certain Government 
pensions shall be equal to the amount by 
which two-thirds of the total amount of the 
combined monthly benefit (before reduction) 
and monthly pension exceeds $1,2000, ad-
justed for inflation; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself and Mr. 
INOUYE): 

S. 718. A bill to amend chapters 83 and 84 of 
title 5, United States Code, to extend the 
civil service retirement provisions of such 
chapter which are applicable to law enforce-
ment officers, to inspectors of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, inspectors 
and canine enforcement officers of the 
United States Customs Service, and revenue 
officers of the Internal Revenue Service; to 
the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 719. A bill to provide for the orderly dis-

posal of certain Federal land in the State of 
Nevada and for the acquisition of environ-
mentally sensitive land in the State, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. HELMS (for himself, Mr. 
EDWARDS, and Mr. HAGEL): 

S. 720. A bill to promote the development 
of a government in the Federal Republic of 
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) based 
on democratic principles and the rule of law, 
and that respects internationally recognized 
human rights, to assist the victims of Ser-
bian oppression, to apply measures against 
the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. 721. A bill to allow media coverage of 
court proceedings. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. BURNS, Mr. GRASSLEY, 
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. STE-
VENS, and Mr. FRIST): 

S. 722. A bill to provide for the immediate 
application of certain orders relating to the 
amendment, modification, suspension, or 
revocation of certificates under chapter 447 
of title 49, United States Code; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. INHOFE: 
S. 723. A bill to provide regulatory am-

nesty for defendents who are unable to com-
ply with federal enforceable requirements 
because of factors related to a Y2K system 
failure; to the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and Mr. 
SESSIONS): 

S. 724. A bill to amend the Safe Drinking 
Water Act to clarify that underground injec-
tion does not include certain activities, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
vironment and Public Works. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. 
MCCAIN): 

S. 725. A bill to preserve and protect coral 
reefs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and 
Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 726. A bill to establish a matching grant 
program to help State and local jurisdictions 
purchase bullet resistant equipment for use 
by law enforcement departments; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself and 
Mr. HATCH): 

S. 727. A bill to exempt qualified current 
and former law enforcement officers from 
State laws prohibiting the carrying of con-
cealed firearms and to allow States to enter 
into compacts to recognize other States’ 
concealed weapons permits; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 728. A bill to amend chapter 44 of title 

18, United States Code, to increase the max-
imum term of imprisonment for offenses in-
volving stolen firearms; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. LOTT, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. HAGEL, and 
Mr. BENNETT): 

S. 729. A bill to ensure that Congress and 
the public have the right to participate in 
the declaration of national monuments on 
federal land; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 730. A bill to direct the Consumer Prod-

uct Safety Commission to promulgate fire 
safety standards for cigarettes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 
JOHNSON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. WELLSTONE, 
Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. 
KERRY, and Mr. DODD): 

S. 731. A bill to provide for substantial re-
ductions in the price of prescription drugs 
for medicare beneficiaries; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
S. 732. A bill to require the Inspector Gen-

eral of the Department of Defense to conduct 
an audit of purchases of military clothing 
and related items made during fiscal year 
1998 by certain military installations of the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself and 
Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 733. A bill to enact the Passaic River 
Basin Flood Management Program; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. REID): 

S. 734. A bill entitled the ‘‘National Dis-
covery Trails Act of 1999’’; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, and Mr. SCHU-
MER): 

S. 735. A bill to protect children from fire-
arms violence; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mr. LIEBERMAN (for himself and 
Mr. DODD): 

S. 736. A bill to amend titles XVIII and XIX 
of the Social Security Act to ensure that in-
dividuals enjoy the right to be free from re-
straint, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN): 

S. 737. A bill to amend title XIX of the So-
cial Security Act to provide States with op-
tions for providing family planning services 
and supplies to women eligible for medical 
assistance under the medicaid program; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. DODD: 
S. 738. A bill to assure that innocent users 

and businesses gain access to solutions to 
the year 2000 problem-related failures 
through fostering an incentive to settle year 
2000 lawsuits that may disrupt significant 
sectors of the American economy; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 739. A bill to amend the American In-
dian Trust Fund Management Reform Act to 

direct the Secretary of the Interior to con-
tract with qualified financial institutions for 
the investment of certain trust funds, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on In-
dian Affairs. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. CRAPO, 
Mr. BURNS, and Mr. GRAMS): 

S. 740. A bill to amend the Federal Power 
Act to improve the hydroelectric licensing 
process by granting the Federal Energy Reg-
ulatory Commission statutory authority to 
better coordinate participation by other 
agencies and entities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. BREAUX, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. ROBB, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
BOND, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. THOMPSON, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S. 741. A bill to provide for pension reform, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself and 
Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 742. A bill to clarify the requirements 
for the accession to the World Trade Organi-
zation of the People’s Republic of China; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself and Mr. 
HELMS): 

S. 743. A bill to require prior congressional 
approval before the United States supports 
the admission of the People’s Republic of 
China into the World Trade Organization, 
and to provide for the withdrawal of the 
United States from the World Trade Organi-
zation if China is accepted into the WTO 
without the support of the United States; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 744. A bill to provide for the continu-

ation of higher education through the con-
veyance of certain public lands in the State 
of Alaska to the University of Alaska, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
GRAHAM, Mr. BURNS, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. 
MACK, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. DOR-
GAN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. INOUYE, and Ms. COLLINS): 

S. 745. A bill to amend the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsibility 
Act of 1996 to modify the requirements for 
implementation of an entry-exit control sys-
tem; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. ROBB, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
ROTH, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. FRIST, Mr. ENZI, Mr. 
GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, and Mrs. LIN-
COLN): 

S. 746. A bill to provide for analysis of 
major rules, to promote the public’s right to 
know the costs and benefits of major rules, 
and to increase the accountability of quality 
of Government; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 
S. 747. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to promote rail competition, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 748. A bill to improve Native hiring and 

contracting by the Federal Government 
within the State of Alaska, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
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By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Mr. 

STEVENS, Mr. DODD, Mr. JEFFORDS, 
and Mr. KERRY): 

S. 749. A bill to establish a program to pro-
vide financial assistance to States and local 
entities to support early learning programs 
for prekindergarten children, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. DODD (for himself and Mr. LIE-
BERMAN): 

S. 750. A bill to protect the rights of resi-
dents of certain federally funded hospitals; 
to the Committee on Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

S. 751. A bill to combat nursing home fraud 
and abuse, increase protections for victims 
of telemarketing fraud, enhance safeguards 
for pension plans and health care benefit pro-
grams, and enhance penalties for crimes 
against seniors, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 752. A bill to facilitate the recruitment 
of temporary employees to assist in the con-
duct of the 2000 decennial census of popu-
lation, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. DODD, Mr. KERRY, Mr. 
BRYAN, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. REED, Mr. 
SCHUMER, Mr. BAYH, and Mr. 
EDWARDS): 

S. 753. A bill to enhance competition in the 
financial services industry by providing a 
prudential framework for the affiliation of 
banks, securities firms, and other financial 
service providers; and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself and Mr. 
HELMS): 

S. 754. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 310 New Bern Avenue in 
Raleigh, North Carolina, as the ‘‘Terry San-
ford Federal Building’’; read the first time. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. NICK-
LES, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. KOHL, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
HELMS, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. 
DEWINE): 

S. 755. A bill to extend the period for com-
pliance with certain ethical standards for 
Federal prosecutors; read the first time. 

By Mrs. LINCOLN (for herself, Mr. 
BREAUX, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. LOTT, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BOND, 
Mr. GRAMM, Mr. HUTCHINSON, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT): 

S. 756. To provide adversely affected crop 
producers with additional time to make fully 
informed risk management decisions for the 
1999 crop year; considered and passed. 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
ROBB, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. LOTT, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. BURNS, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Mr. GORTON, Mr. BREAUX, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. CONRAD, 
Mr. BOND, and Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 757. A bill to provide a framework for 
consideration by the legislative and execu-
tive branches of unilateral economic sanc-
tions in order to ensure coordination of 
United States policy with respect to trade, 
security, and human rights; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. DODD, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. 

LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. SMITH of New Hamp-
shire, and Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 758. A bill to establish legal standards 
and procedures for the fair, prompt, inexpen-
sive, and efficient resolution of personal in-
jury claims arising out of asbestos exposure, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. 
REID): 

S. 759. A bill to regulate the transmission 
of unsolicited commercial electronic mail on 
the Internet, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself and 
Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 760. A bill to include the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
Guam, American Samoa, the United States 
Virgin Islands, and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Mariana Islands in the 50 
States Commemorative Coin Program; to 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. BURNS): 

S. 761. A bill to regulate interstate com-
merce by electronic means by permitting 
and encouraging the continued expansion of 
electronic commerce through the operation 
of free market forces, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
S. 762. A bill to direct the Secretary of the 

Interior to conduct a feasibility study on the 
inclusion of the Miami Circle in Biscayne 
National Park; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire (for 
himself, Mr. SHELBY, and Mr. HELMS): 

S.J. Res. 16. A joint resolution proposing a 
constitutional amendment to establish lim-
ited judicial terms of office; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SHELBY: 
S.J. Res. 17. A joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States which requires (except during 
time of war and subject to suspension by the 
Congress) that the total amount of money 
expended by the United States during any 
fiscal year not exceed the amount of certain 
revenue received by the United States during 
such fiscal year and not exceed 20 per cen-
tum of the gross national product of the 
United States during the previous calendar 
year; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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. LOTT: 
S. Res. 75. A resolution reconstituting the 

Senate Arms Control Observer Group as the 
Senate National Security Working Group 
and revising the the authority of the Group; 
considered and agreed to. 

S. Con. Res. 23. A concurrent resolution 
providing for a conditional adjournment or 
recess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives; considered and agreed to. 

By Mr. LUGAR: 
S. Con. Res. 24. A bill to express the sense 

of the Congress on the need for United States 
to defend the American agricultural and food 
supply system from industrial sabotage and 
terrorist threats; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 713. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to provide a char-
itable deduction for certain expenses 
incurred in support of Native Alaskan 
subsistence whaling; to the Committee 
on Finance. 
NATIVE ALASKAN SUBSISTENCE WHALING ACT OF 

1999 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

rise on behalf of myself and Senator 
STEVENS to introduce legislation that 
would resolve a dispute that has ex-
isted for several years between the IRS 
and native whaling captains in my 
state. Our legislation would amend the 
Internal Revenue Code to ensure that a 
charitable donation tax deduction 
would be allowed for native whaling 
captains who organize and support sub-
sistence whaling activities in their 
communities. 

Substence whaling is a necessity to 
the Alaska Native community. In 
many of our remote village commu-
nities, the whale hunt is a tradition 
that has been carried on for genera-
tions over many millennia. It is the 
custom that the captain of the hunt 
make all provisions for the meals, 
wages and equipment costs associated 
with this important activity. 

In most instances, the Captain is re-
paid in whale meat and muktuck, 
which is blubber and skin. However, as 
part of the tradition, the Captain is re-
quired to donate a substantial portion 
of the whale to his village in order to 
help the community survive. 

The proposed deduction would allow 
the Captain to deduct up to $7,500 to 
help defray the costs associated with 
providing this community service. 

Mr. President, I want to point out 
that if the Captain incurred all of these 
expenses and then donated the whale 
meat to a local charitable organiza-
tion, the Captain would almost cer-
tainly be able to deduct the costs he in-
curred in outfitting the boat for the 
charitable purpose. However, the cul-
tural significance of the Captain’s 
sharing the whale with the community 
would be lost. 

This is a very modest effort to allow 
the Congress to recognize the impor-
tance of this part of our Native Alas-
kan tradition. When this measure 
passed the senate two years ago, the 
Joint Committee on Taxation esti-
mated that this provision would cost a 
mere three million dollars over a 10 
year period. I think that is a very 
small price for preserving this vital 
link with our natives’ heritage. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the legislation be included in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 713 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Native Alas-
kan Subsistence Whaling Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTION DEDUCTION 

FOR CERTAIN EXPENSES INCURRED 
IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE ALASKAN 
SUBSISTENCE WHALING. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 170 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to chari-
table, etc., contributions and gifts) is amend-
ed by redesignating subsection (m) as sub-
section (n) and by inserting after subsection 
(l) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(m) EXPENSES PAID BY CERTAIN WHALING 
CAPTAINS IN SUPPORT OF NATIVE ALASKAN 
SUBSISTENCE WHALING.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-
vidual who is recognized by the Alaska Es-
kimo Whaling Commission as a whaling cap-
tain charged with the responsibility of main-
taining and carrying out sanctioned whaling 
activities and who engages in such activities 
during the taxable year, the amount de-
scribed in paragraph (2) (to the extent such 
amount does not exceed $7,500 for the taxable 
year) shall be treated for purposes of this 
section as a charitable contribution. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT DESCRIBED.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount described in 

this paragraph is the aggregate of the rea-
sonable and necessary whaling expenses paid 
by the taxpayer during the taxable year in 
carrying out sanctioned whaling activities. 

‘‘(B) WHALING EXPENSES.—For purposes of 
subparagraph (A), the term ‘whaling ex-
penses’ includes expenses for— 

‘‘(i) the acquisition and maintenance of 
whaling boats, weapons, and gear used in 
sanctioned whaling activities, 

‘‘(ii) the supplying of food for the crew and 
other provisions for carrying out such activi-
ties, and 

‘‘(iii) storage and distribution of the catch 
from such activities. 

‘‘(3) SANCTIONED WHALING ACTIVITIES.—For 
purposes of this subsection, the term ‘sanc-
tioned whaling activities’ means subsistence 
bowhead whale hunting activities conducted 
pursuant to the management plan of the 
Alaska Eskimo Whaling Commission.’’ 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after December 31, 1998. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. STEVENS): 

S. 714. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to maintain ex-
emption of Alaska from dyeing require-
ments for exempt diesel fuel and ker-
osene; to the Committee on Finance. 

DIESEL DYEING EXEMPTION FOR ALASKA 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 

today I am joined by Senator TED STE-
VENS in introducing legislation that 
would clarify a provision in the tax 
code that exempts the State of Alaska 
from the IRS diesel dyeing rules. 

The Small Business Job Protection 
Act of 1996 included a provision that 
exempted Alaska from the diesel dye-
ing requirements during the period the 
state was exempted from the Clean Air 
Act low sulfur diesel dyeing rules. For 
various reasons, it was believed at the 
time that Alaska would ultimately be 
permanently exempted from the Clean 
Air Act rules. However, technological 
changes suggest that Alaska may in 
the next few years lose its exemption 
from the low sulfur rules. 

However, in our view, whether Alas-
ka is exempted from the low sulfur 
rules, it is imperative that Alaska be 

permanently exempted from the IRS 
diesel dyeing rules. That is what our 
bill does. 

Today, more than 95 percent of all 
diesel fuel used in Alaska is exempt 
from tax because it is used for heating, 
power generation, or in commercial 
fishing boats. Under the diesel dyeing 
rules in place in 49 states, exempt die-
sel must be dyed. If these diesel dyeing 
rules were applied to Alaska, refiners 
would have to buy huge quantities of 
dye, along with expensive injection 
systems, to dye all of this non-taxable 
diesel fuel. 

Although the Joint Tax Committee 
originally estimated in 1996 that re-
pealing the dyeing rules for Alaska 
could cost the Treasury $500,000 a year, 
some refiners were spending as much as 
$750,000 on dye alone. Add on another 
$100,000 for injection systems and you 
begin to wonder what happened to com-
mon sense regulation. Congress saw it 
that way and decided to exempt Alas-
ka. Now that exemption should be 
made permanent. 

Approximately 65 percent of the 
state’s communities are served solely 
by barges. For many of these commu-
nities, the fuel oil barge comes in only 
once a year when the waterways are 
not frozen. It is absurd to require these 
communities to build a second storage 
facility for undyed taxable fuel simply 
for the few vehicles in town that are 
subject to tax. 

It is currently projected that the 
state will have to spend from $200 mil-
lion to $400 million just to repair fuel 
storage tanks in hundreds of rural 
communities because of leaking fuel 
problems. If IRS dyeing rules were in 
place, millions more would have to be 
spent simply to maintain a small sup-
ply of taxable diesel in each of these 
communities. 

Mr. President, in 1996, Congress acted 
sensibly in exempting Alaska from the 
IRS diesel dyeing rules. It is my hope 
that we will again see the wisdom of 
exempting Alaska, this time making it 
a permanent exemption. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the bill be included in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 714 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

(a) EXCEPTION TO DYEING REQUIREMENTS 
FOR EXEMPT DIESEL FUEL AND KEROSENE.— 
Paragraph (1) of section 4082(c) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to excep-
tion to dyeing requirements is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(1) removed, entered, or sold in the State 
of Alaska for ultimate sale or use in such 
State, and’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section applies with respect to 
fuel removed, entered, or sold on or after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, 
Mr. WYDEN and Mr. BAUCUS): 

S. 715. A bill to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate a por-

tion of the Columbia River as a rec-
reational river, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

HANFORD REACH WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 
LEGISLATION 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to estab-
lish the Hanford Reach of the Columbia 
River as a Wild and Scenic River. Sim-
ply stated, this is the best, most cost- 
effective, and smartest way to protect 
the Northwest’s dwindling wild salmon 
runs. 

The Hanford Reach is an extraor-
dinary and unique place. 

While most of the Columbia River 
Basin was being developed during the 
middle of this century, the Hanford 
Reach and other buffer areas within 
the Hanford Nuclear Reservation were 
kept pristine, ironically, by the same 
veil of secrecy and security that lead 
to the notorious nuclear and chemical 
contamination of the central Hanford 
Site. Today, these relatively undis-
turbed areas are the last wild remnants 
of a great river and vast ecological 
community that have been tamed by 
dams, farms, and other development 
elsewhere. 

As the last free-flowing stretch of the 
Columbia River, the significance of the 
Hanford Reach cannot be overstated. 
Mile for mile, it contains some of the 
most productive and important fish 
spawning habitat in the lower 48 
states. The volume and velocity of the 
cool, clear waters of the Columbia 
River produce ideal conditions for 
spawning and migrating salmon. The 
Reach produces eighty percent of the 
Columbia Basin’s fall chinook salmon, 
as well as thriving runs of steelhead 
trout and sturgeon. It is the only truly 
healthy segment of the mainstem of 
the Columbia River. 

The Reach is also rich in other nat-
ural and cultural resources. Bald ea-
gles, wintering and migrating water-
fowl, deer, elk, and a diversity of other 
wildlife depend on the Reach. It is 
home to dozens of rare, threatened, and 
endangered plants and animals, some 
found only in the Reach. Native Amer-
ican culture thrived on the shores and 
islands of the Reach for millennia, and 
there are over 150 archeological sites in 
the proposed designation, some dating 
back more than 10,000 years. The 
Reach’s naturally spawning salmon 
and cultural sites remain a vital part 
of the culture and religion of Native 
American groups in the area. 

It is remarkable that the Reach of-
fers so much in such close proximity to 
the cities of Kennewick, Pasco, and 
Richland, Washington. The Reach of-
fers residents and visitors recreation of 
many types—from hunting, fishing, 
and hiking to kayaking, waterskiing, 
and birdwatching—and adds greatly to 
the quality of life and economy of the 
area. 

Back in 1994, only the locals in and 
around the Tri-Cities had heard about 
the last-free flowing stretch of the 
mighty Columbia River. Several resi-
dents had been working more than 
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thirty years to save the Reach and 
they got me involved to do the same. 
They showed me what a precious re-
source the Hanford Reach is, and I 
promised to do everything in my power 
to protect it. 

I convened a Hanford Reach Advisory 
Panel to develop a consensus plan to 
protect the river corridor. Their work 
has been the basis of the bills I have in-
troduced in the past and that I am in-
troducing today, and builds on the 
foundation begun by Senators Dan 
Evans and Brock Adams, and Congress-
man Sid Morrison who enacted legisla-
tion imposing a moratorium on devel-
opment within the river corridor in 
1987. 

I am confident this is the year we 
will finally achieve our goals and cre-
ate a new Wild and Scenic River. We 
cannot wait any longer to save the 
Reach. Since the recent listing of the 
Puget Sound chinook, everyone across 
the Northwest is focused on what we 
all must do to save our wild salmon. 

Designating the Hanford Reach as a 
Wild and Scenic River is the simplest 
and most effective way to provide real, 
permanent protection for our wild 
salmon stocks. Only under the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act will we get the 
expertise, resources and permanency 
that federal management agencies, like 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, pro-
vide. The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act is 
recognized as the best way to protect 
endangered rivers across the nation. 
The Reach deserves no less than the 
best. 

And this designation will not cost a 
penny. The land surrounding the river 
is already publicly held. The Depart-
ment of Energy owns land on both 
sides of the river, so no private lands 
will be acquired or taken out of produc-
tion to save this special place. 

In addition to public ownership, this 
section of the river is in superb ecologi-
cal condition. It offers the best salmon 
spawning grounds on the mainstem of 
the Columbia. It will not require the 
millions of dollars for remediation that 
we’ve spent on other rivers and 
streams across the country. All the 
Hanford Reach requires is our protec-
tion, and it will continue to produce 
salmon runs unsurpassed anyplace in 
the region. 

Creating a Wild and Scenic River will 
help us avoid drastic measures like 
breaching the dams along the Columbia 
and Snake River systems to restore 
salmon. The recent Endangered Species 
Act listing of nine more northwest 
salmon runs as threatened, is another 
indication that we must take imme-
diate action. Protecting the Reach is 
an insurance policy against the future 
possibility of expensive clean-up efforts 
and lawsuits. We must make this in-
vestment now to demonstrate we’re se-
rious about protecting not only wild 
salmon, but also the economic and so-
cial structure in the inland West. 

This bill differs from my previous 
legislation in some important ways. 
Not only does it create a federally-des-

ignated recreational Wild and Scenic 
River, it also establishes an innovative 
management approach through the cre-
ation of a multi-party commission. The 
management commission will develop 
a plan to guide the US Fish and Wild-
life Service and will be comprised of 
three federal representatives from the 
Departments of Energy, Interior, and 
Commerce (National Marine Fisheries 
Service); three Washington state rep-
resentatives from the Departments of 
Fish and Wildlife, Ecology, and Com-
munity, Trade and Economic Develop-
ment; three representatives of local 
government from the counties of Ben-
ton, Grant, and Franklin; three tribal 
representatives from the Yakama, 
Umatilla, and Nez Perce peoples; and 
three local citizen representatives from 
conservation, recreation, and business 
interests. 

This bill also takes us a step closer 
to consolidating lands on the Hanford 
reservation itself in order to facilitate 
economic development, preservation of 
sacred tribal sites, and protection of 
important biological resources. It re-
quires the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) and the Department of Energy 
to examine the best ways to consoli-
date BLM lands on the south side of 
the river on the Hanford site. It estab-
lishes the objectives of the study to 
clear title to lands along the railroad 
and in the 200 Area for industrial devel-
opment; to protect wildlife and native 
plants; and to preserve cultural sites 
important to Native Americans. 

This bill does not address the critical 
and sensitive lands of the North Slope 
(also known as the Wahluke Slope) be-
cause the land is still needed by the 
Department of Energy for safety rea-
sons. However, I hope to work through 
the administrative process to ensure 
these lands are not disturbed in any 
way that could possibly impact the 
healthy salmon spawning grounds 
below the White Bluffs. I remain com-
mitted to enlarging the existing Saddle 
Mountain National Wildlife Refuge be-
cause, again, I am convinced we must 
provide the strongest, surest protec-
tion for the North Slope to offer our 
wild salmon their best hope for sur-
vival. 

At a time when the Pacific North-
west is spending hundreds of millions 
of dollars annually on restoration and 
enhancement efforts, and struggling to 
restore declining salmon runs, pro-
tecting the Hanford Reach is the most 
cost-effective measure we can take. 
That is why the Northwest Power Plan-
ning Council, Trout Unlimited, con-
servation groups, tribes, and many 
other regional interests involved in the 
salmon controversy all support des-
ignation of the Reach under the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

These are some of the many good rea-
sons for this Congress to take up and 
pass this legislation to ensure the Han-
ford Reach becomes a part of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 
I urge the other members of Congress 
to join us in demanding the permanent 

protection of this river. It has given us 
so very much. The least we can do for 
the Columbia River is to protect the 
last fifty-one miles of free-flowing 
waters and the wild salmon that call it 
home. 

By Mr. KOHL: 
S. 716. A bill to provide for the pre-

vention of juvenile crime, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

THE 21ST CENTURY SAFE AND SOUND 
COMMUNITIES ACT 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise to in-
troduce a proposal for reducing juve-
nile crime — the ‘‘21st Century Safe 
and Sound Communities Act.’’ In the 
past few years, we have begun to make 
real advances in fighting youth vio-
lence; in fact, in cities across the coun-
try, juvenile crime has started to fall. 
For example, in three ‘‘Weed & Seed’’ 
neighborhoods in Milwaukee, violent 
felonies dropped 47 percent, gun crimes 
fell 46 percent, and crime overall was 
down 21 percent. And after Boston im-
plemented a citywide anti-crime plan, 
the number of juveniles murdered de-
clined 80 percent, and in more than two 
years not a single child was killed by a 
gun. Not one child. Through a program 
called ‘‘Safe and Sound,’’ I have al-
ready worked hard with other public 
officials and business leaders to expand 
Milwaukee’s success citywide. Now we 
need to build on what works, in order 
to protect our children and to make as 
many of our communities across the 
nation ‘‘safe and sound.’’ This measure 
will be an important step in the right 
direction. 

We do not have to reinvent the wheel 
to reduce juvenile crime. The lesson 
from Milwaukee, Boston and other cit-
ies is clear. There is no single magic 
solution, but a number of steps, taken 
together, can and will make a dif-
ference: put dangerous criminals be-
hind bars; keep guns out of the hands 
of juveniles; and create after-school al-
ternatives to gangs and drugs. That’s 
what works, and that’s what this pro-
posal is all about. It builds on each of 
these three basic strategies and ex-
pands them to more cities and more 
rural communities across the nation. 
Let me explain. 

First, we can’t even begin to stop 
violent kids unless we have police offi-
cers on the street to catch them, and 
state and local prosecutors to try 
them. So this proposal makes it easier 
to lock up dangerous juveniles by ex-
tending the highly successful COPS 
program, which is due to expire after 
next year, through the year 2004. That 
will allow us to hire at least 50,000 new 
community police officers. And it pro-
vides $100 million per year for state and 
local prosecutors to go after juvenile 
criminals. 

Of course, we can’t keep criminals off 
the streets unless we have a place to 
send them. Unfortunately, although we 
provide states with hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars each year to build new 
prisons, most states use all of these 
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funds for adult prisons only. So this 
measure requires states to set aside 10 
percent of federal prison funding to ju-
venile prisons or alternative place-
ments of delinquent children. This 
commitment is consistent with dedi-
cated funding for juvenile facilities in 
the Senate-passed 1994 crime bill, 
which set the stage for spending bil-
lions of dollars on prisons through the 
1994 Crime Act. 

This proposal also helps rural com-
munities keep dangerous kids behind 
bars. Now, although the closest juve-
nile facility may be hundreds of miles 
away, federal law prohibits rural police 
from locking up violent juveniles in 
adult jails for more than 24 hours. This 
means that state law enforcement offi-
cials either have to waste the time and 
resources to criss-cross the state even 
for initial court appearances, or simply 
let dangerous teens go free. In my 
view, that’s a no-win situation. This 
measure gives rural police the flexi-
bility they need by letting them detain 
juveniles in adult jails for up to 72 
hours, provided they are separated 
from adult criminals. 

Moreover, this measure will help 
lock up gun-toting kids—and the peo-
ple who illegally supply them with 
weapons. It builds on my 1994 Youth 
Handgun Safety Act by turning illegal 
possession of a handgun by a minor 
into a felony. And the same goes for 
anyone who illegally sells handguns to 
kids. Kids and handguns don’t mix, and 
our Federal law needs to make clear 
that this is a serious crime. 

And this measure makes it easier to 
identify the violent juveniles who need 
to be dealt with more severely—by 
strongly encouraging states to share 
the records of violent juvenile offend-
ers and providing the funding nec-
essary for improved record-keeping. 
The fact is that law enforcement offi-
cials need full disclosure in order to 
make informed judgments about who 
should be incarcerated, but current law 
allows too many records to be con-
cealed or to vanish without a trace 
when a teen felon turns 18. 

Second, this proposal will help keep 
firearms out of the hands of young peo-
ple. It promotes gun safety by requir-
ing the sale of child safety locks with 
every new handgun. Child safety locks 
can help save many of the 500 children 
and teenagers killed each year in fire-
arms accidents, and the 1,500 kids each 
year who use guns to commit suicide. 
Just as importantly, they can help pre-
vent some of the 7,000 violent juvenile 
crimes committed every year with 
guns children took from their own 
homes. 

It also helps identify who is sup-
plying kids with guns, so we can put 
them out of business and behind bars. 
The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms has been working closely 
with cities like Milwaukee and Boston 
to trace guns used by young people 
back to the source. Using ATF’s na-
tional database, police and prosecutors 
can target illegal suppliers of firearms 

and help stop the flow of firearms into 
our communities. This measure will 
expand the program to other cities and, 
with the increased penalties outlined 
above, help cut down illegal gun traf-
ficking. 

In addition, it closes an inexcusable 
loophole that allows violent young of-
fenders to buy guns legally when they 
turn 18. Under current law, violent 
adult offenders can’t buy firearms, but 
violent juveniles can—even the kids 
convicted of the schoolyard killings in 
Jonesboro, Arkansas—at least once 
they are released at age 18. This has to 
stop. So this measure declares that all 
violent felons are disqualified from 
buying firearms, regardless of whether 
they were 10, 12, 14 or just a day short 
of their 18th birthday at the time of 
their offense. 

And not only will this proposal pro-
hibit all violent criminals from owning 
firearms, no matter what their age, it 
also encourages aggressive enforce-
ment of this federal law by dedicating 
federal prosecutors and investigators 
to this task. This builds on a successful 
program, supported by the NRA, that 
has helped reduce gun violence in Rich-
mond through increased federal pros-
ecution, public outreach and fewer plea 
bargains. 

Third, a balanced approach also re-
quires a significant investment in 
crime prevention, so we can stop crime 
before it’s too late. In fact, no one is 
more adamant in support of this ap-
proach than our nation’s law enforce-
ment officials. For example, last year 
more than 400 police chiefs, sheriffs and 
prosecutors nationwide endorsed a call 
for after-school programs for all chil-
dren. And in my home state of Wis-
consin, 90 percent of police chiefs and 
sheriffs I surveyed agreed that we need 
to increase federal prevention spend-
ing. 

This proposal promotes prevention 
by concentrating funding in programs 
that already have a record of success, 
like Weed & Seed, and those that rely 
on proven strategies, like the ones that 
give children a safe place to go in the 
after-school hours between 3 and 8 
p.m., when juvenile crime peaks. 

For example, it expands the Weed & 
Seed program, a Republican program 
which combines aggressive enforce-
ment and safe havens for at-risk kids. 
The measure also gives more schools 
the resources necessary to stay open 
after school, through expansion of the 
21st Century Learning Center program. 
It promotes innovative prevention ini-
tiatives by reauthorizing and expand-
ing the Title V At-Risk Children Chal-
lenge Grant program, which I au-
thored, which encourages investment, 
collaboration, and long-range preven-
tion planning by local communities, 
who must establish locally tailored 
prevention programs and contribute at 
least 50 cents for every federal dollar. 
It builds on our support for the valu-
able work of Boys & Girls Clubs, by 
continuing to dedicate funding to the 
Clubs and expanding funding to other 

successful organizations like the 
YMCA. And it requires that at least 20 
percent of the new juvenile crime 
funds—namely the recently-appro-
priated $500 million juvenile account-
ability block grant—be dedicated to 
prevention. 

Of course, we shouldn’t blindly invest 
in prevention programs, just because 
they sound good. Quality, not quantity, 
matters. And it would be foolish to 
throw good money after bad. That’s 
why my measure cuts nearly $1 billion 
in prevention programs authorized by 
the Crime Act—so we don’t waste 
money on redundant programs which 
don’t have records of success or bipar-
tisan support. And that’s why my 
measure requires 5 to 10 percent of all 
prevention funds to be set aside for rig-
orous evaluations—so we can keep 
funding the programs that work, and 
eliminate the programs that don’t. We 
also reward cities that adopt com-
prehensive anti-juvenile crime strate-
gies, like Milwaukee’s and Boston’s—so 
prevention is part of a balanced, co-
ordinated overall plan. 

Mr. President, the question about 
how to reduce juvenile crime is no 
longer a mystery. We have a good idea 
about what works. The real question is 
this: Will we act to make our commu-
nities safer and sounder places to live 
and to prevent teen crime before it 
happens? I have faith that we will, and 
I believe this measure moves us for-
ward. I ask unanimous consent that a 
summary of this proposal be printed 
for the RECORD. There being no objec-
tion, the summary was ordered printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY OF THE 21ST CENTURY SAFE AND 
SOUND COMMUNITIES ACT 

Title I: Increased Placement of Juveniles 
in Appropriate Correctional Facilities 

States must dedicate 10 percent of all pris-
on funding from the 1994 Crime Act to juve-
nile facilities or alternative placements for 
delinquent juveniles. Expands ability to de-
tain juveniles temporarily in rural adult 
jails by permitting detention for up to 72 
hours and ending requirement of separate 
staff to oversee juveniles and adults. 

Title II: Reducing Youth Access to Fire-
arms 

Limits access of juveniles and juvenile of-
fenders to firearms. Requires the sale of 
child safety locks with all handguns. Ex-
pands Department of the Treasury’s youth 
crime gun tracing program to identify more 
illegal gun traffickers who are supplying 
guns to children. Increases jail time for indi-
viduals who transfer handguns to juveniles 
and for juveniles who illegally possess hand-
guns. Prohibits the sale of firearms to vio-
lent juvenile offenders after they become 18 
years old. Increases enforcement of federal 
laws to prohibit illegal possession of fire-
arms by violent criminals, including violent 
juvenile offenders. 

Title III: Consolidation of Prevention Pro-
grams 

Repeals nearly $1 billion in authorized pre-
vention programs from the 1994 Crime Act. 
Expands Weed & Seed to $200 million per 
year (from $33.5 million in 1999), the Title V 
At-Risk Children Challenge Grants to $200 
million per year (from $55 million), and the 
21st Century Learning Centers to $600 mil-
lion per year (from $200 million), and extends 
Boys & Girls Club funding for five more 
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years, increasing funding to $100 million per 
year (from $40 million) and expanding the 
program to support other successful commu-
nity organizations like the YMCA. Consoli-
dates several gang prevention programs into 
one $25 million program. Rewards cities that 
adopt a comprehensive anti-juvenile crime 
strategy based on the Boston model. Sets 
aside 5 to 10 percent of prevention funding 
for evaluation, implementing the proposal of 
the DOJ-sponsored University of Maryland 
report. 

Title IV: Juvenile Crime Control and Ac-
countability Block Grant 

Promotes funding for prosecutors, im-
proved-record keeping, juvenile prisons, and 
prevention through $500 million block grant. 
Qualifying states must trace all firearms re-
covered from individuals under age 21 to 
identify illegal firearm traffickers, and must 
share criminal records of all juvenile violent 
offenders with other jurisdictions. $100 mil-
lion of this grant program must be dedicated 
to both prevention and to hiring more pros-
ecutors. 

Title V: Extension of COPS and Juvenile 
Justice programs 

Extends program to hire new community 
police officers. Reauthorizes Office of Juve-
nile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. 

Title VI: Extension of Violent Crime Re-
duction Trust Fund 

Extends trust fund established by 1994 
Crime Act to pay for anti-crime programs 
with savings from reduction of federal work-
force. 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself, 
Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
DODD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. HOL-
LINGS, Mr. INOUYE, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, and Mr. REID): 

S. 717. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that the 
reductions in social security benefits 
which are required in the case of 
spouses and surviving spouses who are 
also receiving certain Government pen-
sions shall be equal to the amount by 
which two-thirds of the total amount 
of the combined monthly benefit (be-
fore reduction) and monthly pension 
exceeds $1,200, adjusted for inflation; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

GOVERNMENT PENSION OFFSET REFORM ACT 
∑ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today, 
I am introducing a bill to modify a 
harsh and heartless rule of government 
that is unfair and prevents current 
workers from enjoying the benefits of 
their hard work in their retirement. 
This legislation is very important to 
me, very important to my constituents 
in Maryland, and very important to 
government workers and retirees 
across the nation. I want the middle 
class of this Nation to know that if you 
worked hard to become middle class 
you should stay middle class when you 
retire. 

Under current law, there is some-
thing called the Pension Offset law. 
This is a harsh and unfair policy. Let 
me tell you why. 

If you are a retired government 
worker, and you qualify for a spousal 
Social Security benefit based on your 
spouse’s employment record, you may 
not receive what you qualify for. Be-
cause the Pension Offset law reduces or 
entirely eliminates a Social Security 
spousal benefit when the surviving 

spouse is eligible for a pension from a 
local, state or federal government job 
that was not covered by Social Secu-
rity. 

This policy only applies to govern-
ment workers, not private sector work-
ers. Let me give you an example of two 
women, Helen and her sister Phyllis. 

Helen is a retired Social Security 
benefits counselor who lives in 
Woodlawn, Maryland. Helen currently 
earns $600 a month from her federal 
government pension. She’s also enti-
tled to a $645 a month spousal benefit 
from Social Security based on her de-
ceased husband’s hard work as an auto 
mechanic. That’s a combined monthly 
benefit of $1,245. 

Phyllis is a retired bank teller also in 
Woodlawn, Maryland. She currently 
earns a pension of $600 a month from 
the bank. Like Helen, Phyllis is also 
entitled to a $645 a month spousal ben-
efit from Social Security based on her 
husband’s employment. He was an 
auto-mechanic, too. In fact, he worked 
at the same shop as Helen’s husband. 

So, Phyllis is entitled to a total of 
$1,245 a month, the same as Helen. But, 
because of the Pension Offset law, Hel-
en’s spousal benefit is reduced by 2⁄3 of 
her government pension, or $400. So in-
stead of $1,245 per month, she will only 
receive $845 per month. 

This reduction in benefits only hap-
pens to Helen because she worked for 
the government. Phyllis will receive 
her full benefits because her pension is 
a private sector pension. I don’t think 
that’s right, and that’s why I’m intro-
ducing this legislation. 

The crucial thing about the MIKULSKI 
Modification is that it guarantees a 
minimum benefit of $1,200. So, with the 
MIKULSKI Modification to the Pension 
Offset, Helen is guaranteed at least 
$1,200 per month. 

Let me tell you how it works. Helen’s 
spousal benefit will be reduced only by 
2/3 of the amount her combined month-
ly benefit exceeds $1,200. In her case, 
the amount of the offset would be 2/3 of 
$45, or $30. That’s a big difference from 
$400, and I think people like our federal 
workers, teachers and our firefighters 
deserve that big difference. 

Why should earning a government 
pension penalize the surviving spouse? 
If a deceased spouse had a job covered 
by Social Security and paid into the 
Social Security system, that spouse ex-
pected his earned Social Security bene-
fits would be there for his surviving 
spouse. 

Most working men believe this and 
many working women are counting on 
their spousal benefits. But because of 
this harsh and heartless policy, the 
spousal benefits will not be there, your 
spouse will not benefit from your hard 
work, and, chances are, you won’t find 
out about it until your loved one is 
gone and you really need the money. 

The MIKULSKI modification guaran-
tees that the spouse will at least re-
ceive $1,200 in combined benefits. That 
Helen will receive the same amount as 
Phyllis. 

I’m introducing this legislation, be-
cause these survivors deserve better 
than the reduced monthly benefits that 
the Pension Offset currently allows. 
They deserve to be rewarded for their 
hard work, not penalized for it. 

Many workers affected by this Offset 
policy are women, or clerical workers 
and bus drivers who are currently 
working and looking forward to a de-
served retirement. These are people 
who worked hard as federal employees, 
school teachers, or firefighters. 

Frankly, I would repeal this policy 
all together. But, I realize that budget 
considerations make that unlikely. As 
a compromise, I hope we can agree that 
retirees who work hard should not have 
this offset applied until their combined 
monthly benefit exceeds $1,200. 

In the few cases where retirees might 
have their benefits reduced by this pol-
icy change, my legislation will cal-
culate their pension offset by the cur-
rent method. I also have a provision in 
this legislation to index the minimum 
amount of $1,200 to inflation so retirees 
will see their minimum benefits in-
crease as the cost of living increases. 

I believe that people who work hard 
and play by the rules should not be pe-
nalized by arcane, legislative tech-
nicalities. That’s why I’m introducing 
this bill today. 

Representative WILLIAM JEFFERSON 
of Louisiana has introduced similar 
legislation in the House. I look forward 
to working with him to modify the 
harsh Pension Offset rule. 

If the federal government is going to 
force government workers and retirees 
in Maryland and across the country to 
give up a portion of their spousal bene-
fits, the retirees should at least receive 
a fair portion of their benefits. 

I want to urge my Senate colleagues 
to join me in this effort and support 
my legislation to modify the Govern-
ment Pension Offset.∑ 

By Ms. MIKULSKI (for herself 
and Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 718. A bill to amend chapters 83 
and 84 of title 5, United States Code, to 
extend the civil service retirement pro-
visions of such chapter which are appli-
cable to law enforcement officers, to 
inspectors of the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service, inspectors and ca-
nine enforcement officers of the United 
States Customs Service, and revenue 
officers of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

HAZARDOUS OCCUPATIONS RETIREMENT 
BENEFITS ACT OF 1999 

∑ Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, today 
I introduce the Hazardous Occupations 
Retirement Benefits Act of 1999. This 
legislation will grant an early retire-
ment package for revenue officers of 
the Internal Revenue Service, customs 
inspectors of the U.S. Customs Service, 
and immigration inspectors of the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service. 

Under current law, most Federal law 
enforcement officers and firefighters 
are eligible to retire at age 50 with 20 
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years of Federal service. Most people 
would be surprised to learn that cur-
rent law does not treat revenue offi-
cers, customs inspectors and immigra-
tion inspectors as federal law enforce-
ment personnel. 

This legislation will amend the cur-
rent law and finally grant the same 20- 
year retirement to these members of 
the Internal Revenue Service, Customs 
Service, and Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service. The employees 
under this bill have very hazardous, 
physically taxing occupations, and it is 
in the public’s interest to have a young 
and competent work force in these 
jobs. 

The need for a 20-year retirement 
benefit for inspectors of the Customs 
Service is very clear. These employees 
are the country’s first line of defense 
against terrorism and the smuggling of 
illegal drugs at our borders. They have 
the authority to apprehend those en-
gaged in these crimes. These officers 
carry a firearm on the job. They are re-
sponsible for the most arrests per-
formed by Customs Service employees. 
The Customs Service interdicts more 
narcotics than any other law enforce-
ment agency—over a million pounds a 
year. In 1996, they seized 180,946 pounds 
of cocaine, 2,895 pounds of heroin, and 
775,225 pounds of marijuana. They are 
required to have the same law enforce-
ment training as all other law enforce-
ment personnel. These employees face 
so many challenges. They confront 
criminals in the drug war, organized 
crime figures, and increasingly sophis-
ticated white-collar criminals. 

Revenue officers struggle with heavy 
workloads and a high rate of job stress. 
Some IRS employees must even em-
ploy pseudonyms to hide their identity 
because of the great threat to their 
personal safety. The Internal Revenue 
Service currently provides it’s employ-
ees with a manual entitled: ‘Assaults 
and Threats: A Guide to Your Personal 
Safety’ to help employees respond to 
hostile situations. The document ad-
vises IRS employees how to handle on- 
the-job assaults, abuse, threatening 
telephone calls, and other menacing 
situations. 

Mr. President, this legislation is cost 
effective. Any cost that is created by 
this act is more than offset by savings 
in training costs and increased revenue 
collection. A 20-year retirement bill for 
these critical employees will reduce 
turnover, increase productivity, de-
crease employee recruitment and de-
velopment costs, and enhance the re-
tention of a well-trained and experi-
enced work force. 

I urge my colleagues to join me again 
in this Congress in expressing support 
for this bill and finally getting it en-
acted. This bill will improve the effec-
tiveness of our inspector and revenue 
officer work force to ensure the integ-
rity of our borders and proper collec-
tion of the taxes and duties owed to the 
Federal Government.∑ 

By Mr. REID: 

S. 719. A bill to provide for the or-
derly disposal of certain Federal land 
in the State of Nevada and for the ac-
quisition of environmentally sensitive 
land in the State, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 
THE NEVADA PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 

1999 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am proud 

to introduce today, the Nevada Public 
Land Management Act of 1999. This Act 
provides a process for the sale of public 
lands to support the expansion and eco-
nomic development of rural commu-
nities in Nevada. 

Many of Nevada’s rural counties are 
actively planning for economic growth 
and expansion. However, they are ham-
pered, because more than 87 percent of 
Nevada is owned by the Federal Gov-
ernment and some Nevada counties are 
more than 90 percent owned by the fed-
eral government. As these counties 
seek to expand economic diversifica-
tion, they find themselves land-locked 
by Federal lands. 

But a lack of land is not the only 
problem these counties face. Many lack 
an adequate tax base, due to their lack 
of private lands. As the tax roles 
shrink and they experience some 
growth, officials are unable to ade-
quately provide the basic public serv-
ices expected of them. Adequate police 
and fire protection, education, road 
maintenance, and basic health care are 
suffering. 

The legislation we introduce today 
will allow for the coordinated disposal 
of Federal lands that have already been 
identified by the Federal government 
and the Bureau of Land Management 
as suitable for disposal. Simply put, we 
are setting up a willing seller-willing 
buyer scenario. Sale of these lands will 
allow for economic diversification 
while implementing smart growth 
practices. Local governments will ben-
efit from an infusion of revenue and a 
stable tax base to fund basic public 
services. 

Senator BRYAN’s and my bill requires 
that disposal of Nevada’s lands be ac-
complished by competitive bidding, a 
process which will ensure that the sale 
of these public lands yield the highest 
return for the public. It is crucial to 
rural Nevada that we provide revenues 
for the basic services so many Ameri-
cans take for granted, while also giving 
the Federal government the revenues 
they need to acquire truly special lands 
for future generations to enjoy. 

Mr. President, this bill was drafted 
with conscious regard for the laws gov-
erning the management of public lands. 
In particular, the bill meets the intent 
of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act in three ways. First, it 
only involves lands determined to be 
suitable for disposal by the Bureau of 
Land Management’s own land use plan-
ning process. Secondly, the bill assures 
that state and local governments are 
provided meaningful public involve-
ment in land use decisions for public 
lands. And finally, the bill would allow 

for expansion of communities and eco-
nomic development. 

Two years ago I convened a Presi-
dential Summit on the shores of Lake 
Tahoe to save the Lake. This Summit 
created a model of federal, state, local, 
public and private partnership. It is a 
model that the President said can 
apply across the nation and across the 
world. We learned there that we can 
call work together to preserve the na-
tion’s special places and promote eco-
nomic growth. The legislation we in-
troduce today is crafted with the Lake 
Tahoe Model in mind. It encourages co-
operation between all levels of govern-
ment and the private sector. It is sup-
ported by Nevada state and local offi-
cials on a bi-partisan basis and our Re-
publican colleague Representative JIM 
GIBBONS has introduced similar legisla-
tion today in the House. 

This kind of bill shows truly how 
government can work for the people in 
partnership. I urge its swift passage. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 719 

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 ‘‘Nevada Pub-
lic Land Management Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Federal holdings in the State of Nevada 

constitute over 87 percent of the area of the 
State, and in 10 of the 17 counties the Fed-
eral Government controls at least 80 percent 
of the land; 

(2) the large amount of federally controlled 
land in Nevada and the lack of an adequate 
private land ownership base has had a nega-
tive impact on the overall economic develop-
ment of rural counties and communities and 
severely degraded the ability of local govern-
ments to provide necessary services; 

(3) under general land laws less than 3 per-
cent of the Federal land in Nevada has 
moved from Federal control to private own-
ership in the last 130 years; 

(4) in resource management plans, the Bu-
reau of Land Management has identified for 
disposal land that is difficult and costly to 
manage and that would more appropriately 
be in non-Federal ownership; 

(5) implementation of Federal land man-
agement plans has been impaired by the lack 
of necessary funding to provide the needed 
improvements and the lack of land manage-
ment programs to accomplish the goals and 
standards set out in the plans; and 

(6) the lack of a private land tax base pre-
vents most local governments from pro-
viding the appropriate infrastructure to 
allow timely development of land that is dis-
posed of by the Federal Government for com-
munity expansion and economic growth. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are to provide for— 

(1) the orderly disposal and use of certain 
Federal land in the State of Nevada that was 
not included in the Southern Nevada Public 
Land Management Act of 1998 (Public Law 
105–263; 112 Stat. 2343); 

(2) the acquisition of environmentally sen-
sitive land in the State; and 
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(3) the implementation of projects and ac-

tivities in the State to protect or restore im-
portant environmental and cultural re-
sources. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CURRENT LAND USE PLAN.—The term 

‘‘current land use plan’’, with respect to an 
administrative unit of the Bureau of Land 
Management, means the management frame-
work plan or resource management plan ap-
plicable to the unit that was approved most 
recently before the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

(2) ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE LAND.— 
The term ‘‘environmentally sensitive land’’ 
means land or an interest in land, the acqui-
sition of which the United States would, in 
the judgment of the Secretary or the Sec-
retary of Agriculture— 

(A) promote the preservation of natural, 
scientific, aesthetic, historical, cultural, wa-
tershed, wildlife, or other values that con-
tribute to public enjoyment or biological di-
versity; 

(B) enhance recreational opportunities or 
public access; 

(C) provide the opportunity to achieve bet-
ter management of public land through con-
solidation of Federal ownership; or 

(D) otherwise serve the public interest. 
(3) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 

means the Secretary of the Interior. 
(4) SPECIAL ACCOUNT.—The term ‘‘Special 

Account’’ means the account established by 
section 6. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means the 
State of Nevada. 

(6) UNIT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—The term 
‘‘unit of local government’’ means the elect-
ed governing body of each city and county in 
the State except the cities of Las Vegas, 
Henderson, and North Las Vegas. 
SEC. 4. DISPOSAL AND EXCHANGE. 

(a) DISPOSAL.—In accordance with this Act, 
the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), and other 
applicable law and subject to valid existing 
rights, the Secretary may dispose of public 
land within the State identified for disposal 
under current land use plans maintained 
under section 202 of the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1713), 
other than land that is identified for disposal 
under the Southern Nevada Public Land 
Management Act of 1998 (Public Law 105–263; 
112 Stat. 2343). 

(b) RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSE CON-
VEYANCES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not less than 30 days be-
fore offering land for sale or exchange under 
subsection (a), the State or the unit of local 
government in the jurisdiction of which the 
land is located may elect to obtain the land 
for local public purposes under the Act enti-
tled ‘‘An Act to authorize acquisition or use 
of public lands by States, counties, or mu-
nicipalities for recreational purposes’’, ap-
proved June 14, 1926 (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Recreation and Public Purposes Act’’) 
(43 U.S.C. 869 et seq.). 

(2) RETENTION BY SECRETARY.—If the State 
or unit of local government elects to obtain 
the land, the Secretary shall retain the land 
for conveyance to the State or unit of local 
government in accordance with that Act. 

(c) WITHDRAWAL.—Subject to valid existing 
rights, all Federal land selected for disposal 
under subsection (d)(1) is withdrawn from lo-
cation and entry under the mining laws and 
from operation under the mineral leasing 
and geothermal leasing laws until the Sec-
retary terminates the withdrawal or the land 
is patented. 

(d) SELECTION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, the unit of 

local government that has jurisdiction over 

land identified for disposal under subsection 
(a), and the State shall jointly select land to 
be offered for sale or exchange under this 
section. 

(2) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate land disposal activities with the 
unit of local government under the jurisdic-
tion of which the land is located. 

(3) LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING AND ZONING 
REQUIREMENTS.—The Secretary shall dispose 
of land under this section in a manner that 
is consistent with local land use planning 
and zoning requirements and recommenda-
tions. 

(e) SALES OFFERING, PRICE, PROCEDURES, 
AND PROHIBITIONS.— 

(1) OFFERING.—The Secretary shall make 
the first offering of land as soon as prac-
ticable after land has been selected under 
subsection (d). 

(2) SALE PRICE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 

all sales of land under this section at a price 
that is not less than the fair market value of 
the land, as determined by the Secretary. 

(B) AFFORDABLE HOUSING.—Subparagraph 
(A) does not affect the authority of the Sec-
retary to make land available at less than 
fair market value for affordable housing pur-
poses under section 7(b) of the Southern Ne-
vada Public Land Management Act of 1998 
(Public Law 105–263; 112 Stat. 2349). 

(3) COMPETITIVE BIDDING.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The sale of public land se-

lected under subsection (d) shall be con-
ducted in accordance with sections 203 and 
209 of the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1713, 1719). 

(B) EXCEPTIONS.—The exceptions to com-
petitive bidding requirements under section 
203(f) of the Federal Land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1713(f)) shall 
apply to sales under this Act in cases in 
which the Secretary determines that appli-
cation of an exception is necessary and prop-
er. 

(C) NOTICE OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCE-
DURES.—The Secretary shall also ensure ade-
quate notice of competitive bidding proce-
dures to— 

(i) owners of land adjoining the land pro-
posed for sale; 

(ii) local governments in the vicinity of 
the land proposed for sale; and 

(iii) the State. 
(4) PROHIBITIONS.—A sale of a tract of land 

selected under subsection (d) shall not be un-
dertaken if the Federal costs of sale prepara-
tion and processing are estimated to exceed 
the proceeds of the sale. 

(f) DISPOSITION OF PROCEEDS.— 
(1) LAND SALES.—Of the gross proceeds of 

sales of land under this section during a fis-
cal year— 

(A) 5 percent shall be paid to the State for 
use in the general education program of the 
State; 

(B) 45 percent shall be paid directly to the 
local unit of government in the jurisdiction 
of which the land is located for use as deter-
mined by the unit of local government, with 
consideration given to use for support of 
health care delivery, law enforcement, and 
schools; and 

(C) 50 percent shall be deposited in the Spe-
cial Account. 

(2) LAND EXCHANGES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—In a land exchange under 

this section, the non-Federal party shall pro-
vide direct payment to the unit of local gov-
ernment in the jurisdiction of which the land 
is located in an amount equal to 15 percent 
of the fair market value of the Federal land 
conveyed in the exchange. 

(B) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS AS COST IN-
CURRED.—If any agreement to initiate the 
exchange so provides, a payment under sub-
paragraph (A) shall be considered to be a 

cost incurred by the non-Federal party that 
shall be compensated by the Secretary. 

(C) PENDING EXCHANGES.—This Act, other 
than subsections (a) and (b) and this sub-
section, shall not apply to any land exchange 
for which an initial agreement to initiate an 
exchange was signed by an authorized rep-
resentative of the exchange proponent and 
an authorized officer of the Bureau of Land 
Management before the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(g) ADDITIONAL DISPOSAL LAND.—Public 
land identified for disposal in the State 
under a replacement of or amendment to a 
current land use plan shall be subject to this 
Act. 
SEC. 5. ACQUISITION OF ENVIRONMENTALLY 

SENSITIVE LAND. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—After consultation in ac-

cordance with subsection (c), the Secretary 
may use funds in the Special Account and 
any other funds that are made available by 
law to acquire environmentally sensitive 
land and interests in environmentally sen-
sitive land. 

(b) CONSENT.—The Secretary may acquire 
environmentally sensitive land under this 
section only from willing sellers. 

(c) CONSULTATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Before initiating efforts 

to acquire environmentally sensitive land 
under this section, the Secretary or the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall consult with the 
State and units of local government under 
the jurisdiction of which the environ-
mentally sensitive land is located (including 
appropriate planning and regulatory agen-
cies) and with other interested persons con-
cerning— 

(A) the necessity of making the acquisi-
tion; 

(B) the potential impact of the acquisition 
on State and local government; and 

(C) other appropriate aspects of the acqui-
sition. 

(2) ADDITIONAL CONSULTATION.—Consulta-
tion under this paragraph shall be in addi-
tion to any other consultation that is re-
quired by law. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—On acceptance of 
title by the United States, any environ-
mentally sensitive land or interest in envi-
ronmentally sensitive land acquired under 
this section that is within the boundaries of 
a unit of the National Forest System, the 
National Park System, the National Wildlife 
Refuge System, the National Wild and Sce-
nic Rivers System, the National Trails Sys-
tem, the National Wilderness Preservation 
System, any other system established by 
law, or any national conservation or recre-
ation area established by law— 

(1) shall become part of the unit or area 
without further action by the Secretary or 
Secretary of Agriculture; and 

(2) shall be managed in accordance with all 
laws (including regulations) and land use 
plans applicable to the unit or area. 

(e) FAIR MARKET VALUE.—The fair market 
value of environmentally sensitive land or 
an interest in environmentally sensitive land 
to be acquired by the Secretary or the Sec-
retary of Agriculture under this section shall 
be determined— 

(1) under section 206 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 
U.S.C. 1711) and other applicable require-
ments and standards; and 

(2) without regard to the presence of a spe-
cies listed as a threatened species or endan-
gered species under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 

(f) PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF TAXES.—Section 
6901(1) of title 31, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (H), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or ’’; and 
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(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(I) acquired by the Secretary of the Inte-

rior or the Secretary of Agriculture under 
section 5 of the Nevada Public Land Manage-
ment Act of 1999 that is not otherwise de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (G).’’. 
SEC. 6. SPECIAL ACCOUNT. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 
in the Treasury of the United States a sepa-
rate account to be used in carrying out this 
Act. 

(b) CONTENTS.—The Special Account shall 
consist of— 

(1) amounts deposited in the Special Ac-
count under section 4(f)(1)(B); 

(2) donations to the Special Account; and 
(3) appropriations to the Special Account. 
(c) USE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts in the Special 

Account shall be available to the Secretary 
until expended, without further Act of appro-
priation, to pay— 

(A) subject to paragraph (2), costs incurred 
by the Bureau of Land Management in ar-
ranging sales or exchanges under this Act, 
including the costs of land boundary surveys, 
compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.), appraisals, environmental and cultural 
clearances, and public notice; 

(B) the cost of acquisition of environ-
mentally sensitive land or interest in such 
land in the State; 

(C) the cost of carrying out any necessary 
revision or amendment of a current land use 
plan of the Bureau of Land Management that 
relates to land sold, exchanged, or acquired 
under this Act; 

(D) the cost of projects or programs to re-
store or protect wetlands, riparian areas, or 
cultural, historic, prehistoric, or paleon-
tological resources, including petroglyphs; 

(E) the cost of projects, programs, or land 
acquisition to stabilize or restore water 
quality and lake levels in Walker Lake; and 

(F) related costs determined by the Sec-
retary. 

(2) LIMITATIONS.— 
(A) COSTS IN ARRANGING SALES OR EX-

CHANGES.—Costs charged against the Special 
Account for the purposes described in para-
graph (1)(A) shall not exceed the minimum 
amount practicable in view of the fair mar-
ket value of the Federal land to be sold or 
exchanged. 

(B) ACQUISITION.—Not more than 50 percent 
of the amounts deposited in the Special Ac-
count in any fiscal year may be used in that 
fiscal year or any subsequent fiscal year for 
the purpose described in paragraph (1)(B). 

(3) PLAN REVISIONS AND AMENDMENTS.—The 
process of revising or amending a land use 
plan shall not cause delay or postponement 
in the implementation of this Act. 

(d) INTEREST.—All funds deposited in the 
Special Account shall earn interest in the 
amount determined by the Secretary of the 
Treasury on the basis of the current average 
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States of comparable 
maturities. Such interest shall be added to 
the principal of the account and expended in 
accordance with subsection 6(c). 

(e) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate the use of the Special Account with 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the State, and 
units of local government in which land or 
an interest in land may be acquired, to en-
sure accountability and demonstrated re-
sults. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out this sec-
tion. 
SEC. 7. REPORT. 

The Secretary, in cooperation with the 
Secretary of Agriculture, shall submit to the 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources 
of the Senate and the Committee on Re-
sources of the House of Representatives a bi-
ennial report that describes each transaction 
that is carried out under this Act. 

By Mr. HELMS: 
S. 720. A bill to promote the develop-

ment of a government in the Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and 
Montenegro) based on democratic prin-
ciples and the rule of law, and that re-
spects internationally recognized 
human rights, to assist the victims of 
Serbian oppression, to apply measures 
against the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

SERBIA DEMOCRATIZATION ACT OF 1999 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, this is a 

significant piece of legislation, I be-
lieve, the Serbia Democratization Act 
of 1999, on which I am honored by the 
cosponsorship of a number of distin-
guished colleagues—Senators GORDON 
SMITH, LUGAR, LIEBERMAN, LAUTEN-
BERG, DEWINE, MCCAIN, and ORRIN 
HATCH. 

More than a year ago, Yugoslav 
President Slobodan Milosevic sent Ser-
bian troops into Kosovo to launch a 
brutal assault on the ethnic Albanian 
population there. This action was the 
beginning of a merciless and unjusti-
fied Serbian offensive against ethnic 
Albanians in Kosovo. Two thousand 
victims of Milosevic’s cruelty lie 
dead—many of them innocent civilians. 
And hundreds of thousands of people 
have been driven from their homes. 

Mr. President, this tragedy in Kosovo 
has emphasized the obvious: that if the 
United States continues to foolishly 
hope for good will on the part of 
Milosevic, the United States will be 
dragged into the crises this cruel man 
manufactures time and again. Instead 
of pursuing a strategy that leads to 
NATO airstrikes or the deployment of 
thousands of United States troops in 
peacekeeping operations, I believe it is 
the course of wisdom to examine the 
root cause of instability in that re-
gion—the bloody regime of Slobodan 
Milosevic. 

President Milosevic has imposed 
rigid controls on, or launched outright 
attacks against, the media, univer-
sities, and the judicial system in Ser-
bia to prevent the possibility that a de-
mocracy and an independent civil soci-
ety can be developed. The massacres of 
innocent women and children in 
Kosovo demonstrate Milosevic’s dis-
regard for basic human rights. This 
man, in a word, forbids the very 
thought of a democratic system in Ser-
bia. 

For too long this Administration has 
claimed that no viable democratic op-
position exists in Serbia or that the 
United States has no choice but to 
work with Milosevic. Mr. President, I 
refuse to accept this argument. There 
are individuals and organizations in 
Serbia that can be a force for demo-
cratic change in that country. 
Milosevic is not the only option. And 
in no case should the United States 

treat that dictator as a responsible 
leader or as someone with whom we 
can do business. 

The Serbia Democratization Act, 
which I am introducing today, has but 
one purpose—to get rid of the mur-
derous regime of Mr. Milosevic. Let me 
briefly summarize the key points of the 
legislation: 

It authorizes $100 million over a two 
year period to support the development 
of a government in Yugoslavia based 
on democratic principles and the rule 
of law. 

It calls for increased Voice of Amer-
ica and Radio Free Europe/Radio Lib-
erty broadcasting to Serbia to under-
mine state control of the media and 
spread the message of democracy to 
the people of Serbia. 

It calls for humanitarian and other 
assistance to the victims of oppression 
in Kosovo. 

It adds new sanctions or strengthens 
those that exist against Serbia until 
the President certifies that the govern-
ment is democratic. For example, it 
codifies the so-called ‘‘outer wall’’ of 
sanctions that the United States has 
informally in place. It blocks Yugoslav 
assets in the United States. It prevents 
senior Yugoslav and Serbian govern-
ment officials, and their families, from 
receiving visas to travel to the U.S. 
And it requires a democratic govern-
ment to be in place in Serbia before ex-
tending MFN status to Yugoslavia. 

It states that the U.S. should send to 
the International Criminal Tribunal 
for the former Yugoslavia all informa-
tion we have on the involvement of 
Milosevic in war crimes. 

Now, as for Mr. Milosevic’s future, I 
do not care one way or the other if he 
lives out his days in sunny Cyprus if he 
will agree to step aside and make way 
for democracy in Serbia. The impor-
tant thing is that he be removed from 
power, whether voluntarily or not. 

Once the Milosevic regime has been 
replaced by a democratic government 
in Yugoslavia, this legislation calls for 
immediate and substantial U.S. assist-
ance to support the transition to de-
mocracy. When that day comes, I will 
lead the way in encouraging Yugo-
slavia to take its place among the 
democratic nations of the West. Until 
that time, I will work to implement a 
policy that will undermine the auto-
cratic regime of Slobodan Milosevic in 
every way possible. 

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 
rise today as one of a bipartisan group 
of Senators introducing the Serbia De-
mocratization Act of 1999. 

We’ve been developing this legisla-
tion for some time, to address our long- 
term interest in fostering democracy 
and human rights in what remains of 
the former Yugoslavia. But this legis-
lation sends an important message at a 
time when our Armed Forces are con-
ducting air operations and missile 
strikes against the so-called Federal 
Republic of Yugoslavia, comprising 
Serbia and Montenegro. 

The message this legislation sends to 
the people of Serbia and Montenegro is 
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this: We are determined to punish 
those leaders responsible for such hor-
rific violence throughout the former 
Yugoslavia. But we are also ready to 
support the development of democracy 
and civil society to help the people of 
Serbia and Montenegro overcome the 
repression which they, too, have suf-
fered under the Milosevic regime. 

The measures outlined in this act 
will help free thought and free speech 
to survive in Serbia-Montenegro. This 
legislation will also give victims of 
Serbian attacks, particularly in 
Kosovo, a degree of comfort knowing 
the American people stand with them 
in their hour of need even as our air-
craft fly overhead. 

This legislation also puts Slobodan 
Milosevic on notice that the reign of 
terror he has unleashed against the 
people of the Balkans—including Serbs 
and others within Serbia—will soon be 
over. Along with democratization 
measures for Serbia-Montenegro, this 
act contains narrow sanctions to make 
it more difficult for Milosevic to sus-
tain his corrupt regime and carry on 
his bloody war. 

The years Milosevic has been in 
power have left the region devastated. 
Americans remember all too well his 
brutal handiwork in the war in Bosnia. 
The images of destroyed homes, eth-
nically cleansed villages, of decaying 
corpses in mass graves, are indelibly 
etched in all our minds. 

Now, less than two years after the 
signing of the Dayton peace agreement 
which brought about the end of that 
war, Milosevic has unleashed a simi-
larly brutal campaign against people 
within Serbia. Yugoslav tanks and sol-
diers are attempting to crush the 
Kosovar Albanians’ resistance. Bel-
grade’s brutal crackdown has left thou-
sands dead, tens of thousands home-
less, and hundreds of thousands dis-
placed from their towns and villages. 

The man known in the Balkans as 
the Butcher of Belgrade, does not re-
serve his repression for Croats, 
Bosniaks, or Albanians. In his quest to 
gain and hold power, he has not spared 
his capital of Belgrade. 

For years now, Slobodan Milosevic 
has carried out a sustained campaign 
to destroy his country’s democratic in-
stitutions and its people’s freedoms. He 
is a communist thug, a relic of the bad 
old days of Central Europe. For years, 
he has run whole of the so-called Fed-
eral Republic of Yugoslavia from his 
position as head of the constituent Re-
public of Serbia, leaving the constitu-
tion of the former Yugoslavia in tat-
ters. 

The Milosevic regime has tried for 
years to prevent the development of 
independent media outlets to provide 
accurate news and other information 
to the people of Serbia and Monte-
negro. Journalists who have pursued 
stories unflattering to the regime have 
been threatened and beaten by police. 
Independent television stations and 
newspapers are being shut down 
through litigation under a draconian 

press law passed last fall. As the State 
Department’s 1998 Human Rights Re-
port notes, that law allows private citi-
zens and organizations to bring suit 
against media outlets for publishing in-
formation not deemed patriotic enough 
or considered to be ‘‘against the terri-
torial integrity, sovereignty and inde-
pendence of the country.’’ 

The effects of this policy are chilling. 
The people of Serbia-Montenegro are 
getting a filtered message about the 
events in their country and around the 
world. They see and hear and read only 
the news their Government chooses to 
disseminate. 

Since NATO announced the approval 
of air operations and missile strikes, 
Belgrade has cracked down further on 
the independent media. Radio B92, op-
erated courageously by Veran Matic, 
was shut down at gunpoint. Instead of 
hearing what is really happening, in-
stead of hearing our reasons for con-
ducting air strikes, people in Belgrade 
hear the regime’s propaganda on Gov-
ernment radio. 

The university in Belgrade—one of 
the great institutes of higher learning 
in Central Europe—has been purged of 
professors who refuse to tow the party 
line. Students who have protested this 
action have been harassed. As a result, 
there are virtually no progressive pro-
fessors or students left in several pro-
grams. 

The economy, too, is in tatters. Un-
employment and underemployment 
hovers at 60 percent, primarily because 
the government has been unwilling to 
carry out needed economic reforms. 
Privatization, the cornerstone of a 
market economy, remains at a stand-
still, allowing cronyism and corruption 
to flourish. 

I would like to draw particular atten-
tion to a section of this law concerning 
the International Criminal Tribunal 
for the former Yugoslavia. 

As many of you know, for the past 
two years I have introduced legislation 
that bans U.S. aid to communities in 
the former Yugoslavia harboring war 
criminals. I introduced that legislation 
because it is my firm belief that de-
mocracy cannot come to a country, 
that a nation cannot begin to face the 
sins of its past, and that people cannot 
feel secure in their own communities, 
until individuals who persecuted others 
are brought to justice. 

Milosevic has a deplorable record in 
cooperating with the Tribunal. He has 
continually scorned his obligations to 
the United Nations to turn over war 
criminals to the Tribunal for prosecu-
tion, citing constitutional constraints. 
Consequently, indicted war criminals— 
including Ratko Mladic, who is respon-
sible for the massacre of hundreds of 
people during the Bosnian war, and the 
so-called Vukovar three who were in-
dicted for the murder of 260 unarmed 
men during the 1991 attack on that 
Croatian city—reportedly live freely in 
Serbia. 

He denied officials from the Tribunal 
access to Kosovo to investigate alleged 

crimes in the village of Racak, after 40 
people were found dead, their muti-
lated bodies dumped in a ravine. 
Milosevic tried to claim that the vic-
tims—children, women and old men— 
were combatants and shot in a con-
frontation with Serbian police. To lend 
his story credence, Milosevic instead 
allowed a so-called independent foren-
sic team from Belarus—itself caught in 
the Stalinist past—and a group of 
Finns to analyze the corpses. 

Milosevic’s tactic backfired. The fo-
rensic team found that the victims 
were unarmed civilians, executed in an 
organized massacre. Some of these 
Kosovars ‘‘were forced to kneel before 
being sprayed with bullets,’’ as the 
Washington Post reported it. 

Those who master-minded and per-
petrated the massacres in Racak must 
face justice. Our Congress has already 
made very clear our view that 
Slobodan Milosevic is a war criminal 
and should be indicted and tried by the 
International Tribunal. 

Mr. President, United States policy 
toward Belgrade is and must be much 
more than the use of air strikes. The 
legislation before us today will help 
Secretary Albright’s efforts to bring 
lasting peace, democracy and pros-
perity to Serbia and Montenegro, as 
well as to Kosovo and the rest of the 
Balkans, by helping democracy and 
freedom prevail over a brutal dictator. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, and Mr. MOYNIHAN): 

S. 721. A bill to allow media coverage 
of court proceedings. 

LEGISLATION TO ALLOW MEDIA COVERAGE OF 
COURT PROCEEDINGS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
along with Senator SCHUMER and oth-
ers, today I am introducing legislation 
that would make it easier for every 
American taxpayer to see what goes on 
in the federal courts that they fund. 
The bill, which would allow the 
photographing, electronic recording, 
broadcasting, and televising of Federal 
court proceedings, is needed to address 
the growing public cynicism over this 
branch of government. 

Fostering a public that is well-in-
formed about the law, including pen-
alties and offenses, will, in turn, foster 
a healthy judiciary. As Thomas Jeffer-
son said, ‘‘[t]he execution of the laws is 
more important than the making of 
them.’’ Because federal court decisions 
are far-reaching and often final, it is 
critical that judges operate in a man-
ner that invites broad observation. 

In addition, allowing cameras in the 
federal courtrooms is consistent with 
the founding fathers’ intent that trials 
be held before as many people as 
choose to attend. Also, the First 
Amendment requires that court pro-
ceedings be open to the public, and by 
extension, the news media. The public’s 
right to observe them first-hand is 
hardly less important. Put differently, 
the Supreme Court has said, ‘‘what 
transpires in the courtroom is public 
property.’’ 
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In 1994 The Federal Judicial Center 

conducted a pilot program that studied 
the effect of cameras in a select num-
ber of federal courts. Their findings 
supported the use of electronic media 
coverage and found, ‘‘small or no ef-
fects of camera presence on partici-
pants in the proceedings, courtroom 
decorum, or the administration of jus-
tice.’’ In addition to this three year 
study in the federal courts, we are for-
tunate to be able to draw upon the ex-
perience of state courts. A committee 
in New York established to study the 
effect of cameras in courtrooms con-
cluded, ‘‘Audio-visual coverage of court 
proceedings serves an important edu-
cational function, and promotes public 
scrutiny of the judicial system. The 
program had minimal, if any, adverse 
effects.’’ 15 states specifically studied 
the educational benefits deriving from 
camera access and all of them deter-
mined that camera coverage contrib-
uted to greater public understanding of 
the judicial system. 

The use of state courts as a testing 
ground for this legislation as well as 
the Federal pilot program make this 
very well trod ground. We can be ex-
tremely confident that this is the next 
logical step and the well documented 
benefits far outweigh the ‘‘minimal or 
no detrimental effects’’. Yet, despite 
the strong evidence of the successful 
use of cameras in state courtrooms, we 
are going the extra mile to make sure 
this works in federal courtrooms by 
adding a 3 year sunset provision to our 
bill. This will give us a reasonable 
amount of time to determine how the 
process is working and whether it 
should be permanent. 

The two leading arguments against 
cameras in federal courtrooms are eas-
ily countered. First, there is a fear 
that courtrooms will deteriorate into 
the carnival-like atmosphere of the 
O.J. Simpson trial. However, the O.J. 
Simpson case is obviously an excep-
tional and isolated instance. Not every 
court case is or need be like the Simp-
son case. It is this image of court pro-
ceedings that this bill is designed to 
dispel. Furthermore, even the minimal 
effects of a camera in a trial setting do 
not apply to an appellate hearing that 
has no jury and rarely requires wit-
nesses. 

The second argument against greater 
public access to court proceedings is 
the legitimate concern for the wit-
nesses’ safety when they are required 
to testify. This concern has merit and 
is therefore addressed in our bill. Tech-
nological advances make it possible to 
disguise the face and voice of witnesses 
upon request, thus not compromising 
their safety. 

Allowing greater public access to fed-
eral court proceedings will help Ameri-
cans fulfill their duty as citizens of a 
democratic nation to educate them-
selves on the workings of their govern-
ment, and their right to observe and 
oversee the fundamental and critical 
role of the judiciary. The evidence 
compiled by 48 states and a federal 

study clearly supports this bill, the 
Constitution demands this bill, and the 
American people deserve this bill. 

For all these reasons, I urge others to 
join me and my colleagues in sup-
porting our attempt to provide greater 
public access and accountability of our 
federal courts. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators GRASSLEY and 
SCHUMER in sponsoring the ‘‘Sunshine 
in the Courtroom Act.’’ 

Our democracy works best when our 
citizens are fully informed. That is why 
I have supported efforts during my 
time in the Senate to promote the goal 
of opening the proceedings of all three 
branches of our government. We con-
tinue to make progress in this area. 
Except for rare closed sessions, the pro-
ceedings of Congress and its Commit-
tees are open to the public, and carried 
live on cable networks. In addition, 
more Members and Committees are 
using the Internet and Web sites to 
make their work available to broader 
audiences. 

The work of Executive Branch agen-
cies is also open for public scrutiny 
through the Freedom of Information 
Act, among other mechanisms. The 
FOIA has served the country well in 
maintaining the right of Americans to 
know what their government is doing— 
or not doing. As President Johnson 
said in 1966, when he signed the Free-
dom of Information Act into law: 

This legislation springs from one of our 
most essential principles: A democracy 
works best when the people have all the in-
formation that the security of the Nation 
permits. 

The work of the third, Judicial 
Branch, of government is also open to 
the public. Proceedings in federal 
courtrooms around this country are 
open to the public, and our distin-
guished jurists publish extensive opin-
ions explaining the reasons for their 
judgments and decisions. 

Forty-eight states, including 
Vermont, permit cameras in the 
courts. This legislation simply con-
tinues this tradition of openness on the 
federal level. 

This bill permits presiding appellate 
and district court judges to allow cam-
eras in the courtroom; they are not re-
quired to do so. At the same time, it 
protects non-party witnesses by giving 
them the right to have their voices and 
images obscured during their testi-
mony. Finally, the bill authorizes the 
Judicial Conference of the United 
States to promulgate advisory guide-
lines for use by presiding judges in de-
termining the management and admin-
istration of photographing, recording, 
broadcasting or televising the pro-
ceedings. The authority for cameras in 
federal district courts sunsets in three 
years. 

In 1994, the Judicial Conference con-
cluded that the time was not ripe to 
permit cameras in the federal courts, 
and rejected a recommendation of the 
Court Administration and Case Man-
agement Committee to authorize the 

photographing, recording, and broad-
casting of civil proceedings in federal 
trial and appellate courts. A majority 
of the Conference were concerned about 
the intimidating effect of cameras on 
some witnesses and jurors. 

The New York Times opined at that 
time, on September 22, 1994, that ‘‘the 
court system needs to reconsider its 
total ban on cameras, and Congress 
should consider making its own rules 
for cameras in the Federal courts.’’ 

I am sensitive to the concerns of the 
Conference, but believe this legislation 
grants to the presiding judge the au-
thority to evaluate the effect of a cam-
era on particular proceedings and wit-
nesses, and decide accordingly on 
whether to permit the camera into the 
courtroom. A blanket prohibition on 
cameras is an unnecessary limitation 
on the discretion of the presiding 
judge. 

Allowing a wider public than just 
those who are able to make time to 
visit a courtroom to see and hear judi-
cial proceedings will allow Americans 
to evaluate for themselves the quality 
of justice in this country, and deepen 
their understanding of the work that 
goes on in our courtrooms. This legis-
lation is a step in making our court-
rooms and the justice meted out there 
more widely available for public scru-
tiny. The time is long overdue for fed-
eral courts to allow cameras on their 
proceedings. 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. STEVENS and Mr. 
FRIST): 

S. 722. A bill to provide for the imme-
diate application of certain orders re-
lating to the amendment, modifica-
tion, suspension, or revocation of cer-
tificates under chapter 447 of title 49, 
United States Code; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EMERGENCY REVOCATION ACT 
∑ Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I have 
been involved in the aviation industry 
for over forty years. In that time, I 
have logged roughly 8,000 flight hours 
and have had my share of flight chal-
lenges in all sorts of weather and con-
ditions. For instance, in 1980 during a 
humanitarian mission to Dominica, I 
led ten airplanes through hurricane 
David to deliver medical supplies to 
the island. As recently as 1991 I piloted 
a Cessna 414 around the world re-
enacting the same flight of Wiley Post 
sixty years earlier. I mention this to 
establish my credentials as someone 
who is an experienced pilot. As such, I 
have a great respect for the important 
job that the Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration (FAA) does to make our air 
system the safest and best in the 
world. Notwithstanding my admiration 
for the job that the FAA does, I believe 
there are some areas of FAA enforce-
ment that need to be examined. One 
such area is the FAA’s use of ‘‘emer-
gency revocation’’. 
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After talking with certificate holders 

and based on my own observations, I 
believe the FAA unfairly uses this nec-
essary power to prematurely revoke 
certificates when the circumstances do 
not support such drastic action. In a 
revocation action, brought on an emer-
gency basis, the certificate holder loses 
use of his certificate immediately, 
without an intermediary review by an 
impartial third party. The result is 
that the certificate holder is grounded 
and in most cases out of work until the 
issue is adjudicated. 

Simply put, I believe the FAA un-
fairly uses this necessary power to pre-
maturely revoke certificates when the 
circumstances do not support such 
drastic action. A more reasonable ap-
proach when safety is not an issue, 
would be to adjudicate the revocation 
on a non-emergency basis allowing the 
certificate holder continued use of the 
certificate. 

In no way do I want to suggest that 
the FAA should not have emergency 
revocation powers. I believe it is crit-
ical to safety that FAA have the abil-
ity to ground unsafe airmen or other 
certificate holders; however, I also be-
lieve that the FAA must be judicious 
in its use of this extraordinary power. 
A review of recent emergency cases 
clearly demonstrates a pattern by 
which the FAA uses their emergency 
powers as standard procedure rather 
than an extraordinary measure. Per-
haps the most visible case has been Bob 
Hoover. 

Bob is a highly regarded and accom-
plished aerobatic pilot. In 1992, his 
medical certificate was revoked based 
on alleged questions regarding his cog-
nitive abilities. After getting a clean 
bill of health from four separate sets of 
doctors (just one of the many tests cost 
Bob $1,700) and over the continuing ob-
jections of the federal air surgeon (who 
never examined Bob personally) his 
medical certificate was reinstated only 
after then Administrator David Henson 
intervened. Unfortunately, Bob is not 
out of the woods yet. His medical cer-
tificate expires each year. Unlike most 
airmen who can renew their medical 
certificate with a routine application 
and exam, Bob has to furnish the FAA 
with a report of a neurological evalua-
tion every twelve months. 

Bob Hoover’s experience is just one of 
many. I have visited with other pilots 
who have had their licenses revoked on 
an emergency basis. Pilots such as Ted 
Stewart who has been an American 
Airlines pilot for more than 12 years 
and is presently a Boeing 767 Captain. 
Until January 1995, Ted had no com-
plaints registered against him or his 
flying. In January 1995 the FAA sus-
pended his examining authority as part 
of a larger FAA effort to respond to a 
problem of falsified ratings. The full 
National Transportation Safety Board 
(NTSB) exonerated Ted in July 1995. In 
June 1996, he received a second revoca-
tion. One of the charges in this second 
revocation involved falsification of 
records for a Flight Instructor Certifi-

cate with Multiengined rating and his 
Air Transport Pilot (ATP) certificate 
dating back to 1979. Remember, an 
emergency revocation means you lose 
your certificate immediately, so in 
most cases this means the certificate 
holder loses his source of income. For-
tunately in Ted’s case, his employer 
put him on a desk job while the issue 
was adjudicated. 

Like most, I have questioned how an 
alleged 171⁄2 year old violation in the 
Stewart case could constitute an emer-
gency; especially, since Ted had not 
been cited for any cause in the inter-
vening years. Nonetheless, the FAA 
vigorously pursued this action. On Au-
gust 30, 1996, the NTSB issued its deci-
sion in this second revocation and 
found for Ted. A couple of comments in 
the Stewart decision bear closer exam-
ination. First, the board notes that 
‘‘The administrator’s loss in the earlier 
case appears to have prompted further 
investigation of respondent . . .’’ I find 
this rather troubling that an impartial 
third party appears to be suggesting 
that the FAA has a vendetta against 
Ted Stewart. This is further empha-
sized with a footnote in which the 
Board notes: 

[We,] of course, [are] not authorized to re-
view the Administrator’s exercise of his 
power to take emergency certificate action 
. . . We are constrained to register in this 
matter, however, our opinion that where, as 
here, no legitimate reason is cited or appears 
for not consolidating all alleged violations 
into one proceeding, subjecting an airman in 
the space of a year to two emergency revoca-
tions, and thus to the financial and other 
burdens associated with an additional 60-day 
grounding without prior notice and hearing, 
constitutes an abusive and unprincipled dis-
charge of an extraordinary power. 

Another example is Raymond A. 
Williamson who was a pilot for Coca- 
Cola Bottling Company. Like Ted 
Stewart, he was accused of being part 
of a ‘‘ring’’ of pilots who falsified type 
records for ‘‘vintage’’ aircraft. 

As in all of the cases I have reviewed, 
Mr. Williamson biggest concern is that 
the FAA investigation and subsequent 
revocation came out of the blue. In No-
vember 1994, he was notified by his em-
ployer (Coca-Cola) that FAA inspectors 
had accused him of giving ‘‘illegal’’ 
check rides in company owned aircraft. 
He was fired. In June 1995, he received 
an Emergency Order of Revocation. In 
over 30 years as an active pilot, he had 
never had an accident, incident, or vio-
lation. Nor had he ever been ‘‘coun-
seled’’ by the FAA for any action or 
irregularities as a pilot, flight instruc-
tor, FAA designated pilot examiner. 

In May 1996, FAA proposed to return 
all his certificates and ratings, except 
his flight instructor certificate. As in 
the Ted Stewart case, it would appear 
that FAA found no real reason to pur-
sue an ‘‘emergency’’ revocation. 

I obviously cannot read the collective 
minds of the NTSB, but I believe a rea-
sonable person would conclude that in 
the Ted Stewart case the Board, be-
lieves as I do, that there is an abuse of 
emergency revocation powers by the 
FAA. 

This is borne out further by the fact 
that since 1989, emergency cases as a 
total of all enforcement actions heard 
by the NTSB has more than doubled. In 
1989 the NTSB heard 1,107 enforcement 
cases. Of those, 66 were emergency rev-
ocation cases or 5.96 percent. In 1995, 
the NTSB heard 509 total enforcement 
cases, of those 160 were emergency rev-
ocation cases or 31.43 percent. I believe 
it is clear that the FAA has begun to 
use an exceptional power as a standard 
practice. 

At my request, the General Account-
ing Office (GAO) did a study of emer-
gency revocation actions taken by the 
FAA between 1990 and 1997. The most 
troubling result of the GAO study is 
that during time frame studied, 50 per-
cent of the emergency renovations 
were issued four months to two years 
after the violation occurred. In only 4% 
of the cases was the emergency revoca-
tion issued within ten days or less of 
the actual violation. In fact, the me-
dian time lapse between the violation 
and the emergency order was a little 
over four months (132 days). 

Clearly, at issue is ‘‘what constitutes 
an emergency?’’ After working with in-
dustry representatives, I believe we 
have come up with a balanced and pru-
dent approach to answer that question. 
Today I, along with Senators MUR-
KOWSKI, BURNS, GRASSLEY, BREAUX, 
STEVENS, CRAPO and FRIST am intro-
ducing a bill which will provide a cer-
tificate holder the option of requesting 
a hearing before the NTSB within 48 
hours of receiving an emergency rev-
ocation to determine whether or not a 
true emergency exists. The board will 
have to decide within five days of the 
request if an emergency exists. During 
the board’s deliberation, the certificate 
will be suspended. Should the board de-
cide an emergency does not exist, the 
certificate holder will be able to use 
his certificate while the issue is adju-
dicated. Should the board decide an 
emergency does exist, the certificate 
will continue to be suspended while the 
issue is adjudicated. 

Not surprisingly, Mr. President the 
FAA opposes this language. They also 
opposed changes to the civil penalties 
program where they served as the 
judge and jury in civil penalty actions 
against airmen. Fortunately, we were 
able to change that so that airmen can 
now appeal a civil penalty case to the 
NTSB. This has worked very well be-
cause the NTSB has a clear under-
standing of the issues. 

This bill is supported by the Air Line 
Pilots Association, International; the 
Air Transport Association; the Allied 
Pilots Association, Aircraft Owners 
and Pilots Association; the Experi-
mental Aircraft Association; National 
Air Carrier Association; National Air 
Transportation Association; National 
Business Aircraft Association; the 
NTSB Bar Association; and the Re-
gional Airline Association. 

In closing, this bill will provide due 
process to certificate holders where 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3451 March 25, 1999 
now none exists, without compro-
mising aviation safety. This is a rea-
sonable and prudent response to an in-
creasing problem for certificate hold-
ers. I hope our colleagues will support 
our efforts in this regard.∑ 

By Mr. INHOFE: 
S. 723. A bill to provide regulatory 

amnesty for defendants who are unable 
to comply with federal enforceable re-
quirements because of factors related 
to a Y2K system failure; to the Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs. 

Y2K REGULATORY AMNESTY ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to rise today to introduce Y2K 
Regulatory Amnesty Act of 1999. I be-
lieve this is a timely piece of legisla-
tion considering the current debate 
over the Year 2000 issue. Senators BEN-
NETT, DODD, HATCH, FEINSTEIN, and 
MCCAIN have been working diligently 
on Year 2000 issues for quite some time. 
I applaud them for their efforts in deal-
ing with such a unique and complex 
issue. 

However, as I have watched their 
progress and listened to their reports, I 
have noticed one significant omission 
in their discussions. Virtually nothing 
has been said about the potential regu-
latory nightmare that regulated enti-
ties could face as a result of a Y2K dis-
ruption. While the debate has been cen-
tered on getting government and busi-
nesses ready for the date change, very 
little has been said about how the gov-
ernment will actually deal with the 
private sector’s problems associated 
with the year 2000. The last thing we 
need is for Regulatory Agencies to view 
a Y2K problem as an opportunity for a 
fine. 

As a result, I began to ask several 
regulated communities about their 
concerns over regulatory penalties as a 
result of a Y2K disruption. Surpris-
ingly, many had not yet begun to think 
about the potential for regulatory 
problems. Instead, they have been fo-
cusing on becoming Y2K complaint, 
which is what they should be doing. 
However, one question remains; how 
will the federal government react to 
regulatory noncompliance due to a Y2K 
systems disruption? 

In response to that unanswered ques-
tion, I am introducing the Y2K Regu-
latory Amnesty Act. My legislation 
will create a ‘‘Y2K upset’’, which is de-
fined as an exception in which there is 
unintentional and temporary non-
compliance beyond the reasonable con-
trol of the party. It will provide regu-
lated communities with an affirmative 
defense from punitive actions from the 
federal government should they en-
counter a Y2K systems disruption. 

My legislation does not create a ‘‘free 
pass’’ for entities to violate federal 
regulations. A ‘‘Y2K upset’’ is strictly 
defined and can only be invoked if the 
entity has made all possible efforts to 
become Y2K complaint and meets other 
stringent requirements. Additionally, 
if the noncompliance would result in 
an immediate or imminent threat to 

public health, the defense is not appli-
cable. For those individuals who do at-
tempt to use this defense frivolously or 
fraudulently, there will be severe 
criminal penalties. 

Let me give you an example of how 
this provision will work. Assume that a 
small, local flower shop is run by a 
simple 3-computer network. The flower 
shop uses its computer network to 
manage payroll, accounts payable/re-
ceivable, and to track orders from cus-
tomers. In an effort to become Y2K 
complaint, the flower shop hires an 
outside consultant to examine his net-
work for signs of the Y2K bug and solve 
any problems that exist. This process 
costs the flower shop just over $1,000 
but is well worth the investment con-
sidering the shop wants to be in busi-
ness in January 2000. 

On January 1, 2000, flower shop finds 
that its payroll software is failing to 
operate. The shop owner contacts the 
software manufacturer, the computer 
manufacturer, and his consultant in 
order to find a solution. From the out-
set, the shop owner knows this delay 
means that he will be unable to cal-
culate how much he owes the IRS in 
payroll taxes—not to mention, they 
will be late. For that small business 
owner that means a hefty penalty on 
top of the hassle and lost business the 
failure caused in the first place. 

Under my legislation, this small 
business owner would not be facing IRS 
penalties. The flower shop will still 
have to pay the taxes, but they won’t 
be hit with a fine for a computer prob-
lem outside of their control. 

This is just one example of how this 
legislation would assist businesses as 
they attempt to become compliant. 
However, this legislation would also 
help many others. I have heard from 
several schools in my state that fear 
that if they lose federally required re-
porting information, they may face 
losses in federal funding. I have also 
heard from small, rural telephone co-
operatives who fear that even a short- 
term Y2K-related systems disruption 
could result in significant FCC fines 
and penalties. The list is exhaustive. 
Virtually, anyone regulated by the fed-
eral government faces the unanswered 
question as to how the federal govern-
ment will handle a Y2K systems disrup-
tion. 

There is also an added benefit to this 
legislation. Because this defense would 
only apply to those who have made 
good faith efforts to become compliant, 
it will serve as an added incentive for 
everyone to fix their Y2K problems up-
front. 

Some people will say this legislation 
is unnecessary. However, I believe it is 
prudent to define how the federal gov-
ernment will approach Y2K systems 
disruptions in a regulatory context. 
But, more importantly, I believe we 
need to establish the rules of the game 
in advance so that everyone is oper-
ating from the same page. 

In closing, I would urge each of my 
colleagues to become a cosponsor of 

the Y2K Regulatory Amnesty Act and 
join with me in working to remediate 
the potential regulatory problems asso-
ciated with the coming date change. 

Mr. President, I ask that the full text 
of the bill be inserted in the RECORD. 

The bill follows: 
S. 723 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Y2K Regu-
latory Amnesty Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) Y2K FAILURE.—The term ‘‘Y2K failure’’ 

means any failure by any device or system 
(including any computer system and any 
microchip or integrated circuit embedded in 
another device or product), or any software, 
firmware, or other set or collection of proc-
essing instructions, however constructed, in 
processing, calculating, comparing, sequenc-
ing, displaying, storing, transmitting, or re-
ceiving date-related data, including— 

(A) the failure to accurately administer or 
account for transitions or comparisons from, 
into, and between the 20th and 21st cen-
turies, and between 1999 and 2000; or 

(B) the failure to recognize or accurately 
process any specific date, and the failure ac-
curately to account for the status of the year 
2000 as a leap year. 

(2) Y2K UPSET.—The term ‘‘Y2K upset’’— 
(A) means an exceptional incident involv-

ing temporary noncompliance with applica-
ble federally enforceable requirements be-
cause of factors related to a Y2K failure that 
are beyond the reasonable control of the de-
fendant charged with compliance; and 

(B) does not include— 
(i) noncompliance with applicable federally 

enforceable requirements that constitutes or 
would create an imminent threat to public 
health or safety; 

(ii) noncompliance to the extent caused by 
operational error or negligence; 

(iii) lack of reasonable preventative main-
tenance; or 

(iv) lack of preparedness for Y2K. 
SEC. 3. CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR A DEM-

ONSTRATION OF A Y2K UPSET. 
A defendant who wishes to establish the af-

firmative defense of Y2K upset shall dem-
onstrate, through properly signed, contem-
poraneous operating logs, or other relevant 
evidence that— 

(1) the defendant previously made a good 
faith effort to effectively remediate Y2K 
problems; 

(2) a Y2K upset occurred as a result of a 
Y2K system failure or other Y2K emergency; 

(3) noncompliance with the applicable fed-
erally enforceable requirement was unavoid-
able in the face of a Y2K emergency or was 
intended to prevent the disruption of critical 
functions or services that could result in the 
harm of life or property; 

(4) upon identification of noncompliance 
the defendant invoking the defense began 
immediate actions to remediate any viola-
tion of federally enforceable requirements; 
and 

(5) the defendant submitted notice to the 
appropriate Federal regulatory authority of 
a Y2K upset within 72 hours from the time 
that it became aware of the upset. 
SEC. 4. GRANT OF A Y2K UPSET. 

Subject to the other provisions of this Act, 
the Y2K upset defense shall be a complete de-
fense to any action brought as a result of 
noncompliance with federally enforceable re-
quirements for any defendant who estab-
lishes by a preponderance of the evidence 
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that the conditions set forth in section 3 are 
met. 
SEC. 5. LENGTH OF Y2K UPSET. 

The maximum allowable length of the Y2K 
upset shall be not more than 30 days begin-
ning on the date of the upset unless granted 
specific relief by the appropriate regulatory 
authority. 
SEC. 6. VIOLATION OF A Y2K UPSET. 

Fraudulent use of the Y2K upset defense 
provided for in this Act shall be subject to 
penalties provided in section 1001 of title 18, 
United States Code.∑ 

By Mr. INHOFE (for himself and 
Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. 724. A bill to amend the Safe 
Drinking Water Act to clarify that un-
derground injection does not include 
certain activities, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 

HYDRAULIC FRACTURING LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill with my col-
leagues from Alabama, Senator Ses-
sions, that will help our domestic oil 
and gas industry by reducing one of the 
many regulatory burdens that they 
must comply with. 

Last year, I was informed of a case in 
Alabama in which the EPA was sued 
over their policy regarding under-
ground injection and specifically, ‘‘hy-
draulic fracturing’’. This procedure is 
used in cases where product, such as 
gas is located in a tight geological for-
mation such as a coalbed. A hole is 
drilled into that area and a fluid con-
sisting of water, gel and sand is 
pumped down the wellbore into the for-
mation creating a fracture zone. The 
gel and water are extracted during the 
initial production stage of the well 
while the sand is left to prop open the 
cracks in the formation. 

When Congress originally passed the 
safe drinking water act (SDWA) in 1974, 
they intentionally left the under-
ground protection control (UIC) pro-
gram to the states. That act stated: 
‘‘the Administrator . . . may not pre-
scribe requirements which interfere 
with or impede (injection activities as-
sociated with oil and gas production) 
unless such requirements are essential 
to assure that underground sources of 
drinking water will not be endangered 
by such injection.’’ That concept was 
re-affirmed in 1980 when a provision 
was enacted specifically to recognize 
the adequacy of state programs, none 
of which required permitting for hy-
draulic fracturing in the construction 
or maintenance of oil and gas produc-
tion wells. 

So, when the lawsuit was filed in Ala-
bama, and the court ruled in favor of 
the environmental organization that 
filed the suit, I was shocked. It seemed 
clear to me that the intent of the law 
was to leave the regulation of this pro-
cedure to the states. I have neither 
heard nor seen anything that would 
lead me to the conclusion that there is 
any contamination of drinking water 
because of hydraulic fracturing. In 
fact, I believe the EPA agrees with me. 
Let me read a letter from Carol Brown-

er, the Administrator of the EPA, to 
Mr. David A. Ludder, General Council 
for the Legal Environmental Assist-
ance Foundation, Inc (LEAF), the 
group that sued EPA over this proce-
dure. 

There is no evidence that the hydraulic 
fracturing at issue has resulted in any con-
tamination or endangerment of underground 
sources of drinking water. Repeated testing, 
conducted between May of 1989 and March of 
1993, of the drinking water well which was 
the subject of this petition failed to show 
any chemicals that would indicate the pres-
ence of fracturing fluids. 

That statement seems pretty 
straight forward and implies to me 
that EPA would be willing to work 
with us to solve this problem. Unfortu-
nately, that is not the case. Senator 
Sessions and I, with assistance from 
Senator Chafee, have received nothing 
but stalling tactics. In late January, 
we drafted this language and sent it 
over to EPA hoping that we could re-
solve this issue quickly to provide re-
lief to our producers. Unfortunately, 
they were not willing to work with us. 

So here we are introducing a bill that 
is simple and solves the problem. This 
bill is short and to the point. In less 
than two pages we clarify that hydrau-
lic fracturing is not underground injec-
tion and re-affirm that the adminis-
trator has the ability to determine 
what is regulated as underground injec-
tion, which is simply a clarification of 
an ability the administrator already 
possesses. 

It is my hope that EPA will work 
with us as this bill moves through com-
mittee and come up with a solution 
that will allow our oil and gas guys to 
get back to work and get EPA to focus 
on issues which may pose a more im-
mediate threat.∑ 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill along with my 
colleague Senator INHOFE, which 
makes a technical correction to the 
Safe Drinking Water Act. This bill will 
end a frivolous lawsuit, clarify the in-
tent of Congress and allow our State 
regulators and the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency to focus on protecting 
underground drinking water. 

This bill clarifies the Safe Drinking 
Water Act by exempting hydraulic 
fracturing from the definition of under-
ground injection. Hydraulic fracturing 
is a process used in the production of 
coalbed methane. This process uses 
high pressure water, carbon dioxide 
and sand to create microscopic frac-
tures in coal seams to release and ex-
tract methane, oil and gas. Most states 
in which hydraulic fracturing is used, 
including my own state of Alabama, 
have in place regulations to ensure hy-
draulic fracturing continues to be a 
technique used in a safe manner. This 
technique has been used safely by coal-
bed methane, oil and gas producers for 
over fifteen years and has never been 
attributed to causing even a single case 
of contamination to an underground 
drinking water source. 

On May 3rd of 1994, the Legal Envi-
ronmental Assistance Foundation 

(LEAF) submitted a Petition for Pro-
mulgation of a Rule to withdraw the 
EPA’s approval for the state of Ala-
bama’s Underground Injection Control 
(UIC) program. LEAF cited a case in 
Alabama of alleged drinking well con-
tamination to justify its lawsuit. The 
EPA carefully reviewed this petition 
and on May 5th of 1995 the Adminis-
trator of the EPA, Carol Browner wrote 
to LEAF and stated ‘‘based on that re-
view, I have determined that Ala-
bama’s implementation of the UIC pro-
gram is consistent with the require-
ments of the Safe Drinking Water 
Act’’. Administrator Browner contin-
ued ‘‘There is no evidence that the hy-
draulic fracturing at issue has resulted 
in any contamination or endangerment 
of underground sources of drinking 
water’’. I ask unanimous consent that 
a complete copy of the text of that let-
ter be inserted into the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, so ordered. 

(See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. SESSIONS: This single case in 

Alabama which initiated the LEAF 
lawsuit was investigated by three regu-
latory agencies; the State Oil and Gas 
Board of Alabama, the Alabama De-
partment of Environmental Manage-
ment and the U.S. Environmental Pro-
tection Agency. None of the three regu-
latory agencies could find any con-
tamination attributable to hydraulic 
fracturing activities or levels of any 
contaminate exceeding Safe Drinking 
Water Act standards. In fact, a nation-
wide search for cases of contamination 
attributed to hydraulic fracturing was 
conducted by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency and the Ground Water 
Protection Council. Not a single case of 
contamination was discovered. 

As a result of the baseless lawsuit 
brought by the Legal Environmental 
Assistance Foundation, the EPA has 
begun the process of stripping away the 
authority of the State of Alabama to 
implement its Underground Injection 
Control program. Both the EPA and 
the state of Alabama must now spend 
precious resources, which could other-
wise be used to address real drinking 
water problems, to establish federal 
regulations for a technique which poses 
no environmental threat. The impact 
of this action will undoubtably be felt 
by the people in Alabama and across 
the nation who are threatened by and 
in many cases, experiencing the effects 
of ground water contamination as reg-
ulating agencies waste their resources 
to address this non-problem. 

I urge my colleagues to join us in 
passing this technical fix to the Safe 
Drinking Water Act. 

EXHIBIT 1 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, May 5, 1995. 

David A. Ludder, Esq., 
General Counsel, Legal Environmental Assist-

ance Foundation, Inc., Tallahassee, FL. 
DEAR MR. LUDDER: The Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) has received and 
carefully reviewed your May 3, 1994, Petition 
for Promulgation of a Rule Withdrawing Ap-
proval of Alabama’s Underground Injection 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3453 March 25, 1999 
Control (UIC) Program. Based on that re-
view, I have determined that Alabama’s im-
plementation of its UIC Program is con-
sistent with the requirements of the Safe 
Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. § 300h, et seq.) 
and EPA’s UIC regulations (40 CFR Part 145). 
EPA does not regulate—and does not believe 
it is legally required to regulate—the hy-
draulic fracturing of methane gas production 
wells under its UIC Program. 

There is no evidence that the hydraulic 
fracturing at issue has resulted in any con-
tamination or endangerment of underground 
sources of drinking water (USDW). Repeated 
testing, conducted between May of 1989 and 
March of 1993, of the drinking water well 
which was the subject of this petition failed 
to show any chemicals that would indicate 
the presence of fracturing fluids. The well 
was also sampled for drinking water quality 
and no constituents exceeding drinking 
water standards were detected. Moreover, 
given the horizontal and vertical distance 
between the drinking water well and the 
closest methane gas production wells, the 
possibility of contamination or endanger-
ment of USDWs in the area is extremely re-
mote. Hydraulic fracturing is closely regu-
lated by the Alabama State Oil and Gas 
Board, which requires that operators obtain 
authorization prior to all fracturing activi-
ties. 

Accordingly, I have decided to deny your 
petition. Enclosed you will find a detailed re-
sponse to each contention in your petition, 
which further explains the basis for this de-
nial. 

Sincerely, 
CAROL M. BROWNER, 

Administrator. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and 
Mr. MCCAIN): 

S. 725. A bill to preserve and protect 
coral reefs, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

THE CORAL REEF CONSERVATION ACT OF 1999 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Coral Reef Con-
servation Act of 1999. I am pleased that 
Senator MCCAIN, Chairman of the Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation 
Committee, is joining me as a cospon-
sor in this effort to protect, sustain, 
and restore the health of coral reef eco-
systems. 

Coral reefs are among the world’s 
most biologically diverse and produc-
tive ecosystems. Reefs serve as essen-
tial habitat for many marine orga-
nisms, enhancing commercial fisheries 
and stimulating tourism. They provide 
protection to coastal areas from storm 
surges and erosion, and offer many un-
told potential benefits such as new 
pharmaceuticals, some of which are 
presently being identified, developed, 
and tested. Unfortunately, coral reef 
ecosystems are in decline. 

In 1998, coral reefs around the world 
appear to have suffered the most exten-
sive and severe bleaching damage and 
subsequent mortality in modern times. 
Reefs in at least 60 countries were af-
fected, and in some areas, more than 70 
percent of the corals died off. These 
impacts have been attributed to the 
warmest ocean temperatures in 600 
years. In addition to these impacts, 
however, it is estimated that 58 percent 
of the world’s reefs are threatened by 

human activity such as inappropriate 
coastal development, destructive fish-
ing practices, and other forms of over-
exploitation. 

As a result of these stressors, coral 
reef habitat has been damaged and de-
stroyed. Diseases of coral and reef- 
based organisms are expanding rapidly. 
Most of the diseases being tracked have 
only recently been discovered and are 
not widely understood. These serious 
problems highlight the need for more 
research to unravel the complex inter-
active effects between natural and 
human-induced stressors on coral reefs, 
and for more conservation and manage-
ment activities. 

The United States is not immune to 
these problems. Large coral reef sys-
tems exist in Florida, Hawaii, Texas, 
and various U.S. territories in the Car-
ibbean and the Pacific. These reefs 
produce significant economic benefits 
for surrounding communities. In Flor-
ida, for example, the reefs contribute 
approximately 1.6 billion dollars annu-
ally to the state economy. But despite 
these clear benefits, U.S. reefs suffer 
from some of the same problems that 
affect reefs in other parts of the world. 

Mr. President, this bill authorizes 
$3,800,000 in each of fiscal years 2000, 
2001, and 2002 for a Coral Reef Con-
servation Program in the National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration 
to provide conservation and research 
grants to states, U.S. territories, and 
qualified non-governmental institu-
tions. Eligible conservation projects 
will focus on the promotion of sustain-
able development and work to ensure 
the effective, long-term conservation 
of coral reefs. Potential research 
projects will address use conflicts and 
develop sound scientific information on 
the condition of and threats to coral 
reef ecosystems. 

The bill also authorizes NOAA to 
enter into an agreement with a quali-
fied non-governmental organization to 
create a trust fund that will match pri-
vate contributions to federal contribu-
tions and provide additional funding 
for worthy conservation and research 
projects. Through this mechanism, fed-
eral dollars can be used to leverage 
more dollars from the private sector 
for grants. 

In addition, this bill authorizes 
$200,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 
2001, and 2002 for emergency assistance, 
which would be be provided through 
grants to address unforeseen or dis-
aster-related problems pertaining to 
coral reefs. 

Based on early reports, the repercus-
sions of the 1998 mass bleaching and 
mortality events will be far-reaching 
in time and economic impact. This de-
velopment, along with the continuing 
pressures from other sources, dem-
onstrates the need for an increase in 
the effort to protect our coral reefs. 
The legislation I am introducing today 
provides a reasonable, cooperative ve-
hicle to address these concerns. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 725 
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 ‘‘Coral Reef 
Conservation Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES. 

The purposes of this title are: 
(1) to preserve, sustain, and restore the 

health of coral reef ecosystems; 
(2) to assist in the conservation and protec-

tion of coral reefs by supporting conserva-
tion programs; 

(3) to provide financial resources for those 
programs; and 

(4) to establish a formal mechanism for 
collecting and allocating monetary dona-
tions from the private sector to be used for 
coral reef conservation projects. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion. 

(2) CORAL.—The term ‘‘coral’’ means spe-
cies of the phylum Cnidaria, including— 

(A) all species of the orders Antipatharia 
(black corals), Scleractinia (stony corals), 
Gorgonacea (horny corals), Stolonifera 
(organpipe corals and others), Alcyanacea 
(soft corals), and Coenothecalia (blue coral), 
of the class Anthozoa; and 

(B) all species of the order Hydrocorallina 
(fire corals and hydrocorals), of the class 
Hydrozoa. 

(3) CORAL REEF.—The term ‘‘coral reef’’ 
means those species (including reef plants), 
habitats, and other natural resources associ-
ated with any reefs or shoals composed pri-
marily of corals within all maritime areas 
and zones subject to the jurisdiction or con-
trol of the United States (e.g., Federal, 
State, territorial, or commonwealth waters), 
including in the south Atlantic, Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and Pacific Ocean. 

(4) CORALS AND CORAL PRODUCTS.—The term 
‘‘corals and coral products’’ means any liv-
ing or dead specimens, parts, or derivatives, 
or any product containing specimens, parts, 
or derivatives, of any species referred to in 
paragraph (2). 

(5) CONSERVATION.—The term ‘‘conserva-
tion’’ means the use of methods and proce-
dures necessary to preserve or sustain corals 
and species associated with coral reefs as di-
verse, viable, and self-perpetuating coral 
reefs, including all activities associated with 
resource management, such as assessment, 
conservation, protection, restoration, sus-
tainable use, and management of habitat; 
habitat monitoring; assistance in the devel-
opment of management strategies for marine 
protected areas and marine resources con-
sistent with the National Marine Sanc-
tuaries Act (16 U.S.C. 1431 et seq.) and the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.); law 
enforcement; conflict resolution initiatives; 
and community outreach and education. 

(6) ORGANIZATION.—The term ‘‘organiza-
tion’’ means any qualified non-profit organi-
zation that promotes coral reef conservation. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Commerce. 
SEC. 4. CORAL REEF CONSERVATION PROGRAM. 

(a) GRANTS.—The Secretary, through the 
Administrator and subject to the avail-
ability of funds, shall provide grants of fi-
nancial assistance for projects for the con-
servation of coral reefs, hereafter called 
coral conservation projects, for proposals ap-
proved by the Administrator in accordance 
with this section. 
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(b) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS.— 
(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 

Federal funds for any coral conservation 
project under this section may not exceed 50 
percent of the total cost of such project. For 
purposes of this paragraph, the non-Federal 
share of project costs may be provided by in- 
kind contributions and other noncash sup-
port. 

(2) The Administrator may waive all or 
part of the matching requirement under 
paragraph (1) if— 

(A) the project costs are $25,000 or less; or 
(B) the Administrator determines that no 

reasonable means are available through 
which applicant can meet the matching re-
quirement and the probable benefit of such 
project outweighs the public interest in such 
matching requirement. 

(c) ELIGIBILITY.—Any relevant natural re-
source management authority of a State or 
territory of the United States or other gov-
ernment authority with jurisdiction over 
coral reefs or whose activities directly or in-
directly affect coral reefs, or educational or 
non-governmental institutions with dem-
onstrated expertise in the conservation of 
coral reefs, may submit to the Administrator 
a coral conservation proposal submitted 
under subsection (e) of this section. 

(d) GEOGRAPHIC AND BIOLOGICAL DIVER-
SITY.—The Administrator shall ensure that 
funding for grants awarded under subsection 
(b) of this section during a fiscal year are 
distributed in the following manner— 

(1) no less than 40 percent of funds avail-
able shall be awarded for coral conservation 
projects in the Pacific Ocean; 

(2) no less than 40 percent of the funds 
available shall be awarded for coral con-
servation projects in the Atlantic Ocean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and the Caribbean Sea; and 

(3) remaining funds shall be awarded for 
projects that address emerging priorities or 
threats, including international priorities or 
threats, identified by the Administrator in 
consultation with the Coral Reef Task Force 
under subsection (i). 

(e) PROJECT PROPOSALS.—Each proposal for 
a grant under this section shall include the 
following: 

(1) The name of the individual or entity re-
sponsible for conducting the project. 

(2) A succinct statement of the purposes of 
the project. 

(3) A description of the qualifications of 
the individuals who will conduct the project. 

(4) An estimate of the funds and time re-
quired to complete the project. 

(5) Evidence of support of the project by 
appropriate representatives of States or ter-
ritories of the United States or other govern-
ment jurisdictions in which the project will 
be conducted. 

(6) Information regarding the source and 
amount of matching funding available to the 
applicant, as appropriate. 

(7) A description of how the project meets 
one or more of the criteria in subsection (g) 
of this section. 

(8) Any other information the Adminis-
trator considers to be necessary for evalu-
ating the eligibility of the project for fund-
ing under this title. 

(f) PROJECT REVIEW AND APPROVAL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator shall 

review each final coral conservation project 
proposal to determine if it meets the criteria 
set forth in subsection (g). 

(2) REVIEW; APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.— 
Not later than 3 months after receiving a 
final project proposal under this section, the 
Administrator shall— 

(A) request written comments on the pro-
posal from each State or territorial agency 
of the United States or other government ju-
risdiction, including the relevant regional 
fishery management councils established 

under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 
1801 et seq.), or any National Marine Sanc-
tuary, with jurisdiction or management au-
thority over coral reefs or coral reef eco-
systems in the area where the project is to 
be conducted, including the extent to which 
the project is consistent with locally-estab-
lished priorities; 

(B) for projects costing more than $25,000, 
provide for the regional, merit-based peer re-
view of the proposal and require standardized 
documentation of that peer review; 

(C) after considering any written com-
ments and recommendations based on the re-
views under subparagraphs (A) and (B), ap-
prove or disapprove the proposal; and 

(D) provide written notification of that ap-
proval or disapproval to the person who sub-
mitted the proposal, and each of those 
States, territories, and other government ju-
risdictions. 

(g) CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL.—The Adminis-
trator may approve a final project proposal 
under this section based on the extent that 
the project will enhance the conservation of 
coral reefs by— 

(1) implementing coral conservation pro-
grams which promote sustainable develop-
ment and ensure effective, long-term con-
servation of coral reef; 

(2) addressing the conflicts arising from 
the use of environments near coral reefs or 
from the use of corals, species associated 
with coral reefs, and coral products; 

(3) enhancing compliance with laws that 
prohibit or regulate the taking of corals, spe-
cies associated with coral reefs, and coral 
products or regulate the use and manage-
ment of coral reef ecosystems; 

(4) developing sound scientific information 
on the condition of coral reef ecosystems or 
the threats to such ecosystems; 

(5) promoting cooperative projects on coral 
reef conservation that involve affected local 
communities, non-governmental organiza-
tions, or others in the private sector; or 

(6) increasing public knowledge and aware-
ness of coral reef ecosystems and issues re-
garding their long-term conservation. 

(h) PROJECT REPORTING.—Each grantee 
under this section shall provide periodic re-
ports, as specified by the Administrator. 
Each report shall include all information re-
quired by the Secretary for evaluating the 
progress and success of the project. 

(i) CORAL REEF TASK FORCE.—The Adminis-
trator may consult with the Coral Reef Task 
Force established under Executive Order 
13089 (June 11, 1998), to obtain guidance in es-
tablishing coral conservation project prior-
ities under this section. 

(j) IMPLEMENTATION GUIDELINES.—Within 90 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator shall promulgate nec-
essary guidelines for implementing this sec-
tion. In developing those guidelines, the Ad-
ministrator shall consult with regional and 
local entities involved in setting priorities 
for conservation of coral reefs. 
SEC. 5. CORAL REEF CONSERVATION FUND. 

(a) FUND.—The Administrator may enter 
into an agreement with an organization au-
thorizing such organization to receive, hold 
and administer funds received pursuant to 
this section. The organization shall invest, 
reinvest and otherwise administer the funds 
and maintain such funds and any interest or 
revenues earned in a separate interest bear-
ing account, hereafter referred to as the 
Fund, established by such organization sole-
ly to support partnerships between the pub-
lic and private sectors that further the pur-
poses of this title. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION TO SOLICIT DONATIONS.— 
Consistent with 16 U.S.C. 3703, and pursuant 
to the agreement entered into under sub-

section (a) of this section, an organization 
may accept, receive, solicit, hold administer 
and use any gift or donation to further the 
purposes of this title. Such funds shall be de-
posited and maintained in the Fund estab-
lished by an organization under subsection 
(a) of this section. 

(c) REVIEW OF PERFORMANCE.—The Admin-
istrator shall conduct a continuing review of 
the grant program administered by an orga-
nization under this section. Each review 
shall include a written assessment con-
cerning the extent to which that organiza-
tion has implemented the goals and require-
ments of this section. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Under the agreement 
entered into pursuant to subsection (a) of 
this section, the Administrator may transfer 
funds appropriated to carry out this Act to 
an organization. Amounts received by an or-
ganization under this subsection may be 
used for matching, in whole or in part, con-
tributions (whether in currency, services, or 
property) made to the organization by pri-
vate persons and State and local government 
agencies. 
SEC. 6. EMERGENCY ASSISTANCE. 

The Administrator may make grants to 
any State, local or territorial government 
agency with jurisdiction over coral reefs for 
emergencies to address unforeseen or dis-
aster related circumstance pertaining to 
coral reefs or coral reef ecosystems. 
SEC. 7. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
(1) There are authorized to be appropriated 

to the Secretary $3,800,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, and 2002 for grants under sec-
tion 4, which may remain available until ex-
pended. 

(2) There are authorized to be appropriated 
to the Secretary $200,000 for each of fiscal 
years 2000, 2001, and 2002 for emergency as-
sistance under section 6. 

(b) USE OF AMOUNTS APPROPRIATED.—Not 
more than 5 percent of the amounts appro-
priated under subsection (a) may be used by 
the Secretary, through the Administrator, 
for administration of this title. 

(c) LIMITATION.—Only amounts appro-
priated to implement this title are subject to 
its requirements. 

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Coral Reef Con-
servation Act of 1999. The bill that I 
have sponsored, along with Senator 
SNOWE, the Chair of the Commerce 
Committee’s Subcommittee on Oceans 
and Fisheries, represents strong and 
balanced environmental policy. I wish 
to thank Senator SNOWE for her leader-
ship in this area. This bill is a positive 
step forward to improve the conditions 
of our coral reefs and the many types 
of life that live in and among these 
reefs. 

The bill is designed to build partner-
ships with local and State entities to 
facilitate coral reef conservation. It 
creates a competitive matching-grant 
program which would provide funding 
for local and State governments and 
qualified non-profit organizations 
which have experience in coral reef 
monitoring, research, conservation, 
and public education projects. The bill 
requires that federal funds provide no 
more than 50 percent of the cost of the 
project. However, it also helps local 
communities that do not have the abil-
ity to raise sufficient matching funds. 
Therefore, the matching requirement 
may be waived for qualified proposals 
under $25,000. 
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Under the bill that Senator SNOWE 

and I have introduced today, the 
matching-grant program will maximize 
funding for important coral reef con-
servation projects. Our coral reefs are 
certainly in need of this type of fund-
ing. Indeed, coral reefs are the founda-
tion of one of the Earth’s most produc-
tive and diverse ecosystems, providing 
food and shelter for at least one mil-
lion different types of animals, plants 
and other sea life. Coastal commu-
nities realize the benefit of coral reefs 
through enhanced fisheries, coastal 
protection, tourism, and the develop-
ment of medicines used to fight cancer 
and produce antibiotics and pain re-
lievers. Unfortunately, in 1998, coral 
reefs suffered some of the most exten-
sive damage ever recorded. What 
caused so much damage? There are no 
certain answers. Record-breaking 
ocean temperatures and a severe El 
Nino event are the most likely cul-
prits. What we do know is that these 
global events triggered massive die-offs 
of coral reefs through a process known 
as coral ‘‘bleaching’’. In essence, 
bleaching occurs when coral reefs are 
exposed to environmental stress, in-
cluding elevated sea temperatures. 
This results in the loss of an essential 
food source, so the coral—a living crea-
ture—may starve to death. This coral 
reef bleaching makes the identification 
of the most injured reefs fairly obvious. 
The difficult task then becomes what 
can be done to prevent such a loss in 
the future and what, if anything, can 
be done to revive already damaged 
reefs? 

I think this bill is a very good start-
ing point. With this legislation, Sen-
ator SNOWE and I will put in place a 
way to provide responsible and effec-
tive funding for coral reef conserva-
tion, monitoring, research, and public 
education. One half of our country’s 
population lives and works in a coastal 
community. This bill is good for the 
environment and good for the many 
Americans who depend on the ocean for 
their livelihoods. I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill.∑ 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself 
and Mr. TORRICELLI): 

S. 726. A bill to establish a matching 
grant program to help State and local 
jurisdictions purchase bullet resistant 
equipment for use by law enforcement 
departments; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

OFFICER DALE CLAXTON BULLET RESISTANT 
POLICE PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT ACT OF 1999 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 

today I am introducing legislation to 
help our nation’s state and local law 
enforcement officers acquire the bullet 
resistant equipment they need to pro-
tect themselves from would-be killers. 

I am joined today by my colleague, 
Senator TORRICELLI, as an original co-
sponsor of this legislation. 

This bill, the ‘‘Officer Dale Claxton 
Bullet Resistant Police Protective 
Equipment Act of 1999,’’ is based on S. 
2253, which I introduced in the 105th 

Congress. This bill is named in memory 
of Dale Claxton, a Cortez, Colorado, po-
lice officer who was fatally shot 
through the windshield of his patrol 
car last year. A bullet resistant wind-
shield could have saved his life. 

Unfortunately, incidents like this are 
far from isolated. All across our nation 
law enforcement officers, whether in 
hot pursuit, driving through dangerous 
neighborhoods, or pulled over on the 
side of the road behind an automobile, 
are at risk of being shot through their 
windshields. We must do what we can 
to prevent these kinds of tragedies as 
better, lighter and more affordable 
types of bullet resistant glass and 
other equipment become available. For 
the purposes of this bill I use the tech-
nically more accurate term ‘‘bullet re-
sistant’’ instead of the more common-
place ‘‘bullet proof’’ since, even though 
we all wish they could be, few things 
are truly ‘‘bullet proof.’’ 

While I served as a deputy sheriff in 
Sacramento County, California, I be-
came personally aware of the inherent 
dangers law enforcement officers en-
counter each day on the front lines. 
Now that I serve as a U.S. senator here 
in Washington, DC, I believe we should 
do what we can to help our law enforce-
ment officers protect themselves as 
they risk their lives while protecting 
the American people from violent 
criminals. 

One important way we can do this is 
to help them acquire bullet resistant 
glass and armored panels for patrol 
cars, hand held bullet resistant shields 
and other life saving bullet resistant 
equipment. This assistance is espe-
cially crucial for small local jurisdic-
tions that often lack the funds needed 
to provide their officers with the life 
saving bullet resistant equipment they 
need. 

The Officer Dale Claxton bill builds 
upon the successes of the Bulletproof 
Vest Partnership Grant Act, S. 1605, 
which I introduced in the 105th Con-
gress and the president signed into law 
last June. This program provides 
matching grants to state and local law 
enforcement agencies to help them 
purchase body armor for their officers. 
This bill builds upon this worthy pro-
gram by expanding it to help them ac-
quire additional types of bullet resist-
ant equipment. 

The bill I introduce today has four 
main components. The first part au-
thorizes continued funding for the cur-
rent Bulletproof Vest Partnership 
Grant Act program at $25 million per 
year. 

The second and central part of this 
legislation authorizes a new $40 million 
matching grant program to help state, 
local, tribal and other small law en-
forcement agencies acquire bullet re-
sistant equipment such as bullet resist-
ant glass and armored panels for patrol 
cars, hand held bullet resistant shields 
and other life saving equipment. 

The third component of this bill, as 
promoted by Senator TORRICELLI, 
would authorize a $25 million matching 

grant program for the purchase of 
video cameras for use in law enforce-
ment vehicles. 

These three matching grants are au-
thorized for fiscal years 2000 through 
2002 and would be allocated by the Bu-
reau of Justice Assistance according to 
a formula that ensures fair distribution 
for all states, local communities, tribes 
and U.S. territories. To help ensure 
that these matching grants get to the 
jurisdictions that need them the most 
the bureau is directed to make at least 
half of the funds available to those 
smaller jurisdictions whose budgets are 
the most financially constrained. 

The final key part of this bill pro-
vides the Justice Department’s Na-
tional Institute of Justice (NIJ) with $3 
million over 3 years to conduct an ex-
pedited research and development pro-
gram to speed up the deployment of 
new bullet resistant technologies and 
equipment. The development of new 
bullet resistant materials in the next 
few years could be as revolutionary in 
the next few years as Kevlar was for 
body armor in the 1970s. Exciting new 
technologies such as bonded acrylic, 
polymers, polycarbons, aluminized ma-
terial and transparent ceramics prom-
ise to provide for lighter, more 
versatile and hopefully less expensive 
bullet resistant equipment. 

The Officer Dale Claxton bill also di-
rects the NIJ to inventory existing 
technologies in the private sector, in 
surplus military property, and in use 
by other countries and to evaluate, de-
velop standards, establish testing 
guidelines, and promote technology 
transfer. 

Under the bill, the Institute would 
give priority in testing and feasibility 
studies to law enforcement partner-
ships developed in coordination with 
existing High Intensity Drug Traf-
ficking Areas (HIDTAs). 

Our nation’s state, local and tribal 
law enforcement officers regularly put 
their lives in harm’s way and deserve 
to have access to the bullet resistant 
equipment they need. The Officer Dale 
Claxton bill will both get life saving 
bullet resistant equipment deployed 
into the field where it is needed and ac-
celerate the development of new life-
saving bullet resistant technologies. I 
urge my colleagues to support passage 
of this bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 726 
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 ‘‘Officer Dale 
Claxton Bullet Resistant Police Protective 
Equipment Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS; PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) Officer Dale Claxton of the Cortez, Colo-

rado, Police Department was shot and killed 
by bullets that passed through the wind-
shield of his police car after he stopped a sto-
len truck, and his life may have been saved 
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if his police car had been equipped with bul-
let resistant equipment; 

(2) the number of law enforcement officers 
who are killed in the line of duty would sig-
nificantly decrease if every law enforcement 
officer in the United States had access to ad-
ditional bullet resistant equipment; 

(3) according to studies, between 1985 and 
1994, 709 law enforcement officers in the 
United States were feloniously killed in the 
line of duty; 

(4) the Federal Bureau of Investigation es-
timates that the risk of fatality to law en-
forcement officers while not wearing bullet 
resistant equipment, such as an armor vest, 
is 14 times higher than for officers wearing 
an armor vest; 

(5) according to studies, between 1985 and 
1994, bullet-resistant materials helped save 
the lives of more than 2,000 law enforcement 
officers in the United States; and 

(6) the Executive Committee for Indian 
Country Law Enforcement Improvements re-
ports that violent crime in Indian country 
has risen sharply, despite a decrease in the 
national crime rate, and has concluded that 
there is a ‘‘public safety crisis in Indian 
country’’. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
save lives of law enforcement officers by 
helping State, local, and tribal law enforce-
ment agencies provide officers with bullet 
resistant equipment and video cameras. 
SEC. 3. MATCHING GRANT PROGRAM FOR LAW 

ENFORCEMENT BULLET RESISTANT 
EQUIPMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part Y of title I of the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968 is amended— 

(1) by striking the part designation and 
part heading and inserting the following: 
‘‘PART Y—MATCHING GRANT PROGRAMS 

FOR LAW ENFORCEMENT 
‘‘Subpart A—Grant Program For Armor 

Vests’’; 
(2) by striking ‘‘this part’’ each place that 

term appears and inserting ‘‘this subpart’’; 
and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Subpart B—Grant Program For Bullet 
Resistant Equipment 

‘‘SEC. 2511. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—the Director of the Bu-

reau of Justice Assistance is authorized to 
make grants to States, units of local govern-
ment, and Indian tribes to purchase bullet 
resistant equipment for use by State, local, 
and tribal law enforcement officers. 

‘‘(b) USES OF FUNDS.—Grants awarded 
under this section shall be— 

‘‘(1) distributed directly to the State, unit 
of local government, or Indian tribe, and 

‘‘(2) used for the purchase of bullet resist-
ant equipment for law enforcement officers 
in the jurisdiction of the grantee. 

‘‘(c) PREFERENTIAL CONSIDERATION.—In 
awarding grants under this subpart, the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assistance 
may give preferential consideration, if fea-
sible, to an application from a jurisdiction 
that— 

‘‘(1) has the greatest need for bullet resist-
ant equipment based on the percentage of 
law enforcement officers in the department 
who do not have access to a vest; 

‘‘(2) has a violent crime rate at or above 
the national average as determined by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; or 

‘‘(3) has not received a block grant under 
the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
program described inder the heading ‘Violent 
Crime Reduction Programs, State and Local 
Law Enforcement Assistance’ of the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1998 (Public Law 105–119). 

‘‘(d) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Unless all eligible 
applications submitted by any State or unit 
of local government within such State for a 
grant under this section have been funded, 
such State, together with grantees within 
the State (other than Indian tribes), shall be 
allocated in each fiscal year under this sec-
tion not less than 0.50 percent of the total 
amount appropriated in the fiscal year for 
grants pursuant to this section, except that 
the United States Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands shall each be allocated .25 percent. 

‘‘(e) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—A qualifying 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe may not receive more than 5 percent of 
the total amount appropriated in each fiscal 
year for grants under this section, except 
that a State, together with the grantees 
within the State may not receive more than 
20 percent of the total amount appropriated 
in each fiscal year for grants under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(f) MATCHING FUNDS.—The portion of the 
costs of a program provided by a grant under 
subsection (a) may not exceed 50 percent. 
Any funds appropriated by Congress for the 
activities of any agency of an Indian tribal 
government or the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
performing law enforcement functions on 
any Indian lands may be used to provide the 
non-Federal share of a matching require-
ment funded under this subsection. 

‘‘(g) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—At least half 
of the funds available under this subpart 
shall be awarded to units of local govern-
ment with fewer than 100,000 residents. 
‘‘SEC. 2512. APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To request a grant 
under this subpart, the chief executive of a 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe shall submit an application to the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assitance in 
such form and containing such information 
as the Director may reasonably require. 

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
part, the Director of the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance shall promulgate regulations to 
implement this section (including the infor-
mation that must be included and the re-
quirements that the States, units of local 
government, and Indian tribes must meet) in 
submitting the applications required under 
this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.—A unit of local govern-
ment that receives funding under the Local 
Law Enforcement Block Grant program (de-
scribed under the heading ‘Violent Crime Re-
duction Programs, State and Local Law En-
forcement Assistance’ of the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1998 (Public Law 104–119)) during a fiscal year 
in which it submits an application under this 
subpart shall not be eligible for a grant 
under this subpart unless the chief executive 
officer of such unit of local government cer-
tifies and provides an explanation to the Di-
rector that the unit of local government con-
sidered or will consider using funding re-
ceived under the block grant program for 
any or all of the costs relating to the pur-
chase of bullet resistant equipment, but did 
not, or does not expect to use such funds for 
such purpose. 
‘‘SEC. 2513. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subpart— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘equipment’ means wind-

shield glass, car panels, shileds, and protec-
tive gear; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘State’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the United States 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and 
the Northern Mariana Islands; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘unit of local government’ 
means a county, municipality, town, town-

ship, village, parish, borough, or other unit 
of general government below the State level; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘Indian tribe’ has the same 
meaning as in section 4(e) of the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b(e)); and 

‘‘(5) the term ‘law enforcement officer’ 
means any officer, agent, or employee of a 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe authorized by law or by a government 
agency to engage in or supervise the preven-
tion, detection, or investigation of any viola-
tion of criminal law, or authorized by law to 
supervise sentenced criminal offenders. 

‘‘Subpart C—Grant Program For Video 
Cameras 

‘‘SEC. 2521. PROGRAM AUTHORIZED. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Bu-

reau of Justice Assistance is authorized to 
make grants to States, units of local govern-
ment, and Indian tribes to purchase video 
cameras for use by State, local, and tribal 
law enforcement agencies in law enforce-
ment vehicles. 

‘‘(b) USES OF FUNDS.—Grants awarded 
under this section shall be— 

‘‘(1) distributed directly to the State, unit 
of local government, or Indian tribe; and 

‘‘(2) used for the purchase of video cameras 
for law enforcement vehicles in the jurisdic-
tion of the grantee. 

‘‘(c) PREFERENTIAL CONSIDERATION.—In 
awarding grants under this subpart, the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assistance 
may give preferential consideration, if fea-
sible, to an application from a jurisdiction 
that— 

‘‘(1) has the greatest need for video cam-
eras, based on the percentage of law enforce-
ment officers in the department do not have 
access to a law enforcement vehicle equipped 
with a video camera; 

‘‘(2) has a violent crime rate at or above 
the national average as determined by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation; or 

‘‘(3) has not received a block grant under 
the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
program described under the heading ‘Vio-
lent Crime Reduction Programs, State and 
Local Law Enforcement Assistance’ of the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, and 
State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1998 (Public Law 105– 
119). 

(d) MINIMUM AMOUNT.—Unless all eligible 
applications submitted by any State or unit 
of local government within such State for a 
grant under this section have been funded, 
such State, together with grantees within 
the State (other than Indian tribes), shall be 
allocated in each fiscal year under this sec-
tion not less than 0.50 percent of the total 
amount appropriated in the fiscal year for 
grants pursuant to this section, except that 
the United States Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, and the Northern Mariana Is-
lands shall each be allocated 0.25 percent. 

‘‘(e) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—A qualifying 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe may not receive more than 5 percent of 
the total amount appropriated in each fiscal 
year for grants under this section, except 
that a State, together with the grantees 
within the State may not receive more than 
20 percent of the total amount appropriated 
in each fiscal year for grants under this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(f) MATCHING FUNDS.—The portion of the 
costs of a program provided by a grant under 
subsection (a) may not exceed 50 percent. 
Any funds appropriated by Congress for the 
activities of any agency of an Indian tribal 
government or the Bureau of Indian Affairs 
performing law enforcement functions on 
any Indian lands may be used to provide the 
non-Federal share of a matching require-
ment funded under this subsection. 
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‘‘(g) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—At least half 

of the funds available under this subpart 
shall be awarded to units of local govern-
ment with fewer than 100,000 residents. 
‘‘SEC. 2522. APPLICATIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To request a grant 
under this subpart, the chief executive of a 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe shall submit an application to the Di-
rector of the Bureau of Justice Assistance in 
such form and containing such information 
as the Director may reasonably require. 

‘‘(b) REGULATIONS.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
part, the Director of the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance shall promulgate regulations to 
implement this section (including the infor-
mation that must be included and the re-
quirements that the States, units of local 
government, and Indian tribes must meet) in 
submitting the applications required under 
this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBILITY.—A unit of local govern-
ment that receives funding under the Local 
Law Enforcement Block Grant program (de-
scribed under the heading ‘Violent Crime Re-
duction Programs, State and Local Law En-
forcement Assistance’ of the Departments of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1998 (Public Law 105–119)) during a fiscal year 
in which it submits an application under this 
subpart shall not be eligible for a grant 
under this subpart unless the chief executive 
officer of such unit of local government cer-
tifies and provides an explanation to the Di-
rector that the unit of local government con-
sidered or will consider using funding re-
ceived under the block grant program for 
any or all of the costs relating to the pur-
chase of video cameras, but did not, or does 
not expect to use such funds for such pur-
pose. 
‘‘SEC. 2523. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subpart— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘Indian tribe’ has the same 

meaning as in section 4(e) of the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assistance Act 
(25 U.S.C. 450b(e)); 

‘‘(2) the term ‘law enforcement officer’ 
means any officer, agent, or employee of a 
State, unit of local government, or Indian 
tribe authorized by law or by a government 
agency to engage in or supervise the preven-
tion, detection, or investigation of any viola-
tion of criminal law, or authorized by law to 
supervise sentenced criminal offenders; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘State’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the United States 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and 
the Northern Mariana Islands; and 

‘‘(4) the term ‘unit of local government’ 
means a county, municipality, town, town-
ship, village, parish, borough, or other unit 
of general government below the State 
level.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 1001(a) of the Omnibus Crime Control 
and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 
3793(a)) is amended by striking paragraph 
(23) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(23) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out part Y— 

‘‘(A) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2002 for grants under subpart A of 
that part; 

‘‘(B) $40,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2002 for grants under subpart B of 
that part; and 

‘‘(C) $25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000 
through 2002 for grants under subpart C of 
that part.’’. 
SEC. 4. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

In the case of any equipment or products 
that may be authorized to be purchased with 
financial assistance provided using funds ap-

propriated or otherwise made available by 
this Act, it is the sense of the Congress that 
entities receiving the assistance should, in 
expending the assistance, purchase only 
American-made equipment and products. 
SEC. 5. TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT. 

Section 202 of title I of the Omnibus Crime 
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42 
U.S.C. 3722) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(e) BULLET RESISTANT TECHNOLOGY DE-
VELOPMENT.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The institute is author-
ized to— 

‘‘(A) conduct research and otherwise work 
to develop new bullet resistant technologies 
(i.e., acrylic, polymers, aluminized material, 
and transparent ceramics) for use in police 
equipment (including windshield glass, car 
panels, shields, and protective gear); 

‘‘(B) inventory bullet resistant tech-
nologies used in the private sector, in sur-
plus military property, and by foreign coun-
tries; 

‘‘(C) promulgate relevant standards for, 
and conduct technical and operational test-
ing and evaluation of, bullet resistant tech-
nology and equipment, and otherwise facili-
tate the use of that technology in police 
equipment. 

‘‘(2) PRIORITY.—In carrying out this sub-
section, the Institute shall give priority in 
testing and engineering surveys to law en-
forcement partnerships developed in coordi-
nation with High Intensity Drug Trafficking 
Areas. 

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to 
carry out this subsection $3,000,000 for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2002.’’. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL (for himself 
and Mr. HATCH): 

S. 727. A bill to exempt qualified cur-
rent and former law enforcement offi-
cers from State laws prohibiting the 
carrying of concealed firearms and to 
allow States to enter into compacts to 
recognize other States’ concealed 
weapons permits; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

f 

LAW ENFORCEMENT PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 
Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 

today I introduce a bill to authorize 
States to recognize each other’s con-
cealed weapons laws and exempt quali-
fied current and former law enforce-
ment officers from State laws prohib-
iting the carrying of concealed fire-
arms. This legislation is designed to 
support the rights of States and to fa-
cilitate the right of law-abiding citi-
zens as well as law enforcement offi-
cers to protect themselves, their fami-
lies, and their property. I am pleased to 
be joined by the chairman of the Judi-
ciary Committee, Senator HATCH as an 
original cosponsor of this legislation. 

The language of this bill is based on 
my bill, S. 837, in the 105th Congress 
and is similar to a provision in S. 3, the 
Omnibus Crime Control Act of 1997, in-
troduced by Senator HATCH. In light of 
the importance of this provision to 
law-abiding gunowners and law en-
forcement officers, I am introducing 
this freestanding bill today for the 
Senate’s consideration and prompt ac-
tion. 

This bill allows States to enter into 
agreements, known as ‘‘compacts,’’ to 

recognize the concealed weapons laws 
of those States included in the com-
pacts. This is not a Federal mandate; it 
is strictly voluntary for those States 
interested in this approach. States 
would also be allowed to include provi-
sions which best meet their needs, such 
as special provisions for law enforce-
ment personnel. 

This legislation would allow anyone 
possessing a valid permit to carry a 
concealed firearm in their respective 
State to also carry it in another State, 
provided that the States have entered 
into a compact agreement which recog-
nizes the host State’s right-to-carry 
laws. This is needed if you want to pro-
tect the security individuals enjoy in 
their own State when they travel or 
simply cross State lines to avoid a 
crazy quilt of differing laws. 

Currently, a Federal standard gov-
erns the conduct of nonresidents in 
those States that do not have a right- 
to-carry statute. Many of us in this 
body have always strived to protect the 
interests of States and communities by 
allowing them to make important deci-
sions on how their affairs should be 
conducted. We are taking to the floor 
almost every day to talk about man-
dating certain things to the States. 
This bill would allow States to decide 
for themselves. 

Specifically, the bill allows that the 
law of each State govern conduct with-
in that State where the State has a 
right-to-carry statute, and States de-
termine through a compact agreement 
which out-of-State right-to-carry stat-
ute will be recognized. 

To date, 31 States have passed legis-
lation making it legal to carry con-
cealed weapons. These State laws en-
able citizens of those States to exercise 
their right to protect themselves, their 
families, and their property. 

The second major provision of this 
bill would allow qualified current and 
former law enforcement officers who 
are carrying appropriate written iden-
tification of that status to be exempt 
from State laws that prohibit the car-
rying of concealed weapons. This provi-
sion sets forth a checklist of stringent 
criteria that law enforcement officers 
must meet in order to qualify for this 
exemption status. Exempting qualified 
current and former law enforcement of-
ficers from State laws prohibiting the 
carrying of concealed weapons, I be-
lieve, would add additional forces to 
our law enforcement community in our 
unwavering fight against crime. 

I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this bill. 

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

S. 727 
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 ‘‘Law En-
forcement Protection Act of 1999’’. 
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SEC. 2. EXEMPTION OF QUALIFIED CURRENT AND 

FORMER LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-
CERS FROM STATE LAWS PROHIB-
ITING THE CARRYING OF CON-
CEALED FIREARMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 44 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 926A the following: 

‘‘§ 926B. Carrying of concealed firearms by 
qualified current and former law enforce-
ment officers 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

provision of the law of any State or any po-
litical subdivision of a State, an individual 
may carry a concealed firearm if that indi-
vidual is— 

‘‘(1) a qualified law enforcement officer or 
a qualified former law enforcement officer; 
and 

‘‘(2) carrying appropriate written identi-
fication. 

‘‘(b) EFFECT ON OTHER LAWS.— 
‘‘(1) COMMON CARRIERS.—Nothing in this 

section shall be construed to exempt from 
section 46505(B)(1) of title 49— 

‘‘(A) a qualified law enforcement officer 
who does not meet the requirements of sec-
tion 46505(D) of title 49; or 

‘‘(B) a qualified former law enforcement of-
ficer. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL LAWS.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to supersede or limit 
any Federal law or regulation prohibiting or 
restricting the possession of a firearm on 
any Federal property, installation, building, 
base, or park. 

‘‘(3) STATE LAWS.—Nothing in this section 
shall be construed to supersede or limit the 
laws of any State that— 

‘‘(A) grant rights to carry a concealed fire-
arm that are broader than the rights granted 
under this section; 

‘‘(B) permit private persons or entities to 
prohibit or restrict the possession of con-
cealed firearms on their property; or 

‘‘(C) prohibit or restrict the possession of 
firearms on any State or local government 
property, installation, building, base, or 
park. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(A) APPROPRIATE WRITTEN IDENTIFICA-

TION.—The term ‘appropriate written identi-
fication’ means, with respect to an indi-
vidual, a document that— 

‘‘(i) was issued to the individual by the 
public agency with which the individual 
serves or served as a qualified law enforce-
ment officer; and 

‘‘(ii) identifies the holder of the document 
as a current or former officer, agent, or em-
ployee of the agency. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFI-
CER.—The term ‘qualified law enforcement 
officer’ means an individual who— 

‘‘(i) is presently authorized by law to en-
gage in or supervise the prevention, detec-
tion, or investigation of any violation of 
criminal law; 

‘‘(ii) is authorized by the agency to carry a 
firearm in the course of duty; 

‘‘(iii) meets any requirements established 
by the agency with respect to firearms; and 

‘‘(iv) is not the subject of a disciplinary ac-
tion by the agency that prevents the car-
rying of a firearm. 

‘‘(C) QUALIFIED FORMER LAW ENFORCEMENT 
OFFICER.—The term ‘qualified former law en-
forcement officer’ means, an individual who 
is— 

‘‘(i) retired from service with a public 
agency, other than for reasons of mental dis-
ability; 

‘‘(ii) immediately before such retirement, 
was a qualified law enforcement officer with 
that public agency; 

‘‘(iii) has a nonforfeitable right to benefits 
under the retirement plan of the agency; 

‘‘(iv) was not separated from service with a 
public agency due to a disciplinary action by 
the agency that prevented the carrying of a 
firearm; 

‘‘(v) meets the requirements established by 
the State in which the individual resides 
with respect to— 

‘‘(I) training in the use of firearms; and 
‘‘(II) carrying a concealed weapon; and 
‘‘(vi) is not prohibited by Federal law from 

receiving a firearm. 
‘‘(D) FIREARM.—The term ‘firearm’ means, 

any firearm that has, or of which any compo-
nent has, traveled in interstate or foreign 
commerce.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter 
analysis for chapter 44 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 926A the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘926B. Carrying of concealed firearms by 

qualified current and former 
law enforcement officers.’’. 

SEC. 3. AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO INTER-
STATE COMPACTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The consent of Congress 
is given to any 2 or more States— 

(1) to enter into compacts or agreements 
for cooperative effort in enabling individuals 
to carry concealed weapons as dictated by 
laws of the State within which the owner of 
the weapon resides and is authorized to carry 
a concealed weapon; and 

(2) to establish agencies or guidelines as 
they may determine to be appropriate for 
making effective such agreements and com-
pacts. 

(b) RESERVATION OF RIGHTS.—The right to 
alter, amend, or repeal this section is hereby 
expressly reserved by Congress. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: 
S. 728. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to increase 
the maximum term of imprisonment 
for offenses involving stolen firearms; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STOLEN GUN PENALTY ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 
1999 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
many crimes in our country are being 
committed with stolen guns. The ex-
tent of this problem is reflected in a 
number of recent studies and news re-
ports. Therefore, today I am intro-
ducing the Stolen Gun Penalty En-
hancement Act of 1999 to increase the 
maximum prison sentences for vio-
lating existing stolen gun laws. 

Reports indicate that almost half a 
million guns are stolen each year. As of 
March 1995 there were over 2 million 
reports in the stolen gun file of the 
FBI’s National Crime Information Cen-
ter including 7,700 reports of stolen ma-
chine guns and submachine guns. In a 9 
year period between 1985 and 1994, the 
FBI received an annual average of over 
274,000 reports of stolen guns. 

Studies conducted by the Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms note 
that felons steal firearms to avoid 
background checks. A 1991 Bureau of 
Justice Statistics survey of State pris-
on inmates notes that almost 10 per-
cent had stolen a handgun, and over 10 
percent of all inmates had traded or 
sold a stolen firearm. 

This problem is especially alarming 
among young people. A Justice Depart-
ment study of juvenile inmates in four 
states shows that over 50 percent of 

those inmates had stolen a gun. In the 
same study, gang members and drug 
sellers were more likely to have stolen 
a gun. 

In my home State of Colorado, the 
Colorado Bureau of Investigation re-
ceives over 500 reports of stolen guns 
each month. As of this month, the Bu-
reau has a total of 36,000 firearms on its 
unrecovered firearms list. It is esti-
mated that one-third of these firearms 
are categorized as handguns. 

All these studies and statistics show 
the extent of the problem of stolen 
guns. Therefore, the bill I am intro-
ducing today will increase the max-
imum prison sentences for violation of 
existing stolen gun laws. 

Specifically, my bill increases the 
maximum penalty for violating four 
provisions of the firearms laws. Under 
title 18 of the U.S. Code, it is illegal to 
knowingly transport or ship a stolen 
firearm or stolen ammunition. It is 
also illegal to knowingly receive, pos-
sess, conceal, store, sell, or otherwise 
dispose of a stolen firearm or stolen 
ammunition. 

The penalty for violating either of 
these provisions is a fine, a maximum 
term of imprisonment of 10 years, or 
both. My bill increases the maximum 
prison sentence to 15 years. 

The third statutory provision makes 
it illegal to steal a firearm from a li-
censed dealer, importer, or manufac-
turer. For violating this provision, the 
maximum term of imprisonment would 
be increased to a maximum 15 years 
under by bill. 

And the fourth provision makes it il-
legal to steal a firearm from any per-
son, including a licensed firearm col-
lector, with a maximum penalty of 10 
years imprisonment. As with the other 
three provisions, my bill increases this 
maximum penalty to 15 years. 

In addition to these amendments to 
title 18 of the U.S. Code, the bill I in-
troduce today directs the United 
States Sentencing Commission to re-
vise the Federal sentencing guidelines 
with respect to these firearms offenses. 

Mr. President, I am a strong sup-
porter of the rights of law-abiding gun 
owners. However, I firmly believe we 
need tough penalties for the illegal use 
of firearms. 

The Stolen Gun Penalty Enhance-
ment Act of 1999 will send a strong sig-
nal to criminals who are even thinking 
about stealing a firearm. I urge my col-
leagues to join in support of this legis-
lation. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 728 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. STOLEN FIREARMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 924 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘(i), (j),’’; 

and 
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(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) Whoever knowingly violates sub-

section (i) or (j) of section 922 shall be fined 
under this title, imprisoned not more than 15 
years, or both.’’; 

(2) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘10 
years’’ and inserting ‘‘15 years’’; and 

(3) in subsection (l), by striking ‘‘10 years’’ 
and inserting ‘‘15 years’’. 

(b) SENTENCING COMMISSION.—The United 
States Sentencing Commission shall amend 
the Federal sentencing guidelines to reflect 
the amendments made by subsection (a). 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
MURKOWSKI, Mr. LOTT, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. BURNS, Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. SHELBY, 
Mr. HAGEL and Mr. BENNETT): 

S. 729. A bill to ensure that Congress 
and the public have the right to par-
ticipate in the declaration of national 
monuments on federal land; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

THE NATIONAL MONUMENT PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION ACT OF 1999 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation that en-
sures the public will have a say in the 
management of our public lands. I am 
pleased that Senators MURKOWSKI, 
LOTT, STEVENS, BURNS, GORDON SMITH, 
CRAPO, SHELBY, HAGEL, and BENNETT 
are joining me as original cosponsors. 

After President Clinton’s proclama-
tion of four years ago, declaring nearly 
two million acres of southern Utah a 
national monument, I introduced the 
Idaho Protection Act of 1999. That bill 
would have required that the public 
and the Congress be included before a 
national monument could be estab-
lished in Idaho. When I introduced that 
bill, I was immediately approached by 
other Senators seeking the same pro-
tection for their state. This bill, The 
National Monument Public Participa-
tion Act, will provide that protection 
to all states. 

The National Monument Public Par-
ticipation Act amends the Antiquities 
Act to require the Secretaries of the 
Interior and Agriculture to provide an 
opportunity for public involvement 
prior to the designation of a national 
monument. It establishes procedures to 
give the public and local, State, and 
federal governments adequate notice 
and opportunity to comment on, and 
participate in, the formulation of plans 
for the declaration of national monu-
ments on public lands. 

Under the 1906 Antiquities Act, the 
President has the unilateral authority 
to create a national monument where 
none existed before. In fact, since 1906, 
the law has been used some 66 times to 
set lands aside. It is important to note 
that with very few exceptions, these 
declarations occurred before enact-
ment of the National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969, which recognized 
the need for public involvement in such 
issues and mandated public comment 
periods before such decisions are made. 

The most recent use of the Antiq-
uities Act came on September 18, 1996, 
with Presidential Proclamation 6920, 
Establishment of the Grand Staircase- 

Escalante National Monument. With-
out including Utah’s Governor, Sen-
ators, congressional delegation, the 
State legislature, county commis-
sioners, or the people of Utah—Presi-
dent Clinton set off-limits forever ap-
proximately 1.7 million acres of Utah. 
What the President did in Utah, with-
out public input, could also be done in 
Idaho or any other States where the 
federal government has a presence. 
That must not be allowed to happen. 

My state of Idaho is 63 percent fed-
eral lands. Within Idaho’s boundaries, 
we have one National Historic Park, 
one National Reserve, two National 
Recreation Areas, and five Wilderness 
Areas, just to name the major federally 
designated natural resource areas. This 
amounts to approximately 4.8 million 
acres, or to put things in perspective, 
the size of the state of New Jersey. 
Each of these designations has had 
public involvement and consent of Con-
gress before being designated. As you 
can tell, the public process has worked 
in the past, in my state, and I believe 
it will continue to work in the future. 

In Idaho, each of these National des-
ignations generated concerns among 
those affected by the designation, but 
with the public process, we were able 
to work through most of the concerns 
before the designation was made. Indi-
viduals who would be affected by the 
National designation had time to pre-
pare, but Utah was not as fortunate. 
With the overnight designation of the 
Grand Staircase-Escalante National 
Monument, the local communities, and 
the State and federal agencies were left 
to pick up the pieces and work out all 
the ‘‘details.’’ 

The President’s action in Utah has 
been a wake-up call to people across 
America.We all want to preserve what 
is best in our States, and I understand 
and support the need to protect valu-
able resources. That is why this bill 
will not, in any way, affect the ability 
of the federal government to make 
emergency withdrawals under the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976 (FLPMA). If an area is truly 
worthy of a National Monument des-
ignation, Congress will make that des-
ignation during the time frame pro-
vided in FLPMA. 

Our public lands are a national asset 
that we all treasure and enjoy. West-
erners are especially proud of their 
public lands and have a stake in the 
management of these lands, but people 
everywhere also understand that much 
of their economic future is tied up in 
what happens on their public lands. 

In the West, where public lands domi-
nate the landscape, issues such as graz-
ing, timber harvesting, water use, and 
recreation access have all come under 
attack by this administration seem-
ingly bent upon kowtowing to a seg-
ment of our population that wants 
these uses kicked off our public lands. 

Everyone wants public lands deci-
sions to be made in an open and inclu-
sive process. No one wants the Presi-
dent, acting alone, to unilaterally lock 

up enormous parts of any State. We 
certainly don’t work that way in the 
West. There is a recognition that with 
common sense, a balance can be struck 
that allows jobs to grow and families 
to put down roots while at the same 
time protecting America’s great nat-
ural resources. 

In my view, the President’s actions 
in Utah were beyond the pale, and for 
that reason—to protect others from 
suffering a similar fate I am intro-
ducing this bill. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill appear in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 729 

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 ‘‘National 
Monument Public Participation Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to ensure that 
Congress and the public have the right and 
opportunity to participate in decisions to de-
clare national monuments on Federal land. 
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF CONGRESSIONAL AND 

PUBLIC ROLES IN DECLARATION OF 
NATIONAL MONUMENTS. 

The Act entitled ‘‘An Act for the preserva-
tion of American antiquities’’, approved 
June 8, 1906 (commonly known as the ‘‘An-
tiquities Act of 1906’’) (16 U.S.C. 431 et seq.), 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 5. CONGRESSIONAL AND PUBLIC ROLES IN 

NATIONAL MONUMENT DECLARA-
TIONS. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the In-
terior and the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
promulgate regulations that establish proce-
dures to ensure that Federal, State, and 
local governments and the public have the 
right to participate in the formulation of 
plans relating to the declaration of a na-
tional monument on Federal land on or after 
the date of enactment of this section, includ-
ing procedures— 

‘‘(1) to provide the public with adequate 
notice and opportunity to comment on and 
participate in the declaration of a national 
monument on Federal land; and 

‘‘(2) for public hearings, when appropriate, 
on the declaration of a national monument 
on Federal land. 

‘‘(b) OTHER DUTIES.—Prior to making any 
recommendations for declaration of a na-
tional monument in an area, the Secretary 
of the Interior and the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall— 

‘‘(1) ensure, to the maximum extent prac-
ticable, compliance with all applicable Fed-
eral land management and environmental 
laws, including the completion of a pro-
grammatic environmental impact statement 
under the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) cause mineral surveys to be conducted 
by the Geological Survey to determine the 
mineral values, if any, that may be present 
in the area; 

‘‘(3) cause an assessment of the surface re-
source values of the land to be completed 
and made available by the appropriate agen-
cies; 

‘‘(4) identify all existing rights held on 
Federal land contained within the area by 
type and acreage; and 

‘‘(5) identify all State and private land con-
tained within the area. 
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‘‘(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—On completion of 

the reviews and mineral surveys required 
under subsection (b), the Secretary of the In-
terior or the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
submit to the President recommendations as 
to whether any area on Federal land war-
rants declaration as a national monument. 

‘‘(d) FEDERAL ACTION.—Any study or rec-
ommendation under this section shall be 
considered a federal action for purposes of 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 
1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.). 

‘‘(e) REPORTS.—Not later than 2 years after 
the receipt of a recommendation under sub-
section (c), the President shall— 

‘‘(1) advise the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
of the President’s recommendation with re-
spect to whether each area evaluated should 
be declared a national monument; and 

‘‘(2) provide a map and description of the 
boundaries of each area evaluated for dec-
laration to the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

‘‘(f) DECLARATION AFTER EFFECTIVE 
DATE.—A recommendation of the President 
for declaration of a national monument that 
is made after the effective date of this sec-
tion shall become effective only if the dec-
laration is approved by Act of Congress.’’. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise this afternoon in support of the 
National Monument Public Participa-
tion Act of 1999. This legislation puts 
the ‘‘Public’’ back into public land 
management and the ‘‘Environment’’ 
back into environmental protection. 

Passage of this Act will insure that 
all the gains we have made over the 
past quarter century in creating an 
open participatory government which 
affords strong environmental protec-
tion for our public lands are protected. 

For those of you who thought those 
battles were fought and ‘‘won’’ with 
the passage of National Environmental 
Protection Act in 1969, the Federal 
Land Policy Management Act in 1976, 
and the National Forest Management 
Act of 1976, I have bad news. There is 
one last battle to be fought. 

Standing in this very Chamber on 
January 30, 1975, Senator Henry M. 
‘‘Scoop’’ Jackson spoke to the passion 
Americans feel for their public lands. 
He said: 

The public lands of the United States have 
always provided the arena in which we 
American’s have struggled to fulfill our 
dreams. Even today dreams of wealth, adven-
ture, and escape are still being acted out on 
these far flung lands. These lands and the 
dreams—fulfilled and unfulfilled—which they 
foster are a part of our national destiny. 
They belong to all Americans. 

Amazingly, there exists today 
‘‘legal’’ authorities by which the Presi-
dent, without public process or Con-
gressional approval and without any 
environmental review, can create vast 
special management units. Special 
management units which can affect 
how millions of acres of our public 
lands are managed, what people can do 
on these lands, and what the future 
will be for surrounding communities. 

This is a powerful trust to bestow 
upon anyone—even a President. 

On September 12, 1996, the good peo-
ple of Utah woke up to find themselves 
the most recent recipient of a philos-
ophy that says: ‘‘Trust us we’re from 

the federal government, and we know 
what’s best for you’’. On that day, 
standing in the State of Arizona, the 
President invoked the 1906 Antiquities 
Act to create a 1.7 million acre Nation 
Monument in Southern Utah. By using 
this antiquated law the President was 
able to avoid this nation’s environ-
mental laws and ignore public partici-
pation laws. With one swipe of the pen, 
every shred of public input and envi-
ronmental law promulgated in this 
country over the past quarter of a cen-
tury was shoved into the trash heap of 
political expediency. 

What happened in Utah is but the 
latest example of a small cadre of Ad-
ministration officials deciding for all 
Americans how our public lands should 
be used. It is a classic example of a 
backroom deal, catering to special in-
terests at the expense of the public. It 
is by no means the only one. 

As a Senator from Alaska, I have a 
great deal of personal experience in 
this area. In 1978, President Jimmy 
Carter used this law to create ‘‘17’’ Na-
tional Monuments in Alaska covering 
more than 55 millions acres of land. 
This was followed in short order by 
this Secretary of the Interior Cecil 
Andrus who withdrew an additional 50 
million acres. All this land was with-
drawn from multiple uses without any 
input from the people of Alaska, the 
public, or the Congress of the United 
States. All this occurred while Con-
gress was considering legislation af-
fecting these lands, while Congress was 
conducting workshops throughout 
Alaska and holding hearings in Wash-
ington, DC to involve the public. 

With over 100 million acres of with-
drawn land held over Alaska’s head 
like the sword of Damocles, we were 
forced to cut the best deal we could. 
Twenty years later the people of my 
state are still struggling to cope with 
the weight of these decisions. President 
Carter cut his deal for his special inter-
ests to avoid the public debate on legis-
lation, just as President Clinton did 
with the Grand Staircase/Escalante. 

I would not be here this afternoon if 
the public, and Congress were not sys-
tematically being denied a voice in the 
creation of National Monuments. I 
would not be here if environmental 
procedures were being followed. But 
the people of this nation are being de-
nied the opportunity to speak, Con-
gress is being denied its opportunity to 
participate, and environmental proce-
dure are being ignored. The only voice 
we hear is that of the President. With-
out bothering to ask what we thought 
about it, he told the citizens of Utah 
and the rest of the country that he 
knew better than they what was best 
for them. 

It has been a long time since anyone 
has had the right to make those kinds 
of unilateral public land use decisions 
for the American public. Since passage 
of the Forest Service Organic Act and 
the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act in 1976 we have had a rock 
hard system of law on how public land 

use decisions are to be made. Embodied 
within these laws are public participa-
tion. Agencies propose an action, they 
present that action to the public, the 
public debates the issue, bad decisions 
can be appealed, the courts resolve dis-
putes, and finally the management 
unit is created. Where was this public 
participation in the special use des-
ignation of 1.7 million acres of federal 
land in southern Utah? 

Since the passage of the National En-
vironmental Policy Act in 1969 activi-
ties which effect the environment are 
subject to strict environmental re-
views. Does anyone believe there is no 
environmental threat posed by the cre-
ation of a national monument? 

The economic and social con-
sequences of this decision will have 
enormous and irrevocable impacts not 
only on the land immediately affected, 
but on surrounding lands and commu-
nities. All these effects on the human 
environment would have been evalu-
ated under the land management stat-
utes and the environmental procedural 
review. Where is the NEPA compliance 
documentation associated with this ac-
tion? 

The Constitutions explicitly provides 
that ‘‘The Congress shall have the 
power to dispose of, and make all need-
ful rules and regulations respecting the 
territory or other property belonging 
to the United States.’’ The creation of 
specialized public use designations 
such as National Parks and Wilderness 
Areas are debated within the Halls of 
Congress. These Debates provide for 
the financial and legal responsibilities 
which come with the creation of spe-
cial management units. Where are the 
proceedings from those debates? 

They simply do not exist because, in 
the heat of political expediency, the 
Administration determined that public 
process, environmental analyses, and 
Congressional deliberations were a 
waste of time. 

Mr. President, either you believe in 
public process or you do not, you can’t 
have it both ways. We can no longer 
trust the Administration to involve the 
public in major land use decisions and 
we can no longer tolerate the blanket 
evasion of the laws designed to protect 
our natural resources. The time has 
come for Congress to reassert its Con-
stitutional responsibility under Article 
IV. 

The legislation which Senator CRAIG 
and I offer today will require that any 
future designations of National Monu-
ments to follow the public participa-
tion principals laid down in law over 
the past 25 years. 

No poetic images, no flowery words, 
no smoke and mirrors, no special cov-
erage on Good Morning America, just 
good old fashion public land manage-
ment process. 

Before these special land manage-
ment units can be created, our legisla-
tion will require that agencies gather 
and analyze resource data affected by 
these land use decisions; that full pub-
lic participation in the designation of 
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the units takes place (with all appeal 
rights protected); that there be compli-
ance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act; and that Congress review 
and approve final designation. No 
longer will an administration be able 
to side-step public participation and 
environmental reviews to further its 
political agenda and cater to special 
interest. 

Nobody—not even the President— 
should be above the law. The National 
Monument Participation Act will 
make all future land use decisions a 
joint responsibility of the public 
through the Congress, that they elect. 
This legislation reasserts the Constitu-
tional role of the Congress in public 
land decisions. 

I do not question the need for Na-
tional Monuments. If the national ben-
efit can be demonstrated, then by all 
means a national monument should be 
created. But, if they are to serve the 
common good, they must be created 
under the same system of land manage-
ment law that has managed the use of 
the public domain for the past 25 years 
and pursuant to the document that has 
governed this Nation for the past 225 
years. 

There has always been a sacred bond 
between the American people and the 
lands they hold in common ownership. 
No one-regardless of high station or po-
litical influence—has the right to im-
pose his will over the means by which 
the destiny of those land is decided. 

This legislation re-establishes that 
bond. 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to join a number of my col-
leagues in introducing The National 
Monument Participation Act of 1999. 
This bill would amend the Antiquities 
Act of 1906 to clearly establish the 
roles for public participation and Con-
gressional involvement in declaring na-
tional monuments on federal lands. 
This bill requires specific processes and 
requirements to ensure that the public, 
local, state, and Federal government 
are both informed and involved in the 
formulation of any plans to declare na-
tional monuments on federal lands. 

It requires that the public be actively 
involved in the formulation of any 
plans to declare a national monument. 
Considering the recent controversy 
surrounding the designation of monu-
ments with the stroke of a pen rather 
than through open debate and assess-
ment, it only makes sense to include 
the public in any future designation de-
cisions. I remind my colleagues and the 
administration that we are managing 
our land resources for the people. This 
bill suggests that perhaps we should 
listen to them before drastically 
changing the management of our land 
resources. 

Additionally, the legislation requires 
that the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture perform 
an assessment of current land uses on 
the land proposed for designation. This 
is necessary to provide information 
about the impact of declaring any na-

tional monument before recommenda-
tions are made by the President. It 
makes absolutely no sense to pursue 
designation changes without learning 
what is at stake. What mineral inter-
ests are affected? Does it change tradi-
tional grazing uses? These are ques-
tions that will have to be answered be-
fore new monuments are designated. 

The legislation also requires that we 
look at the impact a monument would 
have on state or private land holdings. 
Once again, common sense is needed. If 
the federal designation change affects 
state an private lands, Congress must 
be informed of these impacts before a 
decision is finally reached. It is irre-
sponsible to make decisions without 
the proper information. 

Finally, this legislation would re-
quire the President to submit his deci-
sion on these recommendations to the 
Congress for final review and approval. 
If we are going to change our designa-
tions and impact local communities, 
Congress must weigh in on the deci-
sion. 

Public involvement in federal deci-
sion making is critical today to ensure 
that local citizens are involved in the 
decision changing how federal lands 
near their homes are used. This bill 
will mandate broader involvement to 
ensure the public and the legislative 
branch have an opportunity to partici-
pate in any plans to establish new na-
tional monuments on federal lands. In 
addition, this ensures the information 
is available for the public and our-
selves to understand the impacts of 
any proposed declaration and make an 
informed decision. 

Overall, I believe this bill establishes 
a clear set of roles and responsibilities 
for all parties involved in the declara-
tion of new national monuments on 
federal lands to ensure that such deci-
sions are made in a manner that re-
spects the rights of both local commu-
nities and the interests of the nation as 
a whole. I encourage my colleagues to 
carefully examine this legislation and 
lend their support to its ultimate pas-
sage. 
∑ Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise 
today as an original co-sponsor of the 
National Monument Public Participa-
tion Act of 1999. I commend my col-
league, Senator CRAIG, for bringing for-
ward this important measure and am 
pleased to offer it my support. 

The National Monument Public Par-
ticipation Act of 1999 will establish 
guidelines for public and local, State, 
and federal government involvement in 
the designation and planning of na-
tional monuments. Currently, under 
the 1906 Antiquities Act, the President 
has the authority to proclaim a na-
tional monument and determine its 
composition and scope without any 
prior or subsequent public involve-
ment. Although this authority has 
rarely been invoked since the imple-
mentation of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969, which man-
dates public comment periods prior to 
federal land management actions, the 

recent exercise of this authority by the 
current Administration has called at-
tention to the need to revise the Antiq-
uities Act. These proposed amendments 
to the Antiquities Act reflect the con-
temporary recognition that public in-
volvement in federal land management 
decisions is both proper and beneficial. 

This measure, beyond requiring the 
Secretaries of the Interior and Agri-
culture to include the public and the 
different levels of government in the 
decision to designate and form national 
monuments, also directs the Secre-
taries to research and make available 
information about the land to be des-
ignated. Factors such as the mineral 
values present and identification of ex-
isting rights held on federal lands with-
in the area to be designated have an 
obvious bearing on the decision of 
whether designation is appropriate 
and, if it is, how it should be struc-
tured. An understanding of these fac-
tors should be a part of an inclusive de-
cision-making process and, hence, it is 
appropriate to require that they be ex-
plored and publicly shared prior to the 
designation of a national monument. 

The strongest protection, however, 
that the National Monument Public 
Participation Act of 1999 provides for 
public oversight of national monument 
designation is the requirement that 
any recommendation of the President 
for declaration of land as a national 
monument shall become effective only 
if so provided by an Act of Congress. 
By subjecting proposals for monument 
designations to congressional approval, 
this Act ensures that when national 
monuments are established they are 
truly supported, both nationally and 
by local communities. This Act pro-
vides an important level of protection 
for public involvement in land use 
issues and I am pleased to offer it my 
support. 

By Mr. DURBIN: 
S. 730. A bill to direct the Consumer 

Product Safety Commission to promul-
gate fire safety standards for ciga-
rettes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

FIRE SAFE CIGARETTE ACT OF 1999 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to talk about the First Safe Cig-
arette Act of 1999. This legislation 
would solve a serious fire safety prob-
lem, namely, fires that are caused by a 
carelessly discarded cigarette. 

The statistics regarding cigarette-re-
lated fires are truly startling. In 1996 
there were 169,500 cigarette-related 
first that resulted in 1,181 deaths, 2,931 
injuries and $452 million in property 
damage. According to the National 
Fire Protection Association, one out of 
every four fire deaths in the United 
States in 1996 was attributed to to-
bacco products. 

In my state of Illinois, cigarette-re-
lated fires have also caused too many 
senseless tragedies. In 1997, alone, 
there were more than 1,700 cigarette- 
related fires, of which more than 900 
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were in people’s homes. These fires led 
to 109 injuries and 8 deaths. Also in 
1997, smoking-related fires in Illinois 
led to property loss of more than $10.4 
million. According to statistics from 
the U.S. Fire Administration, half of 
the known residential fire deaths in Il-
linois from 1993 to 1995 were from arson 
and careless smoking. During that 
three-year period, 69 deaths in Illinois 
were attributed to careless smoking. 

A Technical Study Group (TSG) was 
created by the Federal Cigarette Safe-
ty Act in 1984 to investigate the tech-
nological and commercial feasibility of 
creating a self-extinguishing cigarette. 
This group was made up of representa-
tives of government agencies, the ciga-
rette industry, the furniture industry, 
public health organizations and fire 
safety organizations. The TSG pro-
duced two reports that concluded that 
it is technically feasible to reduce the 
ignition propensity of cigarettes. 

The manufacture of less fire-prone 
cigarettes may require some advances 
in cigarette design and manufacturing 
technology, but the cigarette compa-
nies have demonstrated their capa-
bility to make cigarettes of reduced ig-
nition propensity with no increase in 
tar, nicotine or carbon monoxide in the 
smoke. For example, six current com-
mercial cigarettes have been tested 
which already have reduced ignition 
propensity. The technology is in place 
now to begin developing a performance 
standard for less fire prone cigarettes. 
Furthermore, the overall impact on 
other aspects of the United States soci-
ety and economy will be minimal. 
Thus, it may be possible to solve this 
problem at costs that are much less 
than the potential benefits, which are 
saving lives and avoiding injuries and 
property damage. 

The Fire Safe Cigarette Act would 
give the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission the authority to promul-
gate a fire safety standard for ciga-
rettes. Eighteen months after the legis-
lation is enacted, the Consumer Prod-
uct Safety Commission would issue a 
rule creating a safety standard for 
cigarettes. Thirty months after the 
legislation is enacted, the standards 
would become effective for the manu-
facture and importation of cigarettes. 

Here are some examples of changes 
that could be made to cigarettes that 
would reduce the likelihood of fire ig-
nition: reduced circumference or thin-
ner cigarettes, making the paper less 
porous, changing the density of the to-
bacco in cigarettes, and eliminating or 
reducing the citrate added to the ciga-
rette paper. Also, there is limited evi-
dence suggesting that the presence of a 
filter may reduce ignition propensity. 
Again, there are cigarettes on the mar-
ket right now that show some of these 
characteristics and are less likely to 
smolder and cause fires. 

While the number of people killed 
each year by fires is dropping because 
of safety improvements and other fac-
tors, too many Americans are dying be-
cause of a product that could be less 

likely to catch fire if simple changes 
were made. I strongly believe that this 
issue demands immediate and swift ac-
tion in order to prevent further deaths 
and injuries. 

An industry that can afford to spend 
more than $4 billion in advertising 
every year cannot claim it would be 
too expensive to make these changes. 
It is not unreasonable to ask these 
companies to make their products less 
likely to burn down a house. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 730 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Fire Safe Cigarette Act of 1999’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) cigarette ignited fires are the leading 

cause of fire deaths in the United States, 
(2) in 1996 cigarette ignited fires caused— 
(A) 1,083 deaths; 
(B) 2,809 civilian injuries; and 
(C) $420,000,000 in property damage; 
(3) each year, more than 100 children are 

killed from cigarette-related fires; 
(4) the technical work necessary to achieve 

a cigarette fire safety standard has been ac-
complished under the Cigarette Safety Act 
of 1984 (15 U.S.C. 2054 note) and the Fire Safe 
Cigarette Act of 1990 (15 U.S.C. 2054 note); 

(5) it is appropriate for Congress to require 
the establishment of a cigarette fire safety 
standard for the manufacture and importa-
tion of cigarettes; 

(6) the most recent study by the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission found that the 
cost of the loss of human life and personal 
property from the absence of a cigarette fire 
safety standard is $6,000,000,000 a year; and 

(7) it is appropriate that the regulatory ex-
pertise of the Consumer Product Safety 
Commission be used to implement a ciga-
rette fire safety standard. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission’’ 

means the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission. 

(2) CIGARETTE.—The term ‘‘cigarette’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 3 of 
the Federal Cigarette Labeling and Adver-
tising Act (15 U.S.C. 1332). 

(3) STOCKPILING.—The term ‘‘stockpiling’’ 
means the manufacturing or importing of a 
cigarette during the period beginning on the 
date of promulgation of a rule under section 
3(a) and ending on the effective date of that 
rule, at a rate greater than the rate at which 
cigarettes were manufactured or imported 
during the 1-year period immediately pre-
ceding the date of promulgation of that rule. 
SEC. 3. CIGARETTE FIRE SAFETY STANDARD. 

(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) PROMULGATION OF CIGARETTE FIRE SAFE-

TY STANDARD.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Commission shall promulgate a rule that es-
tablishes a cigarette fire safety standard for 
cigarettes to reduce the risk of ignition pre-
sented by cigarettes. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—In establishing the cig-
arette fire safety standard under paragraph 
(1), the Commission shall— 

(A) consult with the Director of the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Technology 

and make use of such capabilities of the as 
the Commission considers necessary; 

(B) seek the advice and expertise of the 
heads of other Federal agencies and State 
agencies engaged in fire safety; and 

(C) take into account the final report to 
Congress made by the Commission and the 
Technical Study Group on Cigarette and Lit-
tle Cigar Fire Safety established under sec-
tion 3 of the Fire Safe Cigarette Act of 1990 
(15 U.S.C. 2054 note), that includes a finding 
that cigarettes with a low ignition propen-
sity were already on the market at the time 
of the preparation of the report. 

(b) STOCKPILING.—The Commission shall 
include in the rule promulgated under sub-
section (a) a prohibition on the stockpiling 
of cigarettes covered by the rule. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE OF RULE.—The rule 
promulgated under subsection (a) shall take 
effect not later than 30 months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act. 

(d) PROCEDURE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The rule under subsection 

(a) shall be promulgated in accordance with 
section 553 of title 5, United States Code. 

(2) CONSTRUCTION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (1), no other provision of Federal 
law shall be construed to apply with respect 
to the promulgation of a rule under sub-
section (a), including— 

(A) the Consumer Product Safety Act (15 
U.S.C. 2051 et seq.); 

(B) chapter 6 of title 5, United States Code; 
(C) the National Environmental Policy Act 

of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.); and 
(D) the Small Business Regulatory En-

forcement Fairness Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–121) and the amendments made by that 
Act. 

(e) JUDICIAL REVIEW.— 
(1) GENERAL RULE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Any person who is ad-

versely affected by the rule promulgated 
under subsection (a) may, at any time before 
the 60th day after the Commission promul-
gates the rule, file a petition with the United 
States Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit or for any other circuit in 
which that person resides or has its principal 
place of business to obtain judicial review of 
the rule. 

(B) PETITION.—Upon the filing of a petition 
under subparagraph (A), a copy of the peti-
tion shall be transmitted by the clerk of the 
court to the Secretary of Commerce. The 
Commission shall file in the court the record 
of the proceedings on which the Commission 
based the rule, in the same manner as is pre-
scribed for the review of an order issued by 
an agency under section 2112 of title 28, 
United States Code. 

(2) ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to a petition 

filed under paragraph (1), the court may 
order additional evidence (and evidence in 
rebuttal thereof) to be taken before the Com-
mission in a hearing or in such other man-
ner, and upon such terms and conditions, as 
the court considers appropriate, if the peti-
tioner— 

(i) applies to the court for leave to adduce 
additional evidence; and 

(ii) demonstrates, to the satisfaction of the 
court, that— 

(I) such additional evidence is material; 
and 

(II) there was no opportunity to adduce 
such evidence in the proceeding before the 
Commission. 

(B) MODIFICATION.—With respect to the 
rule promulgated by the Commission under 
subsection (a), the Commission— 

(i) may modify the findings of fact of the 
Commission, or make new findings, by rea-
son of any additional evidence taken by a 
court under subparagraph (A); and 
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(ii) if the Commission makes a modifica-

tion under clause (i), shall file with the court 
the modified or new findings, together with 
such recommendations as the Commission 
determines to be appropriate, for the modi-
fication of the rule, to be promulgated as a 
final rule under subsection (a). 

(3) COURT JURISDICTION.—Upon the filing of 
a petition under paragraph (1), the court 
shall have jurisdiction to review the rule of 
the Commission, as modified under para-
graph (2), in accordance with chapter 7 of 
title 5, United States Code. 

(f) SMALL BUSINESS REVIEW.—Section 30 of 
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 657) shall 
not apply with respect to— 

(1) a cigarette fire safety standard promul-
gated by the Commission under subsection 
(a); or 

(2) any agency action taken to enforce that 
standard. 
SEC. 4. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) PROHIBITION.—No person may— 
(1) manufacture or import a cigarette, un-

less the cigarette is in compliance with a 
cigarette fire safety standard promulgated 
under section 3(a); or 

(2) fail to provide information as required 
under this Act. 

(b) PENALTY.—A violation of subsection (a) 
shall be considered a violation of section 19 
of the Consumer Product Safety Act (15 
U.S.C. 2068). 
SEC. 5. PREEMPTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act, including the 
cigarette fire safety standard promulgated 
under section 3(a), shall not be construed to 
preempt or otherwise affect in any manner 
any law of a State or political subdivision 
thereof that prescribes a fire safety standard 
for cigarettes that is more stringent than 
the standard promulgated under section 3(a). 

(b) DEFENSES.—In any civil action for dam-
ages, compliance with the fire safety stand-
ard promulgated under section 3(a) may not 
be admitted as a defense. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. 
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, and Mr. 
DODD): 

S. 731. A bill to provide for substan-
tial reductions in the price of prescrip-
tion drugs for medicare beneficiaries; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

THE PRESCRIPTION DRUG FAIRNESS FOR 
SENIORS ACT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, we are 
well on our way to doubling the budget 
of the National Institutes of Health. 
Scientists are discovering new cures 
and developing new therapies for pre-
viously incurable and untreatable ill-
nesses on a regular basis. Break-
through medications are modern med-
ical miracles that allow people with 
previously crippling conditions to lead 
normal lives. Yet too many of our na-
tion’s elderly citizens are denied access 
to these life-saving and life-improving 
therapies because they lack basic cov-
erage for prescription medications. 

Today I am introducing the ‘‘Pre-
scription Drug Fairness for Seniors Act 
of 1999,’’ the Senate companion bill to 
H.R. 664, introduced in the House last 
month by Representatives TOM ALLEN, 
JIM TURNER, MARION BERRY, HENRY 
WAXMAN, and sixty-one other House 
Members. This legislation responds to 
the need for affordable prescription 
drugs for senior citizens by requiring 

pharmaceutical companies to make the 
same discounts available to senior citi-
zens that are offered to their most fa-
vored customers. Prescription drugs 
represent the largest single source of 
out-of-pocket costs for health services 
paid for by the elderly. The Prescrip-
tion Drug Fairness Act will provide 
significant benefits to elderly citizens 
struggling to pay for the prescription 
drugs they need. 

This Act represents one important 
way to improve senior citizens’ access 
to affordable medications. Other steps 
are necessary as well to deal with the 
overall prescription drug crisis facing 
millions of elderly citizens. I plan to 
introduce legislation soon that will 
offer additional protections. Providing 
fair access to prescription drugs for 
senior citizens is a high priority, and I 
hope to see quick action by Congress 
on this critical issue this year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the next of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the Record, as 
follows: 

S. 731 
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 ‘‘Prescription 
Drug Fairness for Seniors Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Manufacturers of prescription drugs en-
gage in price discrimination practices that 
compel many older Americans to pay sub-
stantially more for prescription drugs than 
the drug manufacturers’ most favored cus-
tomers, such as health insurers, health 
maintenance organizations, and the Federal 
Government. 

(2) On average, older Americans who buy 
their own prescription drugs pay twice as 
much for prescription drugs as the drug man-
ufacturers’ most favored customers. In some 
cases, older Americans pay over 15 times 
more for prescription drugs than the most 
favored customers. 

(3) The discriminatory pricing by major 
drug manufacturers sustains their annual 
profits of $20,000,000,000, but causes financial 
hardship and impairs the health and well- 
being of millions of older Americans. More 
than 1 in 8 older Americans are forced to 
choose between buying their food and buying 
their medicines. 

(4) Most federally funded health care pro-
grams, including medicaid, the Veterans 
Health Administration, the Public Health 
Service, and the Indian Health Service, ob-
tain prescription drugs for their bene-
ficiaries at low prices. Medicare beneficiaries 
are denied this benefit and cannot obtain 
their prescription drugs at the favorable 
prices available to other federally funded 
health care programs. 

(5) Implementation of the policy set forth 
in this Act is estimated to reduce prescrip-
tion drug prices for medicare beneficiaries 
by more than 40 percent. 

(6) In addition to substantially lowering 
the costs of prescription drugs for older 
Americans, implementation of the policy set 
forth in this Act will significantly improve 
the health and well-being of older Americans 
and lower the costs to the Federal taxpayer 
of the medicare program. 

(7) Older Americans who are terminally ill 
and receiving hospice care services represent 
some of the most vulnerable individuals in 
our Nation. Making prescription drugs avail-
able to medicare beneficiaries under the care 
of medicare-certified hospices will assist in 
extending the benefits of lower prescription 
drug prices to those most vulnerable and in 
need. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this Act is to 
protect medicare beneficiaries from dis-
criminatory pricing by drug manufacturers 
and to make prescription drugs available to 
medicare beneficiaries at substantially re-
duced prices. 
SEC. 3. PARTICIPATING MANUFACTURERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each participating manu-
facturer of a covered outpatient drug shall 
make available for purchase by each phar-
macy such covered outpatient drug in the 
amount described in subsection (b) at the 
price described in subsection (c). 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF AMOUNT OF DRUGS.— 
The amount of a covered outpatient drug 
that a participating manufacturer shall 
make available for purchase by a pharmacy 
is an amount equal to the aggregate amount 
of the covered outpatient drug sold or dis-
tributed by the pharmacy to medicare bene-
ficiaries. 

(c) DESCRIPTION OF PRICE.—The price at 
which a participating manufacturer shall 
make a covered outpatient drug available for 
purchase by a pharmacy is the price equal to 
the lower of the following: 

(1) The lowest price paid for the covered 
outpatient drug by any agency or depart-
ment of the United States. 

(2) The manufacturer’s best price for the 
covered outpatient drug, as defined in sec-
tion 1927(c)(1)(C) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396r–8(c)(1)(C)). 
SEC. 4. SPECIAL PROVISION WITH RESPECT TO 

HOSPICE PROGRAMS. 
For purposes of determining the amount of 

a covered outpatient drug that a partici-
pating manufacturer shall make available 
for purchase by a pharmacy under section 3, 
there shall be included in the calculation of 
such amount the amount of the covered out-
patient drug sold or distributed by a phar-
macy to a hospice program. In calculating 
such amount, only amounts of the covered 
outpatient drug furnished to a medicare ben-
eficiary enrolled in the hospice program 
shall be included. 
SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

The Secretary shall issue such regulations 
as may be necessary to implement this Act. 
SEC. 6. REPORTS TO CONGRESS REGARDING EF-

FECTIVENESS OF ACT. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 2 years 

after the date of enactment of this Act, and 
annually thereafter, the Secretary shall re-
port to Congress regarding the effectiveness 
of this Act in— 

(1) protecting medicare beneficiaries from 
discriminatory pricing by drug manufactur-
ers; and 

(2) making prescription drugs available to 
medicare beneficiaries at substantially re-
duced prices. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—In preparing such re-
ports, the Secretary shall consult with pub-
lic health experts, affected industries, orga-
nizations representing consumers and older 
Americans, and other interested persons. 

(c) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The Secretary 
shall include in such reports any rec-
ommendations that the Secretary considers 
appropriate for changes in this Act to fur-
ther reduce the cost of covered outpatient 
drugs to medicare beneficiaries. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) PARTICIPATING MANUFACTURER.—The 

term ‘‘participating manufacturer’’ means 
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any manufacturer of drugs or biologicals 
that, on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act, enters into or renews a contract or 
agreement with the United States for the 
sale or distribution of covered outpatient 
drugs to the United States. 

(2) COVERED OUTPATIENT DRUG.—The term 
‘‘covered outpatient drug’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 1927(k)(2) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396r–8(k)(2)). 

(3) MEDICARE BENEFICIARY.—The term 
‘‘medicare beneficiary’’ means an individual 
entitled to benefits under part A of title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act or enrolled 
under part B of such title, or both. 

(4) HOSPICE PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘hospice 
program’’ has the meaning given that term 
under section 1861(dd)(2) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(dd)(2)). 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 
SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The Secretary shall implement this Act as 
expeditiously as practicable and in a manner 
consistent with the obligations of the United 
States. 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my colleague, Senator 
EDWARD M. KENNEDY, today by intro-
ducing the ‘‘Prescription Drug Fairness 
for Seniors Act of 1999’’. Earlier this 
year, Representatives TOM ALLEN, JIM 
TURNER, MARION BARRY, AND HENRY 
WAXMAN were joined by sixty-one of 
their colleagues when they introduced 
H.R. 664, ‘‘The Prescription Drug Fair-
ness For Seniors Act of 1999’’ in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

This legislation addresses the critical 
issue facing our older Americans—the 
cost of their prescription drugs. Stud-
ies have shown that older Americans 
spend almost three times as much of 
their income (21%) on health care than 
those under the age of 65 (8%), and 
more than three-quarters of Americans 
aged 65 and over are taking prescrip-
tion drugs. Even more alarming is the 
fact that seniors and others who buy 
their own prescription drugs, are forced 
to pay over twice as much for their 
drugs as are the drug manufacturers’ 
most favored customers, such as the 
federal government and large HMOs. 

The ‘‘Prescription Drug Fairness for 
Seniors Act’’ will protect senior citi-
zens from drug price discrimination 
and make prescription drugs available 
to Medicare beneficiaries at substan-
tially reduced prices. The legislation 
achieves these goals by allowing phar-
macies that serve Medicare bene-
ficiaries to purchase prescription drugs 
at the low prices available under the 
Federal Supply Schedule, similar to 
the Veterans Administration, Public 
Health Service and Indian Health Serv-
ice. Estimated to reduce prescription 
drug prices for seniors by over 40%, 
this bill will help those seniors who 
often times have to make devastating 
choices between buying food or medica-
tions. Choices that no human being 
should have to make. 

Research and development of new 
drug therapies is an important and nec-
essary tool towards improving a per-
sons quality of life. But due to the high 
price tag that often accompanies the 
latest drug therapies, seniors are often 

left without access to these new thera-
pies, and ultimately, in far too many 
instances, without access to medica-
tion at all. This legislation is an im-
portant step towa4rds restoring the ac-
cess to affordable medications for our 
medicare beneficiaries. I look forward 
to working on this important issue in 
the months to come and hope that Con-
gress will work swiftly in a bipartisan 
manner to enact legislation that will 
benefit millions of senior citizens 
across our nation.∑ 

∑ Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
to joint my colleagues, Senators KEN-
NEDY, JOHNSON, LEAHY, WELLSTONE, 
INOUYE, KERRY and others in intro-
ducing the Prescription Drug Fairness 
for Seniors Act. 

Mr. President, the sky-rocketing cost 
of prescription drugs has long been 
among the top 2 or 3 issues my con-
stituents in Wisconsin call and write to 
me about. The problem of expensive 
prescription drugs is particularly acute 
among Wisconsin senior citizens who 
live on fixed incomes. Nationally, pre-
scription drugs are Senior Citizens’ 
largest single out-of-pocket health care 
expenditure: the average Senior spends 
$100–$200 month on prescription drugs. 

As you may know, Mr. President, last 
fall, a study by the House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee 
found that the average price seniors 
pay for prescription drugs is twice as 
high as that enjoyed by favored cus-
tomers—big purchasers such as HMOs 
and the federal government. The Com-
mittee’s report found a price differen-
tial in one case was 1400%, meaning 
that the retail price a typical senior 
citizen was $27.05, while the favored 
customer was charged only $1.75. 

To be sure, Mr. President, the Com-
mittee’s report did find that Wisconsin 
had lower price differentials compared 
to other parts of the country, an 85% 
differential compared to a high of 123% 
in California. But I think my constitu-
ents would find that a pretty hollow 
distinction. There’s no doubt in my 
mind that paying 85% more than oth-
ers are charged for the same product is 
unfair, plain and simple. 

Mr. President, as we all know, tradi-
tional Medicare does not cover pre-
scription drugs. While some Medicare 
managed care plans offer a prescription 
drug benefit, few of those managed care 
plans operate in Wisconsin or in other 
largely rural states. So, while pharma-
ceutical companies give lower prices to 
favored customers who buy in bulk, 
small community pharmacies such as 
we have throughout Wisconsin lack 
this purchasing power, meaning that 
Seniors who purchase their prescrip-
tion drugs at those small pharmacies 
get the high prices passed on to them. 

Mr. President, I regularly get calls 
from Seniors on tight, fixed incomes 
who tell me that they have to choose 
between buying groceries and buying 
their prescription drugs. I would guess 
that many of my colleagues receive 
similar calls from their constituents. 
Calls like these, and the fact that 

prices are only getting higher as sci-
entific advances develop new medica-
tions, tell me that we must take action 
to make prescription drugs more af-
fordable to Seniors. 

The legislation my colleagues and I 
are introducing today will require that 
pharmaceutical companies offer senior 
citizens the same discounts that they 
offer to their most favored customers. 
Through this legislation, we take an 
important step in making costly but 
vitally important prescription drugs 
more affordable to the Seniors who 
need them.∑ 

By Mr. TORRICELLI: 
S. 732. A bill to require the Inspector 

General of the Department of Defense 
to conduct an audit of purchases of 
military clothing and related items 
made during fiscal year 1998 by certain 
military installations of the Army, 
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

BUY AMERICAN LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce legislation that 
will help ensure that American soldiers 
are using American made products. 
‘‘Buy American’’ laws guarantee that 
our nation’s military has access to a 
reliable domestic supply of uniforms, 
coats, and other apparel. This critical 
national security requirement has al-
lowed U.S. garment manufacturers to 
consistently provide our armed forces 
with high-quality, durable clothing 
products made to exact military speci-
fications. 

Last year, I was deeply troubled to 
learn that an Inspector General audit 
found that 59 percent of government 
contracts at 12 military organizations 
failed to include the appropriate clause 
to implement Buy America laws. The 
results of this audit indicates a high 
likelihood that there have been wide-
spread violations of these laws 
throughout the military. 

In response to these findings, I have 
introduced legislation directing the In-
spector General of the Department of 
Defense (DoD) to conduct an audit of 
fiscal year 1998 procurements of mili-
tary clothing by four installations of 
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
Corps. These audits will help determine 
whether contracting officers are com-
plying with the law when they procure 
military clothing and related items. 

Mr. President, the Buy American 
laws are an invaluable tool for ensur-
ing our military readiness while sup-
porting American jobs. Most of these 
jobs are created by small U.S. contrac-
tors. This legislation will provide an 
important follow-up audit to determine 
whether DoD is effectively enforcing 
the Buy American laws. 

Mr. President, I ask at this time that 
the text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The bill follows: 
S. 732 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
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SECTION 1. AUDIT OF PROCUREMENT OF MILI-

TARY CLOTHING AND CLOTHING-RE-
LATED ITEMS BY CERTAIN MILITARY 
INSTALLATIONS. 

(a) AUDIT REQUIREMENT.—The Inspector 
General of the Department of Defense shall 
perform an audit of purchases of military 
clothing and clothing-related items in excess 
of the micro-purchase threshold that were 
made during fiscal year 1998 by certain mili-
tary installations to determine the extent to 
which such installations procured military 
clothing and clothing-related items in viola-
tion of the Buy American Act (41 U.S.C. 10a 
et seq.) and section 9005 of Public Law 102–396 
(10 U.S.C. 2241 note) during that fiscal year. 

(b) INSTALLATIONS TO BE AUDITED.—The 
audit under subsection (a)— 

(1) shall include an audit of the procure-
ment of military clothing and clothing-re-
lated items by four military installations of 
each of the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Ma-
rine Corps; and 

(2) shall be limited to military installa-
tions in the United States or the possessions 
of the United States. 

(c) DEFINITION.—As used in subsection (a), 
the term ‘‘micro-purchase threshold’’ has the 
meaning provided by 32(f) of the Office of 
Federal Procurement Policy Act (41 U.S.C. 
428(f)). 

(d) REPORT.—Not later than September 30, 
2000, the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Defense shall submit to Congress a 
report on the results of the audit performed 
under subsection (a).∑ 

By Mr. TORRICELLI (for himself 
and Mr. LAUTENBERG): 

S. 733. A bill to enact the Passaic 
River Basin Flood Management Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works. 
PROTECTION AND IMPROVEMENT OF THE PASSAIC 

RIVER BASIN 

∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise today, with Senator LAUTENBERG, 
to introduce a bill to create a com-
prehensive flood management plan for 
the Passaic River Basin. 

In 1990, Congress, with my support, 
authorized a plan to create a 21-mile 
long tunnel, which would have 
stretched from Wayne to Newark Bay 
to divert flood water from the Pompton 
and Passaic Rivers in New Jersey. At 
the time it was believed that the tun-
nel was the best method to end recur-
ring floods that caused deaths and 
property losses for the region’s 2.5 mil-
lion residents. 

Flooding has plagued the Passaic 
River Basin since colonial times. The 
State of New Jersey attempted to 
present solutions to the public as early 
as 1870 with no success. After major 
floods in 1902 and 1903, a series of engi-
neering studies were completed but 
never implemented. In 1936, the Corps 
of Engineers were directed by Congress 
to solve the flooding problems. Since 
that time (63 years), several proposals 
have been presented only to be re-
jected. Flooding in the Passaic River 
Basin, in 1993, caused $15 million in 
damage. The last major flooding, in 
1984, killed three people, caused 9,400 
evacuations and $425 million in dam-
age. 

Ten years ago, I supported the tunnel 
plan. I believed that it was the best 
possible answer for the region. I under-

stood the plan for the tunnel to be en-
vironmentally and economically sound, 
and the most protective option for the 
public’s health. It promised to create 
jobs for the region and solve the per-
sistent flooding within the Passaic 
River Basin, which encompasses 132 
towns in 10 counties. 

It has now become clear that this 
project is no longer viable and does not 
enjoy the support of the state or most 
of the surrounding communities. So 
last year, along with so many other of 
my fellow New Jerseyans, I came to 
the realization that the flood tunnel 
was not the answer for the Passaic. At 
a cost of $1.8 billion, the plan was too 
expensive. As a matter of engineering, 
it was too complex. As a matter of en-
vironmental protection, it was too un-
certain. More importantly, after count-
less hearings, counties and municipali-
ties within the Passaic River Basin re-
jected the current plan. 

It will be far less costly and more en-
vironmentally sound to control the 
flooding by shoring up the banks of the 
Passaic and Ramapo Rivers and pur-
chasing properties in the flood zone so 
the river’s natural wetlands may re-
bound. We should also fund plans to re-
duce flooding from combined sewer 
overflow systems in the state’s older, 
larger cities, which dump raw sewage 
into waterways during heavy rainfall. 
Our plan would be more cost effective 
and more environmentally acceptable 
than the flood tunnel. 

The proposed Passaic River Basin 
Flood Management Program selects a 
qualified acquisition and hazard miti-
gation plan as the preferred alternative 
for flood control in the Passaic River 
Basin, superseding the Passaic River 
flood tunnel. 

The plan calls for acquiring fresh-
water wetlands in the State of New 
Jersey and lands in the Highlands 
Province of the States of New Jersey 
and New York to prevent increased 
flooding. In key sections of the flood-
plain of the Central Passaic River 
Basin structures would be acquired, de-
molished, removed or floodproofed. The 
plan also calls for the acquisition of 
river front land from Little Falls to 
Newark Bay along the Passaic River 
Basin. The plan would also authorize 
assistance in the implementation of re-
medial actions for the combined sewer 
overflows in the lower Passaic River 
Basin from the Great Falls to Newark 
Bay. Finally, it established an Over-
sight Committee for the implementa-
tion of the Program, and reaffirms au-
thorization for completion of Joseph G. 
Minish Passaic River Waterfront Park 
and Historic Area, New Jersey. 

The original legislation that created 
the tunnel, the Water Resources Devel-
opment Act of 1990, also authorized 
many other very important projects for 
the Passaic River Basin region. The 
Streambank project called for the con-
struction of environmental and other 
restoration measures, including bulk-
heads, recreation, greenbelt, and scenic 
overlook facilities. The Wetlands Bank 

program developed initiatives to re-
store, acquire, preserve, study, and en-
hance wetlands. 

I want to make clear that our inter-
est in this legislation is only to replace 
construction of the tunnel with a more 
environmentally and economically ap-
propriate plan. I still support, and will 
continue to support, those sections of 
the Water Resources Development Act 
of 1990 that address issues other than 
the flood tunnel. Programs, such as the 
Streambank project and the Wetlands 
Bank, remain important building 
blocks for creating an effective flood 
management plan for the Passaic River 
Basin.∑ 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. REID): 

S. 734. A bill entitled the ‘‘National 
Discovery Trails Act of 1999’’; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

NATIONAL DISCOVERY TRAILS ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
trails are one of America’s most pop-
ular recreational resources. Millions of 
Americans hike, ski, jog, bike, ride 
horses, drive snow machines and all- 
terrain vehicles, observe nature, com-
mute, and relax on trails throughout 
the country. A variety of trails are pro-
vided nationwide, including urban bike 
paths, bridle paths, community green 
ways, historic trails, motorized trails, 
and long distance hiking trails. 

The American Discovery Trail, or 
ADT, will be established by this legis-
lation. The ADT is being proposed as a 
continuous, coast to coast trail to link 
the nation’s principal north-south 
trails and east-west historic trails with 
shorter local and regional trails into a 
nationwide network. 

By establishing a system of Dis-
covery Trails, this new category will 
recognize that using and enjoying 
trails close to home is equally as im-
portant as traversing remote wilder-
ness trails. Long-distance trails are 
used mostly by people living close to 
the trail and by week-end’ers. Back-
packing excursions are normally a few 
days to a couple of weeks. For example, 
of the estimated four million users of 
the Appalachian Trail each year, only 
about 100 to 150 walk the entire trail 
annually. This will be true of the 
American Discovery Trail as well, es-
pecially because of it proximity to 
urban locations throughout the coun-
try. 

The ADT, the first of the Discovery 
Trails, will connect six of the national 
scenic trails, 10 of the national historic 
trails, 23 of the national recreational 
trails and hundreds of other local and 
regional trails. Until now, the element 
that has been missing in order to cre-
ate a national system of ‘‘connected’’ 
trails is that the existing trails for the 
most part are not connected. 

The ADT is about access. The trail 
will connect people to large cities, 
small towns and urban areas and to 
mountains, forest, desert and natural 
areas by incorporating local, regional 
and national trails together. 
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What makes the ADT so exciting is 

the way it has already brought people 
together. More than 100 organizations 
along the trail’s 6,000 miles support the 
effort. Each state the trail passes 
through already has a volunteer coor-
dinator who leads an active ADT com-
mittee. This strong grassroots effort, 
along with financial support from 
Backpacker magazine, Eco USA, The 
Coleman Company and others have 
helped take the ADT from dream to re-
ality. 

Only one more very important step 
on the trail needs to be taken. Con-
gress needs to authorize the trail as 
part of our National Trails System. 

The American Discovery Trail begins 
(or ends) with your two feet in the Pa-
cific Ocean at Point Reyes National 
Seashore, just north of San Francisco. 
Next are Berkeley and Sacramento be-
fore the climb to the Pacific Crest Na-
tional Scenic Trail and Lake Tahoe, in 
the middle of the Sierra Nevada Moun-
tains. 

Nevada will offer Historic Virginia 
City, home of the Comstock Lode, the 
Pony Express National Historic Trail, 
Great Basin National Park with Leh-
man Caves and Wheeler Peak. 

Utah will provide National Forests 
and Parks along with spectacular red 
rock country, until you get to Colorado 
and Colorado National Monument and 
its 20,445 acres of sandstone monoliths 
and canyons. Then there’s Grand Mesa 
over Scofield Pass, and Crested Butte, 
in the heart of ski country as you fol-
low the Colorado and Continental Di-
vide Trails into Evergreen. 

At Denver the ADT divides and be-
comes the Northern and Southern Mid-
west routes. The Northern Midwest 
Route winds through Nebraska, Iowa, 
Illinois, Indiana and Ohio. The South-
ern Midwest Route leaves Colorado and 
the Air Force Academy and follows the 
tracks and wagon wheel ruts of thou-
sands of early pioneers through Kansas 
and Missouri as well as settlements 
and historic places in Illinois, Indiana, 
Kentucky until the trail joins the 
Northern route in Cincinnati. 

West Virginia is next, then Maryland 
to the C&O Canal into Washington D.C. 
The Trail passes the Mall, the White 
House, the Capitol, and then heads on 
to Annapolis. Finally, in Delaware, the 
ADT reaches its eastern terminus at 
Cape Henlopen State Park and the At-
lantic Ocean. 

Between the Pacific and Atlantic 
Oceans one will experience some of the 
most spectacular scenery in the world, 
thousands of historic sites, lakes, riv-
ers and streams of every size. The trail 
offers an opportunity to discover 
America from small towns, to rural 
countryside, to large metropolitan 
areas, 

When the President signs this legisla-
tion into law, a twelve year effort will 
have been achieved—the American Dis-
covery Trail will have become a re-
ality. The more people who use it, the 
better.∑ 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mrs. BOXER, Mr. DURBIN, and 
Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 735. A bill to protect children from 
firearms violence; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 
CHILDREN’S GUN VIOLENCE PREVENTION ACT OF 

1999 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is a 
privilege to join Senator BOXER, Sen-
ator DURBIN, and Senator SCHUMER in 
introducing the Children’s Gun vio-
lence Prevention Act of 1999. 

The continuing epidemic of gun vio-
lence involving children demands ac-
tion by Congress. The School tragedies 
in Arkansas, Pennsylvania, Oregon, 
Kentucky, and Mississippi in the last 
year are still very much in the nation’s 
mind and on the nation’s conscience. 
We deplore the senseless injury and 
loss of life, the families torn apart, and 
the communities in fear. 

Sadly and tragically, the horrific 
shootings of last year do not tell the 
whole story. The fact is: We are losing 
13 children every day in this country to 
gunshot wounds. Think about that—13 
children die every single day because of 
guns. We must do more—much more— 
to prevent this senseless loss of chil-
dren’s lives. 

We require aspirin bottles to be 
child-proof. We know how to make 
handguns child-proof too—and it is 
long past time we did so. 

The legislation we propose today is 
an important step in meeting our re-
sponsibility for the safety of children. 
We can take common sense, reasonable 
steps to keep children safer from gun 
violence by developing and using cut-
ting-edge technology and by educating 
families and communities about pre-
venting gun violence involving chil-
dren. 

This legislation will help all of us to 
deal more responsibly with this fes-
tering crisis. Under this proposal, gun 
owners must take responsibility for se-
curing their guns, so that children can-
not use them. Gun dealers must be 
more vigilant in not selling guns and 
ammunition to children. Child-proof 
safety locks must be used. Other child 
safety features for guns must be devel-
oped. 

America does more today to regulate 
the safety of toy guns than real guns— 
and it is a national disgrace. Practical 
steps can clearly be taken to protect 
children more effectively from guns, 
and to achieve greater responsibility 
by parents, gun manufacturers and gun 
dealers. This legislation calls for such 
steps—and it deserves to be enacted 
this year by this Congress. 

I urge the Senate to act quickly on 
this important legislation, and I look 
forward to working with my colleagues 
to bring it to a vote. I ask unanimous 
consent that a more detailed descrip-
tion of the bill may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

SUMMARY OF THE CHILDREN’S GUN VIOLENCE 
PREVENTION ACT 

TITLE I: THE CHILDREN’S FIREARM SAFETY ACT 
The bill establishes, after 18 months, new 

safety standards on the manufacture and im-
portation of handguns, requiring a child-re-
sistant trigger, a child resistant safety lock, 
a magazine safety, a manual safety, and sat-
isfactory compliance with a drop test. 

The bill authorizes the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission to study, test, and evalu-
ate various technologies and means of mak-
ing guns more child-resistant, and to report 
to Congress within 12 months on its findings. 

TITLE II: CHILDREN’S FIREARM AGE LIMIT 
The bill prohibits the sale of an assault 

weapon to anyone under the age of 18, and in-
creases the criminal penalties for selling a 
gun to a juvenile. 

TITLE III: RESPONSIBILITIES OF FIREARMS 
DEALERS 

The bill requires the automatic revocation 
of the license of any dealer found to have 
willfully sold a gun to a juvenile. 

It requires two forms of identification, in-
cluding one government issued, for pur-
chasers under the age of 24. 

It requires gun store owners to implement 
minimum safety and security standards to 
prevent the theft of firearms. 

TITLE IV: CHILDREN’S FIREARM ACCESS 
PREVENTION 

The bill imposes fines on a gun owner of up 
to $10,000 if a child gains access to a loaded 
firearm, and criminal penalties of up to one 
year in prison if the gun is used in an act of 
violence. 

TITLE V: CHILDREN’S FIREARM INJURY 
SURVEILLANCE 

The bill authorizes $25 million over five 
years to be used for the creation and imple-
mentation of a children’s firearm surveil-
lance system by the Injury Prevention Cen-
ter of the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention. 

TITLE VI: CHILDREN’S GUN VIOLENCE 
PREVENTION EDUCATION 

The bill creates an education program with 
the help of parent-teacher organizations, 
local law enforcement, and community-based 
organizations. The program will teach chil-
dren what to do if they hear that a classmate 
has brought a gun to school, or if they are 
faced with a violent situation. 

TITLE VII: CHILDREN’S FIREARM TRACKING 
The bill expands the Youth Crime Gun 

Interdiction Initiative and creates a grant 
program for local law enforcement agencies 
for the tracing of guns used in juvenile 
crime. 

By Mr. CHAFEE (for himself and 
Mrs. FEINSTEIN): 

S. 737. A bill to amend title XIX of 
the Social Security Act to provide 
States with options for providing fam-
ily planning services and supplies to 
women eligible for medical assistance 
under the Medicaid program; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

FAMILY PLANNING STATE FLEXIBILITY ACT 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 

pleased today to join Senator FEIN-
STEIN in introducing the Family Plan-
ning State Flexibility Act, legislation 
to give states the option to expand 
their family planning coverage under 
Medicaid. 

Family planning reduces the rate of 
unintended pregnancies and abortions 
by providing women with the knowl-
edge and supplies necessary to time 
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their pregnancies to protect their 
health and the health of their children. 
The importance of family planning is 
clear. According to a study recently 
published in the New England Journal 
of Medicine women who wait 18 to 23 
months after delivery before con-
ceiving their next child lower the risk 
of adverse perinatal outcomes, includ-
ing low birth weight, pre-term birth 
and small size for gestational age. In 
addition, women who wait less than six 
months between pregnancies are 40% 
more likely to have premature 
newborns and 30% to 40% more likely 
to have small babies. 

In addition to improving health out-
comes for childbearing women and 
their children, family planning is cost 
effective. Studies have found that for 
every $1 of public funds invested in 
family planning, $3 are saved in preg-
nancy and other related costs. This is 
particularly important for the Med-
icaid Program, which currently pays 
for 38% of all births in this country. 

Recognizing that family planning is a 
vital service to women, a 1972 amend-
ment to the Medicaid statute man-
dated inclusion of family planning 
services and supplies to women who are 
eligible for the program. Each state is 
free to determine the specific services 
and supplies provided. It is important 
to note that abortions are not consid-
ered a family planner service. Congress 
further noted the importance of family 
planning services by requiring the fed-
eral government to reimburse states 
for 90% of their family planning ex-
penditures. 

Eligible women are either those with 
children who have income below a 
threshold set by the state or those who 
are pregnant and have incomes up to 
133% of poverty. States currently have 
the option to raise the income limit for 
pregnant women to 185% of poverty. 
Women who qualify for Medicaid due to 
pregnancy are currently eligible for 
family planning services for six months 
after delivery. 

Recognizing the importance of fam-
ily planning beyond the six month 
post-partum period, many states have 
applied for waivers to extend their cov-
erage period or to include additional 
groups of women in the program. Thir-
teen states are currently operating 
under family planning waivers. Unfor-
tunately, the waiver process can be ex-
tremely cumbersome and time con-
suming, which may discourage states 
from applying. 

Our bill would allow states to expand 
their family planning coverage to 
women who earn up to 185% of poverty 
without having to spend the time and 
resources going through the waiver ap-
plication process. States which are cur-
rently operating under waivers allow-
ing for coverage of women who have 
higher incomes would continue using 
their current limit. 

Family planning reduces unwanted 
pregnancies and abortions, improves 
the health of women and their chil-
dren, reduces welfare dependency and 

is cost effective. I am very proud of 
this legislation which would provide 
these vital services to increased num-
bers of low-income women. I ask unani-
mous consent that the legislation and 
a congressional rationale be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

S. 737 
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 ‘‘Family 
Plnnning State Flexibility Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE FAMILY 

PLANNING SERVICES AND SUPPLIES 
TO WOMEN WITH INCOMES THAT DO 
NOT EXCEED A STATE’S INCOME ELI-
GIBILITY LEVEL FOR MEDICAL AS-
SISTANCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title XIX of the Social 
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 1935 as section 
1936; and 

(2) by inserting after section 1934 the fol-
lowing: 

STATE OPTION TO PROVIDE FAMILY PLANNING 
SERVICES AND SUPPLIES TO CERTAIN WOMEN 
‘‘SEC. 1935. (a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to 

subsections (b) and (c), a State may elect 
(through a State plan amendment) to make 
medical assistance described in section 
1905(a)(4)(C) available to any woman whose 
family income does not exceed the greater 
of— 

‘‘(1) 185 percent of the income official pov-
erty line (as defined by the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and revised annually in ac-
cordance with section 673(2) of the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981) applicable 
to a family of the size involved; or 

‘‘(2) the eligibility income level (expressed 
as a percent of such poverty line) that has 
been specified under a waiver authorized by 
the Secretary or under section 1902(r)(2)), as 
of October 1, 1999, for a woman to be eligible 
for medical assistance under the State plan. 

‘‘(b) COMPARABILITY.—Medical assistance 
described in section 1905(a)(4)(C) that is made 
available under a State plan amendment 
under subsection (a) shall not be less in 
amount, duration, or scope than the medical 
assistance described in that section that is 
made available to any other individual under 
the State plan. 

‘‘(c) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—No pay-
ment shall be made under section 1903(a)(5) 
for medical assistance made available under 
a State plan amendment under subsection (a) 
unless the State demonstrates to the satis-
faction of the Secretary that, with respect to 
a fiscal year, the State share of funds ex-
pended for such fiscal year for all Federally 
funded programs under which the State pro-
vides or makes available family planning 
services is not less than the level of the 
State share expended for such programs dur-
ing fiscal year 2000. 

‘‘(d) OPTION TO EXTEND COVERAGE DURING A 
POST-ELIGIBILITY PERIOD.— 

‘‘(1) INITIAL PERIOD.—A State plan amend-
ment made under subsection (a) may provide 
that any woman who was receiving medical 
assistance described in section 1905(a)(4)(C) 
as a result of such amendment, and who be-
comes ineligible for such assistance because 
of hours of, or income from, employment, 
may remain eligible for such medical assist-
ance through the end of the 6-month period 
that begins on the first day she becomes so 
ineligible. 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL EXTENSION.—A State plan 
amendment made under subsection (a) may 

provide that any women who has received 
medical assistance described in section 
1905(a)(4)(C) during the entire 6-month period 
described in paragraph (1) may be extended 
coverage for such assistance for a succeeding 
6-month period.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply to medical as-
sistance provided on and after October 1, 
1999. 
SEC. 3. STATE OPTION TO EXTEND THE 

POSTPARTUM PERIOD FOR PROVI-
SION OF FAMILY PLANNING SERV-
ICES AND SUPPLIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1902(e)(5) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396a(e)(5)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘eligible under the plan, as 
though’’ and inserting ‘‘eligible under the 
plan— 

‘‘(A) as though’’; 
(2) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

and’’; and 
(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) for medical assistance described in 

section 1905(a)(4)(C) for so long as the family 
income of such woman does not exceed the 
maximum income level established by the 
State for the woman to be eligible for med-
ical assistance under the State plan (as a re-
sult of pregnancy or otherwise).’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) apply to medical as-
sistance provided on and after October 1, 
1999. 

RATIONALE 
Congress finds that: 
Each year in the United States, 3 million 

pregnancies, or half of all pregnancies, are 
unintended; 

Contraceptives for both sexes are effective 
in reducing rates of unintended pregnancy. 
85 percent of sexually active women who do 
not use any form of contraception will be-
come pregnant in any single year, while just 
3–6 percent of women taking birth control 
pills will become pregnant; 

Contraceptives also help families to space 
their births, improving the mothers’ health 
and reducing rates of infant mortality and 
low birthweight; 

By helping to plan pregnancies, contracep-
tives help parents participate in the work-
force and support themselves and their fami-
lies; 

By reducing rates of unintended preg-
nancy, contraceptives help reduce the need 
for abortion; 

Family planning is cost effective: for every 
$1 invested in family planning, $3 are saved 
in pregnancy and other related costs; 

Many low-income individuals in need of 
family planning do not qualify for Medicaid 
because they fail to meet stringent eligi-
bility requirements; 

Medicaid currently pays for 38 percent of 
all births in this country; 

Medicaid provides family planning to 
many low-income women for only 60 days 
following a delivery, risking unintended 
pregnancies that jeopardize the health of 
women and their children; 

In light of the significant health risks to 
women and children resulting from very 
short intervals between births, the Institute 
of Medicine recommends that Medicaid cov-
erage of family planning should be extended 
to two years following a birth. 

Currently, states can only extend Medicaid 
family planning services to larger popu-
lations of low-income individuals by apply-
ing to the federal government for a waiver, 
which can be a cumbersome and time con-
suming process; 

Under current law, states have the option 
to cover pregnant women up to 185% of the 
federal poverty level without a waiver, but 
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states must get a waiver to provide family 
planning services to women with the same 
income who are trying to prevent pregnancy. 
Non-pregnant women should be put on parity 
with pregnant women with regard to cov-
erage of family planning services. 

∑ Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, 
today I am introducing a bill with Sen-
ator CHAFEE to enable states to extend 
family planning services without get-
ting a federal waiver from the U.S. De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices. 

Under our bill, states could do two 
things they cannot do under current 
law without the waiver of federal rules: 

(1) States could expand by income 
level coverage for family planning 
services to ‘‘near-poor’’ women, women 
whose incomes are slightly above the 
currently allowed levels; and 

(2) States could provide family plan-
ning for more than 60 days after a 
woman delivers a baby. 

Our bill will enable states to auto-
matically take these two steps without 
getting a federal waiver. 

Every year in this country, there are 
3 million pregnancies, half of which are 
unintended. To a poor woman, strug-
gling to find a job, keep a job, or pro-
vide for the children she already has, 
an unplanned pregnancy can be dev-
astating. In an effort to reduce unin-
tended pregnancies, Medicaid provides 
a higher federal matching rate (90 per-
cent, instead of the roughly 50 percent, 
in federal funds) for family planning 
services. This bill can further enhance 
these goals by preventing pregnancies 
and by helping women plan their preg-
nancies. 

In addition, family planning saves 
money. Ironically, under current law, 
the group of women whom this bill cov-
ers become eligible for Medicaid once 
they are pregnant, so Medicaid then 
pays for their prenatal care, their de-
livery and 60 days of family planning 
following delivery. Medicaid pays for 38 
percent of all births in the United 
States. Studies show that for every 
$1.00 invested in family planning, $3.00 
are saved in pregnancy and health-re-
lated costs. Recognizing the value of 
expanding family planning services, 13 
states have received waivers to make 
the expansions and California has ap-
plied for one. 

It is my hope that the bill we intro-
duce today can improve the health of 
women and their children by reducing 
unwanted pregnancies, welfare depend-
ency, the incidence of abortion, the in-
cidence of low-birth weight babies and 
the incidence of infant mortality. I 
urge my colleagues to support this leg-
islation.∑ 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. CAMPBELL): 

S. 739. A bill to amend the American 
Indian Trust Fund Management Re-
form Act to direct the Secretary of the 
Interior to contract with qualified fi-
nancial institutions for the investment 
of certain trust funds, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

AMENDMENT TO INDIAN TRUST FUND 
MANAGEMENT REFORM ACT OF 1994 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce an amendment 
to the Indian Trust Fund Management 
Reform Act of 1994 to provide Indian 
Tribal Trust fund beneficiaries the op-
tion of having their trust funds man-
aged according to their wishes, which 
could add measurably to the value of 
their trust funds. For individual Indian 
trust fund beneficiaries, the legislation 
would allow them to earn greater re-
turns through government-regulated 
trust departments than allowed by cur-
rent law. 

This bill is an outgrowth of a joint 
hearing held March 3rd of this year by 
the Senate Committees on Indian Af-
fairs and Energy & Natural Resources 
to investigate the Department of Inte-
rior’s efforts to reform the trust man-
agement systems for individual Indians 
and Indian Tribes. 

The Secretary of the Interior, on be-
half of the U.S. government, acts as 
the trustee for some 1,500 tribal trust 
funds for 338 Indian tribes with assets 
of $2.6 billion. He performs a similar 
service for 300,000 individual Indian ac-
counts totaling some $500 million. For 
well over 100 years, these accounts 
have been in severe disarray, and in my 
mind, recent reform efforts under the 
Indian Trust Fund Management Act 
show few tangible signs of improve-
ment. 

Funds are unaccounted for, paper-
work is missing, and Indians are uncer-
tain about the accuracy of the amounts 
reported in their trust accounts. Re-
cent newspaper reports tell of an ongo-
ing inability or unwillingness on the 
part of the Departments of the Interior 
and Treasury to comply with requests 
from the U.S. District Court to produce 
documents relating to a small number 
of trust accounts. The Chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Indian Affairs, 
Senator BEN NIGHTHORSE CAMPBELL, 
has shown an unflagging commitment 
to ensure that the Indian trust fund de-
bacle is cleaned up and put upon a 
sound footing for the Indian bene-
ficiaries whose only sin has been to 
trust the word of the Federal Govern-
ment. 

While I look forward to working with 
Chairman CAMPBELL on his efforts to 
compel the Department of the Interior 
to institute the reforms necessary to 
come to grips with the ongoing prob-
lems of the Indian trust fund manage-
ment, this bill is not designed to tackle 
that daunting task. 

This will would grant Indian Tribes 
the option of having their funds treat-
ed the same way trust beneficiaries’ 
funds are treated by prudent bank 
trust departments throughout this na-
tion. Presently, federal law prohibits 
the Office of Trust Management from 
investing Indian trust funds in any-
thing other than government-guaran-
teed instruments. This severely limits 
the rate of return Indians receive, to 
the point that they receive the lowest 
rate of return of any trust beneficiaries 
in the country. 

Virtually all other trust funds in the 
country are managed under the ‘‘pru-
dent investor’’ rule, which, when cou-
pled with government regulation of 
trust departments, ensures that trust 
funds are managed conservatively but 
wisely for the long term best interests 
of the trust beneficiary. 

The express prohibition against in-
vestment of Indian trust funds in all 
but government-guaranteed instru-
ments has a dual effect on America’s 
first—and poorest—residents. First, it 
restricts the growth of their trust 
funds. Second, it means that Indian 
trust funds will not be available for in-
vestment in Indian Country. 

Under my proposal, the Secretary of 
the Interior, working with the Comp-
troller of the Currency, would contract 
with qualified financial institutions 
that are regulated by a federal bank 
regulatory agency for the investment 
of funds managed for Indian Tribes and 
individuals. Tribes would still have the 
option of keeping their money in gov-
ernment-guaranteed low-yield instru-
ments if they so choose. 

Those funds invested with govern-
ment-regulated trust institutions 
would be managed according to the 
prudent investor rules governing all 
other trusts throughout the country. 
The U.S. government would still act as 
the guarantor of those funds through 
its regulatory and enforcement mecha-
nisms. Because stated balances of trust 
funds may not be accurate due to his-
torical mismanagement, the legisla-
tion is intended to ensure that if In-
dian trust funds are managed by pri-
vate financial institutions, possible 
claims against the government for ac-
curate balances are not extinguished. 

Moreover, the Secretary would be di-
rected, in the selection of a qualified fi-
nancial institution, to comply with the 
Buy-Indian Act (25 U.S.C. 47). This 
would mean that if qualified Indian- 
owned financial institutions were prop-
erly regulated and certified, invest-
ment of Indian trust funds could act as 
investment capital for expanding eco-
nomic opportunities in Indian country. 

It is my hope that through the suc-
cessful implementation of this legisla-
tion, we will see Indian people finally 
getting a fair return on their dollars, 
which might very well be generated 
from new enterprises via investments 
of their own monies. The American 
dream should not be allowed to be con-
tinued to be denied to the First Ameri-
cans. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of the 
Interior, is not an investment banker. 
There are a variety of things that the 
federal government does not do well, 
and the management of trust funds is 
one of them. We have financial institu-
tions that are regulated and who have 
the experience of managing large trust 
funds. We have a large body of law gov-
erning the fiduciary responsibility of 
trustees. It is long past time for the 
Secretary to focus on the accounting of 
receipts and let those who know some-
thing about investments handle the ac-
tual management of these trust funds. 
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The present situation simply perpet-
uates the cycle of dependence for too 
many tribes and denies them the same 
reasonable expectation of return that 
all non-Indian trust beneficiaries have 
a right to expect. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 739 
Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 

That the American Indian Trust Fund 
Management Reform Act (108 Stat. 4239, 25 
U.S.C. 4041), as amended, is further amended 
by adding a new Title V as follows: 

TITLE V—INVESTMENT OF FUNDS— 
TRIBAL OPTIONS 

SEC. 501. TRIBAL OPTIONS. 
(a) Within one year from the date of enact-

ment of this title, the Secretary, with the 
advice and assistance of the Comptroller of 
the Currency, shall contract with qualified 
financial institutions that are regulated by a 
federal bank regulatory agency for the in-
vestment of all funds presently managed in 
trust status for Indian tribes and individual 
Indians by the United States, unless: 

(1) the tribe whose money is held in trust 
requests in writing that the funds continue 
to be invested by the Department of the In-
terior, or 

(2) contracting of the particular fund 
would be inconsistent with the United 
States’ trust responsibility or would con-
travene any provision of law specifically re-
lated to that particular fund. 

(b) The Secretary shall afford a tribe an 
opportunity to designate in writing a quali-
fied financial institution to manage its 
funds. Unless a tribe designates a specific in-
stitution, the Secretary shall comply with 
the provisions of the Buy-Indian Act (25 
U.S.C. 47) in the selection of a qualified fi-
nancial institution pursuant to this title. 

(c) Any contract entered into pursuant to 
this section shall, at a minimum, include 
provisions acceptable to the Secretary that 
will: 

(1) direct that all funds are invested in a 
manner consistent with the requirements of 
the prudent investor rule applicable to the 
financial institution, the fiduciary responsi-
bility of the institution, and the trust re-
sponsibility of the Secretary; 

(2) within the requirements of paragraph 
(1), permit tribes to direct the financial in-
stitution regarding the kinds of instruments 
for investment; 

(3) subject to the provisions of paragraphs 
(1) and (2), encourage the investment of 
funds in ways that directly benefit the af-
fected tribe and Indian community; 

(4) require that the financial institution be 
liable for any financial losses incurred by the 
trust beneficiary as a result of its failure to 
comply with the terms of its contract, the 
investment instructions provided by the 
tribe, its general fiduciary obligation, or the 
prudent investor rule; 

(5) insure that the financial institution 
carry sufficient insurance or other surety 
satisfactory to the Secretary to compensate 
the trust beneficiary in connection with any 
liability and the Secretary in the event of a 
subrogation under subsection (d); 

(6) allow the financial institution to re-
cover its reasonable costs incurred in invest-
ing trust funds in investment instruments 
that are 100% guaranteed by the United 
States and be compensated for investing 

trust funds in other investment instruments 
by charging a commercially reasonable fee, 
approved by the Secretary, that shall be de-
ducted from the corpus of the trust funds in 
the same manner as for private investors. 

(d) No provision of this title, nor any ac-
tion taken pursuant thereto, shall in any 
way diminish the trust responsibility of the 
United States for any funds presently man-
aged in trust status or to the tribes or indi-
vidual Indians who are the beneficial owners 
of such funds. The Secretary shall remain re-
sponsible for any losses incurred by a trust 
beneficiary for which a financial institution 
is liable under paragraph (c)(4) but shall be 
entitled to subrogation of any claim to the 
extent the beneficiary receives compensation 
from the United States. 

(e) Any amounts transferred shall not re-
sult in the closure of the account in question 
and the Secretary shall be obligated to con-
tinue efforts to determine whether the ac-
count balance is accurate, including efforts 
to identify and secure documentation sup-
porting such accounting balance. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, 
today I am pleased to join my col-
league Senator MURKOWSKI as an origi-
nal co-sponsor of legislation to amend 
the American Indian Trust Fund Man-
agement Reform Act of 1994. This is the 
first step in reforming the way Indian 
trust funds are managed and invested 
for the benefit of the Indian tribes and 
their citizens. 

On March 3, 1999, the Committee on 
Indian Affairs and the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources held a 
joint hearing on trust fund manage-
ment practices in the Department of 
the Interior. 

We held the hearing because the Sec-
retary of the Interior issued an order in 
January that I believe undermined the 
authority of the Special Trustee for 
American Indians and violated the 
spirit and letter of the 1994 Act. 

Nothing at the hearing changed my 
mind. As a result, I proposed an amend-
ment to the FY 1999 Supplemental Ap-
propriations bill to suspend the imple-
mentation of this order while we sort 
out the legitimacy and effectiveness of 
ongoing trust management reforms 
within the Department. This should be 
done through legislation and congres-
sional oversight, not secretarial orders 
drafted with no tribal input. 

Today’s bill is the next step. It will 
enable Congress, Indian tribes, and the 
Administration to begin the difficult 
task of undoing 100 years of mis-
management and neglect by the United 
States. 

Most Americans are unfamiliar with 
this issue so let me describe what we 
are talking about. Beginning in 1849, 
the federal government, as trustee for 
the tribes, built a system to identify 
and track Indian land holdings, land 
leases, income from those leases, and 
other Indian assets, and created ‘‘trust 
funds’’ to be managed for the benefit of 
their Indian beneficiaries. 

Over the years, the United States has 
failed to keep track of the funds and 
the documents supporting the funds. In 
addition, the Department is prevented 
by law from investing these funds in 
anything other than U.S.-guaranteed 
investments which bring returns much 

lower than what is possible in the open 
market. For these reasons, the trustee 
has failed to adequately maintain this 
system and to maximize returns on in-
vestment, with Indians as the predict-
able losers once again. These facts 
raise the question of whether the fed-
eral government is the appropriate 
place for these accounts. 

The money in these accounts, or that 
is supposed to be in these trust fund ac-
counts, is Indian money that has been 
entrusted to the United States. It is 
not federal money. There are billions 
of dollars at stake: in 1997, the Depart-
ment’s Tribal Reconciliation Project 
stated that it was unable to reconcile 
some $2.4 billion in tribal funds. 

For Indians that means they have no 
access to the money and do not receive 
the benefit from their own money. 

There are at least three major as-
pects to the problem. First, efforts by 
the Department to identify and gather 
all documentation to determine accu-
rate trust fund balances; second, the ef-
forts to put in place new computers 
and management systems; and third, 
the need to provide Indian tribes with 
the flexibility to maximize the return 
on fund investments in the interim as 
the first two initiatives continue. 

This legislation is aimed at the third 
of these problems. As the Committees 
work to fix the mistakes of the past, 
we can give tribes the flexibility and 
freedom to invest their money in the 
financial instruments they choose. 
This legislation will allow Indian 
tribes the option to leave their funds 
with the Department for management 
and investment or to transfer the funds 
to qualified financial institutions, in-
cluding Indian-owned banks, in order 
to receive competitive returns on in-
vestment. 

The bill will direct the Secretary of 
Interior to consult with the nation’s 
top banker, the Comptroller of the Cur-
rency, in negotiating contracts with 
federally-approved financial institu-
tions for the investment of funds now 
managed by the United States. 

Let me be clear: tribes are not re-
quired to move their accounts into the 
private market. It is an option. 

This bill does not represent a ‘‘sur-
render’’ in the efforts to find the miss-
ing funds and documents. In fact, just 
the opposite. Under the bill, the Sec-
retary is obligated to continue to 
search for documents that will give a 
more accurate account balance to the 
tribes. 

That brings up another troubling 
issue—the possibility that some docu-
ments will never be found. It is bad 
enough that some have been perma-
nently lost due to neglect. But a story 
in today’s Washington Times raises the 
possibility that, even worse, some doc-
uments may have been purposely de-
stroyed. The story says that the plain-
tiffs suing the government over trust 
funds mismanagement have given the 
judge affidavits accusing Interior De-
partment officials of destroying trust 
fund documents to conceal them from 
the court. 
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If this is true, it would be the worst 

violation of the trust responsibility in 
decades. 

I should point out that this bill is the 
first, not the last, word on our efforts 
to clean up the trust funds mess and to 
give Indians the chance to take risks, 
generate higher rates of returns, and 
bring economic opportunities where 
none now exist. Also, this bill is sub-
ject to change. I welcome input from 
Indian Country as we work to perfect 
it. 

As Chairman of the Committee on In-
dian Affairs, I am committed to work-
ing with and assisting the tribes in the 
many reforms that are necessary to 
bring increased hope and opportunities 
to their communities. 

I urge my colleagues to join Senator 
MURKOWSKI and me in bringing real re-
form and real change to Indian trust 
funds management. After 150 years, it’s 
about time we think and act boldly to 
bring this sad chapter in American his-
tory to a close. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a Washington Times article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Times, Mar. 25, 1999] 
INTERIOR OFFICIALS ACCUSED OF DESTROYING 

INDIAN RECORDS 
(By Jerry Seper) 

Interior Department officials who told a 
federal judge they could not find records de-
scribing the department’s oversight of Amer-
ican Indian trust funds have been accused in 
sworn affidavits of destroying the documents 
to conceal then from the court. 

U.S. District Judge Royce C. Lamberth, 
who held Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt in 
contempt last month for not turning over 
the records in a lawsuit, ordered hearings on 
the accusations yesterday after being told 
Tuesday the documents had been delib-
erately destroyed. 

The suspected destruction was outlined in 
the affidavits given to the judge during a 
status hearing in a lawsuit brought by the 
Native American Rights Fund. The affida-
vits, brought by some of the many plaintiffs, 
were later ordered sealed pending yester-
day’s hearing, although that hearing—held 
in the judge’s chambers—was scheduled to 
resume today. 

The suit by the Rights Fund, which rep-
resents several Indian tribes involved in the 
trust fund, accuses the Interior and Treasury 
departments of mismanaging trust fund 
monies. 

In November, Judge Lamberth ordered the 
departments to produce canceled checks and 
other documents showing the status of the 
trust fund, which involves more than 300,000 
individual accounts and 2,000 tribal accounts. 
The departments oversee the receipt of 
money from land settlements, royalties and 
payments by companies that use Indian land. 

The judge sought the records to allow at-
torneys for the Rights Fund to prepare for 
trial. The departments have never complied, 
giving the judge several reasons for the 
delay—including an Interior claim that some 
of the records were so tainted by rodent 
droppings in a New Mexico warehouse that 
to disturb them would put department offi-
cials at a health risk. 

Interior officials have been unable to 
verify how much cash has been collected. An 
audit by the Arthur Andersen accounting 

firm said the Bureau of Indian Affairs cannot 
account for $2.4 billion in trust funds. 

During a hearing March 3 before the Sen-
ate Indian Affairs Committee and the Senate 
Energy and Natural Resources Committee, 
Mr. Babbitt promised to correct the situa-
tion. ‘‘You’ll be the judge. I will do my 
best,’’ Mr. Babbitt said when asked what he 
intended to do about mismanagement by the 
BIA. 

Special trustee Paul Homan, assigned to 
oversee the fund, resigned in January. He 
said Mr. Babbitt stripped him of the author-
ity he needed to do the job and that he was 
blocked by Interior officials who sought to 
undermine congressionally ordered reforms 
with continual rejections of his requests for 
money and manpower. 

Mr. Homan said the department could ‘‘no 
longer be trusted to keep and produce trust 
records.’’ He urged the accounts be assigned 
to an independent agency. 

Mr. Babbitt ordered a reorganization and 
requested more funding for next year. He 
also said a new accounting system was ex-
pected to be in place by the end of the year. 

But acting special trustee Thomas Thomp-
son said in a confidential memo last year 
that he was ‘‘grateful’’ he did not run the 
program. He outlined many concerns he had 
about an inability to implement the Trust 
Fund Management Reform Act of 1994. The 
act directs the department to oversee the 
fund and provide the necessary budget to do 
the job. 

Mr. Thompson’s memo was written before 
his appointment as Mr. Homan’s successor. 
He has since told the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee that trust funds were being properly 
administered and that the program was suffi-
ciently funded. 

In a letter to Mr. Babbitt last week, Re-
publication Sens. Ben Nighthorse Campbell 
of Colorado and Sen. Frank H. Murkowski of 
Alaska, chairman of the Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee, said they were con-
cerned that Mr. Thompson appeared willing 
to endorse a process he had criticized. 

‘‘Before our committees, you vigorously 
testified about your commitment to clean up 
the trust fund fiasco,’’ they wrote to Mr. 
Babbitt. ‘‘We are not encouraged, however, 
when only hours after the hearing, your 
hand-picked acting trustee seems to reverse 
himself on an issue critical to the success of 
this effort.’’ 

They said if the many problems Mr. 
Thompson’s memo described had been cor-
rected, Mr. Babbitt should list the improve-
ments to the committees. 

By Mr. CRAIG (for himself, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. 
GRAMS): S. 740. A bill to amend 
the Federal Power Act to im-
prove the hydroelectric licens-
ing process by granting the 
Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission statutory author-
ity to better coordinate partici-
pation by other agencies and 
entities, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

HYDROELECTRIC LICENSING PROCESS 
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, the bill I 
introduce is the Hydroelectric Licens-
ing Process Improvement Act of 1999. 
As its title suggests, the purpose of the 
bill is to improve the process by which 
non-federal hydroelectric projects are 
licensed by the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission. 

I introduced a similar bill late in the 
105th Congress after hearings on this 

issue in both the House and Senate. 
Hydropower represents ten percent of 
the energy produced in the United 
States, and approximately 85% of all 
renewable energy generation. This, Mr. 
President, is a significant portion of 
our nation’s electricity, produced with-
out air pollution or greenhouse gas 
emissions, and it is accomplished at 
relatively low cost. 

The Commission for many years 
since its creation in 1920, controlled 
our nation’s water power potential 
with uncompromising authority. How-
ever, since 1972, a number of environ-
mental statutes, amendments to the 
Federal Power Act, Commission regu-
lations, licensing and policy decisions, 
and several critical court decisions, has 
made the Commission’s licensing proc-
ess extremely costly, time consuming, 
and, at times, arbitrary. Indeed, the 
current Commission licensing program 
is burdened with mixed mandates and 
redundant bureaucracy and prone to 
gridlock and litigation. 

Under current law, several federal 
agencies are required to set conditions 
for licenses without regard to the ef-
fects those conditions have on project 
economics, energy benefits, impacts on 
greenhouse gas emissions and values 
protected by other statutes and regula-
tions. Far too often we have agencies 
fighting agencies and issuing incon-
sistent demands. 

The consequent delays in processing 
hydropower applications result in sig-
nificant business costs and lost capac-
ity. For example, according to a Sep-
tember 1997 study of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy, since 1987, of 52 peak-
ing projects relicensed by the Commis-
sion, four projects increased capacity, 
and 48 decreased capacity. In simple 
terms, those 48 projects became less 
productive as a result of the reli-
censing process at the Commission 
than they were prior to relicensing. 
Ninety-two percent of the peaking 
projects since 1987 lost capacity. 

In addition, faced with the uncertain-
ties currently plaguing the relicensing 
process, some existing licensees are 
contemplating abandonment of their 
projects. This is of concern to the na-
tion because two-thirds of all non-fed-
eral hydropower capacity is up for reli-
censing in the next fifteen years. By 
the year 2010, 220 projects will be sub-
ject to the relicensing process. 

Publicly owned hydropower projects 
constitute nearly 50% of the total ca-
pacity that will be up for renewal. The 
problems resulting in lost capacity, 
coupled with the momentous changes 
occurring in the electricity industry 
and the increasing need for emissions 
free sources of power, all underscore 
the need for Congressional action to re-
form hydroelectric licensing. 

Moreoever, the loss of a hydropower 
project means more than the loss of 
clean, efficient, renewable electric 
power. Hydropower projects provide 
drinking water, flood control, fish and 
wildlife habitat, irrigation, transpor-
tation, environmental enhancement 
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funding and recreation benefits. Also, 
due to its unique load-following capa-
bility, peaking capacity and voltage 
stability attributes, hydropower plays 
a critical role in maintaining our na-
tion’s reliable electric service. 

My bill, which is currently co-spon-
sored by fellow Idahoan Senator MIKE 
CRAPO, and Senators CONRAD BURNS 
and ROD GRAMS, will remedy the ineffi-
cient and complex Commission licens-
ing process by ensuring that federal 
agencies involved in the process act in 
a timely and accountable manner. 

My bill does not change or modify 
any existing environmental laws, nor 
remove regulatory authority from var-
ious agencies. It does not call for the 
repeal of mandatory conditioning au-
thority of appropriate federal agencies. 
Rather, it requires participating agen-
cies to consider, and be accountable 
for, the full effects of their actions be-
fore imposing mandatory conditions on 
a Commission issued license. 

It is clear to me and many of my col-
leagues here in the Senate that hydro-
power is at risk. Clearly, one of the 
most important tasks for energy pol-
icymakers in the 21st Century is to de-
velop an energy strategy that will en-
sure an adequate supply of reasonably 
priced, reliable energy to all American 
consumers in an environmentally re-
sponsible manner. The relicensing of 
non-federal hydropower can and should 
continue to be an important and viable 
element in this strategy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 740 
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 ‘‘Hydro-
electric Licensing Process Improvement Act 
of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) hydroelectric power is an irreplaceable 

source of clean, economic, renewable energy 
with the unique capability of supporting reli-
able electric service while maintaining envi-
ronmental quality; 

(2) hydroelectric power is the leading re-
newable energy resource of the United 
States; 

(3) hydroelectric power projects provide 
multiple benefits to the United States, in-
cluding recreation, irrigation, flood control, 
water supply, and fish and wildlife benefits; 

(4) in the next 15 years, the bulk of all non- 
Federal hydroelectric power capacity in the 
United States is due to be relicensed by the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission; 

(5) the process of licensing hydroelectric 
projects by the Commission— 

(A) does not produce optimal decisions, be-
cause the agencies that participate in the 
process are not required to consider the full 
effects of their mandatory and recommended 
conditions on a license; 

(B) is inefficient, in part because agencies 
do not always submit their mandatory and 
recommended conditions by a time certain; 

(C) is burdened by uncoordinated environ-
mental reviews and duplicative permitting 
authority; and 

(D) is burdensome for all participants and 
too often results in litigation; and 

(6) while the alternative licensing proce-
dures available to applicants for hydro-
electric project licenses provide important 
opportunities for the collaborative resolu-
tion of many of the issues in hydroelectric 
project licensing, those procedures are not 
appropriate in every case and cannot sub-
stitute for statutory reforms of the hydro-
electric licensing process. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to achieve the 
objective of relicensing hydroelectric power 
projects to maintain high environmental 
standards while preserving low cost power 
by— 

(1) requiring agencies to consider the full 
effects of their mandatory and recommended 
conditions on a hydroelectric power license 
and to document the consideration of a 
broad range of factors; 

(2) requiring the Federal Energy Regu-
latory Commission to impose deadlines by 
which Federal agencies must submit pro-
posed mandatory and recommended condi-
tions to a license; and 

(3) making other improvements in the li-
censing process. 
SEC. 4. PROCESS FOR CONSIDERATION BY FED-

ERAL AGENCIES OF CONDITIONS TO 
LICENSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part I of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 791a et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 32. PROCESS FOR CONSIDERATION BY FED-

ERAL AGENCIES OF CONDITIONS TO 
LICENSES. 

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CONDITION.—The term ‘condition’ 

means— 
‘‘(A) a condition to a license for a project 

on a Federal reservation determined by a 
consulting agency for the purpose of the first 
proviso of section 4(e); and 

‘‘(B) a prescription relating to the con-
struction, maintenance, or operation of a 
fishway determined by a consulting agency 
for the purpose of the first sentence of sec-
tion 18. 

‘‘(2) CONSULTING AGENCY.—The term ‘con-
sulting agency’ means— 

‘‘(A) in relation to a condition described in 
paragraph (1)(A), the Federal agency with re-
sponsibility for supervising the reservation; 
and 

‘‘(B) in relation to a condition described in 
paragraph (1)(B), the Secretary of the Inte-
rior or the Secretary of Commerce, as appro-
priate. 

‘‘(b) FACTORS TO BE CONSIDERED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In determining a condi-

tion, a consulting agency shall take into 
consideration— 

‘‘(A) the impacts of the condition on— 
‘‘(i) economic and power values; 
‘‘(ii) electric generation capacity and sys-

tem reliability; 
‘‘(iii) air quality (including consideration 

of the impacts on greenhouse gas emissions); 
and 

‘‘(iv) drinking, flood control, irrigation, 
navigation, or recreation water supply; 

‘‘(B) compatibility with other conditions 
to be included in the license, including man-
datory conditions of other agencies, when 
available; and 

‘‘(C) means to ensure that the condition 
addresses only direct project environmental 
impacts, and does so at the lowest project 
cost. 

‘‘(2) DOCUMENTATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the course of the con-

sideration of factors under paragraph (1) and 
before any review under subsection (e), a 
consulting agency shall create written docu-
mentation detailing, among other pertinent 

matters, all proposals made, comments re-
ceived, facts considered, and analyses made 
regarding each of those factors sufficient to 
demonstrate that each of the factors was 
given full consideration in determining the 
condition to be submitted to the Commis-
sion. 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION TO THE COMMISSION.—A 
consulting agency shall include the docu-
mentation under subparagraph (A) in its sub-
mission of a condition to the Commission. 

‘‘(c) SCIENTIFIC REVIEW.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Each condition deter-

mined by a consulting agency shall be sub-
jected to appropriately substantiated sci-
entific review. 

‘‘(2) DATA.—For the purpose of paragraph 
(1), a condition shall be considered to have 
been subjected to appropriately substan-
tiated scientific review if the review— 

‘‘(A) was based on current empirical data 
or field-tested data; and 

‘‘(B) was subjected to peer review. 
‘‘(d) RELATIONSHIP TO IMPACTS ON FEDERAL 

RESERVATION.—In the case of a condition for 
the purpose of the first proviso of section 
4(e), each condition determined by a con-
sulting agency shall be directly and reason-
ably related to the impacts of the project 
within the Federal reservation. 

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.— 
‘‘(1) OPPORTUNITY FOR REVIEW.—Before sub-

mitting to the Commission a proposed condi-
tion, and at least 90 days before a license ap-
plicant is required to file a license applica-
tion with the Commission, a consulting 
agency shall provide the proposed condition 
to the license applicant and offer the license 
applicant an opportunity to obtain expedited 
review before an administrative law judge or 
other independent reviewing body of— 

‘‘(A) the reasonableness of the proposed 
condition in light of the effect that imple-
mentation of the condition will have on the 
energy and economic values of a project; and 

‘‘(B) compliance by the consulting agency 
with the requirements of this section, in-
cluding the requirement to consider the fac-
tors described in subsection (b)(1). 

‘‘(2) COMPLETION OF REVIEW.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A review under para-

graph (1) shall be completed not more than 
180 days after the license applicant notifies 
the consulting agency of the request for re-
view. 

‘‘(B) FAILURE TO MAKE TIMELY COMPLETION 
OF REVIEW.—If review of a proposed condition 
is not completed within the time specified by 
subparagraph (A), the Commission may treat 
a condition submitted by the consulting 
agency as a recommendation is treated 
under section 10(j). 

‘‘(3) REMAND.—If the administrative law 
judge or reviewing body finds that a pro-
posed condition is unreasonable or that the 
consulting agency failed to comply with any 
of the requirements of this section, the ad-
ministrative law judge or reviewing body 
shall— 

‘‘(A) render a decision that— 
‘‘(i) explains the reasons for a finding that 

the condition is unreasonable and may make 
recommendations that the administrative 
law judge or reviewing body may have for 
the formulation of a condition that would 
not be found unreasonable; or 

‘‘(ii) explains the reasons for a finding that 
a requirement was not met and may describe 
any action that the consulting agency 
should take to meet the requirement; and 

‘‘(B) remand the matter to the consulting 
agency for further action. 

‘‘(4) SUBMISSION TO THE COMMISSION.—Fol-
lowing administrative review under this sub-
section, a consulting agency shall— 

‘‘(A) take such action as is necessary to— 
‘‘(i) withdraw the condition; 
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‘‘(ii) formulate a condition that follows the 

recommendation of the administrative law 
judge or reviewing body; or 

‘‘(iii) otherwise comply with this section; 
and 

‘‘(B) include with its submission to the 
Commission of a proposed condition— 

‘‘(i) the record on administrative review; 
and 

‘‘(ii) documentation of any action taken 
following administrative review. 

‘‘(f) SUBMISSION OF FINAL CONDITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—After an applicant files 

with the Commission an application for a li-
cense, the Commission shall set a date by 
which a consulting agency shall submit to 
the Commission a final condition. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), the date for submission of a 
final condition shall be not later than 1 year 
after the date on which the Commission 
gives the consulting agency notice that a li-
cense application is ready for environmental 
review. 

‘‘(3) DEFAULT.—If a consulting agency does 
not submit a final condition to a license by 
the date set under paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) the consulting agency shall not there-
after have authority to recommend or estab-
lish a condition to the license; and 

‘‘(B) the Commission may, but shall not be 
required to, recommend or establish an ap-
propriate condition to the license that— 

‘‘(i) furthers the interest sought to be pro-
tected by the provision of law that author-
izes the consulting agency to propose or es-
tablish a condition to the license; and 

‘‘(ii) conforms to the requirements of this 
Act. 

‘‘(4) EXTENSION.—The Commission may 
make 1 extension, of not more than 30 days, 
of a deadline set under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(g) ANALYSIS BY THE COMMISSION.— 
‘‘(1) ECONOMIC ANALYSIS.—The Commission 

shall conduct an economic analysis of each 
condition submitted by a consulting agency 
to determine whether the condition would 
render the project uneconomic. 

‘‘(2) CONSISTENCY WITH THIS SECTION.—In 
exercising authority under section 10(j)(2), 
the Commission shall consider whether any 
recommendation submitted under section 
10(j)(1) is consistent with the purposes and 
requirements of subsections (b) and (c) of 
this section. 

‘‘(h) COMMISSION DETERMINATION ON EFFECT 
OF CONDITIONS.—When requested by a license 
applicant in a request for rehearing, the 
Commission shall make a written determina-
tion on whether a condition submitted by a 
consulting agency— 

‘‘(1) is in the public interest, as measured 
by the impact of the condition on the factors 
described in subsection (b)(1); 

‘‘(2) was subjected to scientific review in 
accordance with subsection (c); 

‘‘(3) relates to direct project impacts with-
in the reservation, in the case of a condition 
for the first proviso of section 4(e); 

‘‘(4) is reasonable; 
‘‘(5) is supported by substantial evidence; 

and 
‘‘(6) is consistent with this Act and other 

terms and conditions to be included in the li-
cense.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AND TECHNICAL AMEND-
MENTS.— 

(1) SECTION 4.—Section 4(e) of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 797(e)) is amended— 

(A) in the first proviso of the first sentence 
by inserting after ‘‘conditions’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, determined in accordance with 
section 32,’’; and 

(B) in the last sentence, by striking the pe-
riod and inserting ‘‘(including consideration 
of the impacts on greenhouse gas emis-
sions)’’. 

(2) SECTION 18.—Section 18 of the Federal 
Power Act (16 U.S.C. 811) is amended in the 
first sentence by striking ‘‘prescribed by the 
Secretary of Commerce’’ and inserting ‘‘pre-
scribed, in accordance with section 32, by the 
Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of 
Commerce, as appropriate’’. 
SEC. 5. COORDINATED ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

PROCESS. 
Part I of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 

791a et seq.) (as amended by section 3) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 33. COORDINATED ENVIRONMENTAL RE-

VIEW PROCESS. 
‘‘(a) LEAD AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY.—The 

Commission, as the lead agency for environ-
mental reviews under the National Environ-
mental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et 
seq.) for projects licensed under this part, 
shall conduct a single consolidated environ-
mental review— 

‘‘(1) for each such project; or 
‘‘(2) if appropriate, for multiple projects lo-

cated in the same area 
‘‘(b) CONSULTING AGENCIES.—In connection 

with the formulation of a condition in ac-
cordance with section 32, a consulting agen-
cy shall not perform any environmnental re-
view in addition to any environmental re-
view performed by the Commission in con-
nection with the action to which the condi-
tion relates. 

‘‘(c) DEADLINES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commission shall 

set a deadline for the submission of com-
ments by Federal, State, and local govern-
ment agencies in connection with the prepa-
ration of any environmental impact state-
ment or environmental assessment required 
for a project. 

‘‘(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In setting a deadline 
under paragraph (1), the Commission shall 
take into consideration— 

‘‘(A) the need of the license applicant for a 
prompt and reasonable decision; 

‘‘(B) the resources of interested Federal, 
State, and local government agencies; and 

‘‘(C) applicable statutory requirements.’’. 
SEC. 6. STUDY OF SMALL HYDROELECTRIC 

PROJECTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
shall submit to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate and the 
Committee on Commerce of the House of 
Representatives a study of the feasibility of 
establishing a separate licensing procedure 
for small hydroelectric projects. 

(b) DEFINITION OF SMALL HYDROELECTRIC 
PROJECT.—The Commission may by regula-
tion define the term ‘‘small hydroelectric 
project’’ for the purpose of subsection (a), ex-
cept that the term shall include at a min-
imum a hydroelectric project that has a gen-
erating capacity of 5 megawatts or less. 

By Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. BREAUX, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. KERREY, Mr. ROBB, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. BOND, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
BINGAMAN and Mr. MURKOWSKI): 

S. 741. A bill to provide for pension 
reform, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

PENSION COVERAGE AND PORTABILITY ACT 
∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today along with Senators GRASSLEY, 
BAUCUS, HATCH, BREAUX, JEFFORDS, 
KERREY, MACK, ROBB, MURKOWSKI, 
CHAFEE, THOMPSON, BOND, and BINGA-
MAN to introduce the Pension Coverage 
and Portability Act. I am honored to 

be here today, in a bipartisan group, 
and especially with my colleague Sen-
ator CHARLES GRASSLEY, who has put a 
tremendous effort into crafting many 
parts of this bill. He and I recognize 
that for our nation to solve what will 
be one of this generation’s greatest 
challenges, building retirement secu-
rity for today’s workers, we need to 
move in a common sense, bipartisan 
fashion. 

Many of the original cosponsors of 
this bill were key in crafting sections 
of this legislation over the last three 
years. Senator GRASSLEY’s efforts here 
have expanded fairness for women and 
families, and focuses on the benefits of 
retirement education. 

Senator BAUCUS has brought the 
ideas that expand pension coverage and 
ease the administrative burdens on 
America’s small businesses. 

Portability, so important as we be-
come a more mobile society, received 
the attention of Senator JEFFORDS. 

All businesses will have the hard 
work of Senator HATCH to thank for 
many of the regulatory relief, and ad-
ministrative simplification elements of 
this bill. 

Senator BREAUX focused on the ‘‘big 
picture’’ of retirement security by au-
thoring the ESOP provisions. 

And finally, Senators KERREY and 
ROBB provided valuable new input that 
helped shape his legislation. 

Throughout the process of putting 
this bill together, our main task has 
been to listen. We have listened at 
town hall meetings, at the Retirement 
Security Summit I held last year in 
Tampa, and a Women’s Summit I held 
in Orlando last April. I am also plan-
ning another Retirement Security 
Summit in Jacksonville this May to 
continue the dialogue on this impor-
tant issue. 

The ideas have come from pension 
actuaries, tax attorneys, Cabinet lead-
ers, and some of the best ideas, from 
everyday people. 

With reason, some of the public de-
bate recently has focused on President 
Clinton’s mantra ‘‘Save Social Secu-
rity First.’’ And we all agree, on both 
sides of the aisle, that we need to en-
sure that social security is as viable for 
my nine grandchildren as it was for 
may parents and will be for me. 

However, social security is only one 
part of the picture. Pensions and per-
sonal savings will make up an ever in-
creasing part of retirement security. 
So when Congress takes action to en-
sure the future of social security, we 
are only addressing one-third of the 
problem. 

Social Security may play less of a 
role for each generation. We must de-
velop personal savings, and we must 
have years of work pay off in workers 
vesting in pensions. 

Our bill will help hard working 
Americans build personal retirement 
savings through their employers, 
through 401(k)s, through payroll deduc-
tion IRAs, and through higher limits 
on savings. 
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Employers and workers both win. 

Employers get simpler pension systems 
with less administrative burden, and 
more loyal employees. And workers 
build secure retirement and watch sav-
ings accumulate over years of work. 

We need to be able to offer business 
owners and their workers: 
uncumbersome portability, administra-
tive simplicity, and the confidence 
that their plans are secure and well 
funded. 

To achieve this goal, we focused on 
six areas: simplification, portability, 
expanded coverage for small business, 
pension security and enforcement, 
women’s equity issues, and expanding 
retirement planning and education op-
portunities. 

The largest section of this legislation 
deals with expanded coverage for small 
business. It’s the largest section be-
cause small businesses have the great-
est difficulty achieving retirement se-
curity. 51 million American workers 
have no retirement plan, 21 million of 
these employees work in small busi-
nesses. 

The problem: statistics indicate that 
only a small percentage of workers in 
firms of less than 100 employees have 
access to a retirement plan. We take a 
step forward in eliminating one of the 
first hurdles that a small business 
faces when it establishes a pension 
plan. On one hand, the federal govern-
ment is encouraging these businesses 
to start pension plans, and then we 
turn around and charge the small busi-
ness, at times, up to one thousand dol-
lars to register their plan with the In-
ternal Revenue Service. 

The solution: eliminate this fee for 
small businesses. We need to encourage 
small businesses to start plans, not dis-
courage them with high registration 
fees. 

Another problem for small businesses 
and others is people postponing retire-
ment decisions until a later date. Many 
young people in their 20’s and 30’s don’t 
think they need to worry about retire-
ment security ‘‘right now,’’ it’s a deci-
sion that can wait for later. 

Our solution to this is to encourage 
businesses to have ‘‘opt out’’ plans for 
retirement savings. Instead of the 
worker having to actively decide to 
participate and fill out paperwork, he 
or she is automatically participating 
unless they actively decide not to. 

Another problem this legislation ad-
dresses: retirement security for women 
and families. Historically speaking, 
women live longer than men, therefore, 
need greater savings for retirement. 
Yet our pension and retirement laws do 
not reflect this. Women are more mo-
bile than men, moving in and out of 
the workforce due to family respon-
sibilities, thus they have less of a 
chance to vest. Fewer than 32% of all 
women retirees receive a pension. Cur-
rently two-thirds of working women 
are employed in sectors of the economy 
that are unlikely to have a retirement 
plan: service and retail, and small busi-
ness. 

In an effort to address one of the 
problems—preparing for a longer life 
expectancy, we realistically adjust up-
wards the age in which you must start 
withdrawing funds. 

Under current law, you must start 
withdrawing money from retirement 
plans at age seventy-and-a-half. How-
ever, a woman at age seventy can still 
have three decades in retirement. I 
know, because I represent many of 
them in Florida. At the Retirement 
Summit I hosted in Tampa, Florida, 
several retirees mentioned that they 
wanted to keep this money in retire-
ment savings for as long as possible. 
We raise the seventy-and-a-half age to 
seventy-five for mandatory minimum 
distributions. 

Second, we say that $100,000 of any 
IRA will be exempt from minimum dis-
tribution rules. This accomplishes two 
important goals: simplifying the bu-
reaucracy for thousands of Americans 
who have less than this balance, and 
protecting a vital nest egg for the last 
years of retirement so that long term 
care and other expenses can be covered. 

Another problem addressed in this 
section of the legislation is the mobil-
ity of our workforce. On average, 
Americans will have 7 different em-
ployers during their career which 
means they are often not at any job 
long enough to vest into retirement 
benefits. 

Our legislation offers a solution— 
shrinking the 5 year vesting cycle to a 
three year cycle. We believe this is 
more reflective of job tenure in the 
1990’s and on into the next century. 

As I mentioned earlier, the current 
U.S. worker will have seven different 
employers. We have the possibility of a 
generation of American workers who 
will retire with many small accounts— 
creating a complex maze of statements 
and features, different for each ac-
count. This is a problem—pensions 
should be portable from job to job. 

One solution to this problem—allow 
employees to roll one retirement ac-
count into another as they move from 
job to job so that when they retire, 
they will have one retirement account. 
It’s easier to monitor, less complicated 
to keep track of, and builds a more se-
cure retirement for the worker. 

Portability is important, but we 
must also reduce the red tape. The 
main obstacle that companies face in 
establishing retirement programs is 
bureaucratic administrative burden. 
For example: for small plans, it costs 
$228 per person per year just to comply 
with all the forms, tests and regula-
tions. 

We have a common sense remedy to 
one of the most vexing problems in 
pension administration: figuring out 
how much money to contribute to the 
company’s plan. It’s a complex formula 
of facts, statistics and assumptions. We 
want to be able to say to plans that 
have no problem with underfunding: to 
help make these calculations, you can 
use the prior year’s data to help make 
the proper contribution. You don’t 

have to re-sort through the numbers 
each and every year. If your plan is 
sound, use reliable data from the pre-
vious year, and then verify when all 
the final details are available. Compa-
nies will be able to calculate, and then 
budget accordingly—and not wait until 
figures and rates out of their control 
are released by outside sources. 

I have said time and time again 
today that Americans are not saving, 
but those who are oftentimes hit limits 
on the amounts they can save. The 
problem is that most of these limits 
were established more than 20 years 
ago. Currently, for example, in a 401(k) 
plan the IRS limits the amount an em-
ployee can contribute to $10,000 a year. 

Our solution is to raise that limit to 
$12,000, along with raising many other 
limits that affect savings in order to 
build a more secure retirement for 
working Americans. 

The building of retirement security 
will also take some education. One of 
the major reasons Americans do not 
prepare for retirement is that they 
don’t understand what benefits are 
available and what benefits they are 
acquiring. 

Our solution to this dilemma is reg-
ular and easy to read benefit state-
ments from employers reminding 
workers early in their career of the im-
portance of retirement savings. These 
statements would clarify what benefits 
workers are accruing. And from this in-
formation each American will more 
easily be able to determine the per-
sonal savings they need in order to 
build a sound retirement. 

With the introduction of this legisla-
tion today it is my goal to ensure that 
each American who works hard for 
thirty or forty years has gotten every 
opportunity for a secure and com-
fortable retirement. 

I thank my colleagues who have 
worked so hard with me on this meas-
ure, and ask for the support of those in 
this Chamber on this important legis-
lation.∑ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to join my colleague, Senator GRAHAM, 
to introduce bipartisan pension reform 
legislation. This legislation, the Pen-
sion Coverage and Portability Act, will 
go a long way toward improving the 
pension system in this country. 

Ideally, pension benefits should com-
promise about a third of a retired 
worker’s income. But pension benefits 
make up only about one-fifth of the in-
come in elderly households. Obviously, 
workers are reaching retirement with 
too little income from an employer 
pension. Workers who are planning for 
their retirement will need more pen-
sion income to make up for a lower So-
cial Security benefit and to fit with 
longer life expectancies. While we have 
seen a small increase in the number of 
workers who are expected to receive a 
pension in retirement, only one half of 
our workforce is covered by a pension 
plan. 

There is a tremendous gap in pension 
coverage between small employers and 
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large employers. Eighty-five percent of 
the companies with at least 100 work-
ers offer pension coverage. Companies 
with less than 100 workers are much 
less likely to offer pension coverage. 
Only about 50 percent of the companies 
with less than 100 workers offer pen-
sion coverage. In order to close the gap 
in coverage between small and large 
employers, we need to understand the 
reasons small employers do not offer 
pension plans. Last year, the Employee 
Benefit Institute released to Small 
Employer Retirement Survey which 
was very instructive for legislators. 

The survey identified the three main 
reasons employers gave for not offering 
a plan. The first reason is that small 
employer believe that employees prefer 
increased wages or other types of bene-
fits. The second reason employers don’t 
offer plans is the administrative cost. 
And the third most important reason 
for not offering a plan: uncertain rev-
enue, which makes it difficult to com-
mit to a plan. 

Combine these barriers with the re-
sponsibilities of a small employer, and 
we can understand why coverage 
among small employers has not in-
creased. Small employers who may just 
be starting out in business are already 
squeezing every penny. These employ-
ers are also people who open up to the 
business in the morning, talk to cus-
tomers, do the marketing, pay the 
bills, and just do not know how they 
can take on the additional duties, 
responsibilies, and liabilities of spon-
soring a pension plan. 

I firmly believe that an increase in 
the number of people covered by pen-
sion plans will occur only when small 
employers have more substantial in-
centives to establish pension plans. 
The Pension Coverage and Portability 
Act contains provisions which will pro-
vide more flexibility for small employ-
ees, relief from burdensome rules and 
regulations, and a tax incentive to 
start new plans for their employees. 
One of the new top heavy provisions we 
have endorsed is an exemption from 
top heavy rules for employers who 
adopt the 401(k) safe harbor. This safe 
harbor takes effect this year. When the 
Treasury Department wrote the regula-
tions and considered whether safe har-
bor plans should also have to satisfy 
the top heavy rules, they answered in 
the affirmative. As a result, a small 
employer would have to make a con-
tribution of 7 percent of pay for each 
employee, a very costly proposition. 

My colleagues and I also have in-
cluded a provision which repeals user 
fees for new plan sponsors seeking de-
termination letters from IRS. These 
fees can run from $100 to more than 
$1,000 depending on the type of plan. 
Given the need to promote retirement 
plan formation, we believe this ‘‘rob 
Peter to pay Paul’’ approach needs to 
be eliminated. 

We have also looked at the lack of 
success of SIMPLE 401(k) plans. A sur-
vey by the Investment Company Insti-
tute found that SIMPLE IRAs have 

proven successful, with almost 340,000 
workers participating in a plan. How-
ever, SIMPLE 401(k)s haven’t enjoyed 
the same success. One reason may be 
that the limits on SIMPLE 401(k)s are 
tighter than for the IRAs. Our bill 
equalizes the compensation limits for 
these plan; in addition, we have in-
creased the annual limit on SIMPLE to 
$8,000. 

One of the more revolutionary pro-
posals is the creation of a Salary Re-
duction SIMPLE with a limit of $4,000. 
Unlike other SIMPLEs, the employer 
makes no match or automatic con-
tributions. The employer match is usu-
ally a strong incentive for a low-in-
come employee to participate in a sav-
ings plan. We hope that small employ-
ers will look at this SIMPLE as a tran-
sition plan, in place for just a couple of 
year during the initial stage of busi-
ness operation— then adopt a more ex-
pansive plan when the business is prof-
itable. 

A provision that was included in last 
year’s legislation, the negative elec-
tion trust or ‘‘NET’’ has been modified 
to address some practical administra-
tive issues. What is the NET? Basi-
cally, it is a new type of safe harbor 
that would allow employers to auto-
matically enroll employees in pension 
plans. Often, employees do not join the 
pension plan as soon as they begin em-
ployment with a new employer. If em-
ployees are left to their own devices, 
they may delay participating in the 
pension plan or even worse, never par-
ticipate. This new safe harbor eases the 
nondiscrimination rules for employers 
who establish the NET if they achieve 
a participation rate of 70 percent. 

The other targeted areas in the legis-
lation include enhancing pension cov-
erage for women. Women are more at 
risk of living in poverty as they age. 
They need more ways to save because 
of periodic departures from the work-
force. To increase their saving capac-
ity, we have included a proposal simi-
lar to legislation I sponsored earlier 
this year, S. 60, the Enhanced Savings 
Opportunities Act. Like S. 60, the pro-
posal repeals the 25 percent of salary 
contribution limit on defined contribu-
tion plans. This limit has seriously im-
peded savings by women, as well as 
low- and mid-salary employees. Repeal-
ing the 25 percent cap in 415(c) is a sim-
plifier, and will allow anyone covered 
by a defined contribution plan to ben-
efit. 

The bill also contains proposals 
which promote new opportunities to 
roll over accounts from an old em-
ployer to a new employer. The lack of 
portability among plans is one of the 
weak links in our current pension sys-
tem. This new bill contains technical 
improvements which will help ease the 
implementation of portability among 
the different types of defined contribu-
tion plans. 

Finally, I would like to point out a 
couple of other provisions in the bill. 
The first is the new requirement that 
plan sponsors automatically provide 

benefit statements to their partici-
pants on a periodic basis. For defined 
contribution plans, the statement 
would be required annually. For de-
fined benefit plans, a statement would 
be required every three years. However, 
employers who provide an annual no-
tice to employees of the availability of 
a benefit statement would not be re-
quired to provide automatic benefit 
statements to all employees. 

Providing clear and understandable 
benefit statements to pension plan par-
ticipants would encourage people to 
think about how much money they can 
expect to receive in retirement. Fur-
ther, a benefit statement will help peo-
ple ensure that the information their 
employer maintains about them is ac-
curate. 

This provision joins other proposals 
in a section targeted at encouraging re-
tirement education. Education can 
make a difference to workers. In fact, 
in companies which provide investment 
education, we know workers benefitted 
because many of them changed their 
investment allocations to more accu-
rately reflect their investment hori-
zons. 

The bill also looks to simplify and re-
peal some of the legal requirements 
which threaten plan security and in-
crease costs for employers who sponsor 
pension plans. For example, the legis-
lation seeks to repeal the full-funding 
limit. This limit prevents employers 
from pre-funding their defined benefit 
plans based on projected benefits. In-
stead, employers are limited to an 
amount that would allow them to pay 
the accrued benefits if the plan termi-
nated. This lower funding level threat-
ens the ability of employers to pay 
benefits, especially as the Baby Boom 
begins to retire. 

To reduce the burdens of plan compli-
ance, the legislation includes a number 
of proposals intended to peel away at 
the layers of laws and regulations that 
add costs to plan administration but 
don’t add many benefits. 

This legislation joins other strong 
proposals now pending in the House 
and here in the Senate. This legislation 
includes provisions which reflect some 
of those same proposals. I want to com-
mend the sponsors of those bills. Our 
legislation has a lot in common with 
these other pension bills and we need 
to push for fast and favorable consider-
ation of this legislation. 

We have a window of opportunity to 
act. The Baby Boomers are coming. 
The letters from AARP are starting to 
arrive in their mailboxes. The Social 
Security Administration is starting to 
stagger the delivery of benefit checks 
in preparation for their retirement. It 
is likely that future retirees will not be 
able to rely on all of the benefits now 
provided by Social Security. We can 
look to the pension system to pick up 
where Social Security leaves off, but 
we need to act. 

I thank the other co-sponsors of this 
legislation for all of their work, and I 
encourage our colleagues to give strong 
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consideration to co-sponsoring this 
bill. We already have a substantial 
number of Senate Finance Committee 
members, including BAUCUS, BREAUX, 
JEFFORDS, HATCH, KERREY, THOMPSON, 
MACK, CHAFEE, ROBB, and MURKOWSKI. I 
am also very pleased to have Senator 
BOND come aboard as a co-sponsor. As 
Chairman of the Small Business Com-
mittee, he is very aware of the prob-
lems we are trying to address in this 
legislation. We also have added Sen-
ator JEFF BINGAMAN as a co-sponsor. 

I also want to recognize the groups 
that have worked with us over the last 
three years to develop this legislation. 
These organizations include: the Profit 
Sharing/401(k) Council, the Association 
of Private Pension & Welfare Plans, 
the ERISA Industry Council, and the 
Retirement Security Network which 
includes a large number of organiza-
tions who have all been important to 
our work. 

With concerted, bipartisan action, we 
can improve the pension system. Pen-
sions for today’s workers will substan-
tially improve the retirement outlook 
for millions of Americans. But we have 
some work to do if pensions are going 
to fulfill their promise. 

By Mr. GRASSLEY (for himself 
and Mr. CONRAD): 

S. 742. A bill to clarify the require-
ments for the accession to the World 
Trade Organization of the People’s Re-
public of China; to the Committee on 
Finance. 
LEGISLATION TO CLARIFY THE REQUIREMENTS 

FOR THE ACCESSION TO THE WORLD TRADE OR-
GANIZATION OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, hear-

ings on agricultural trade issues with 
the People’s Republic of China that I 
chaired on March 15, 1999 in the Inter-
national Trade Subcommittee of the 
Senate Committee on Finance high-
lighted the enormous significance to 
the United States of China’s possible 
accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion. 

As President Gerald Ford stated in a 
letter that I released during the hear-
ing, ‘‘The terms of any deal that we 
reach now with China about access to 
its markets may well determine the 
course of Sino-American economic re-
lations for decades to come. If eco-
nomic relations are not resolved con-
structively, there will be adverse devel-
opments diplomatically and politically 
between our two nations.’’ 

We have just one opportunity to 
make sure that any market access 
agreement that we reach with China in 
the context of WTO accession talks 
gives the United States unrestricted 
entry to China’s markets. That oppor-
tunity is now. And we can do that only 
if Congress asserts its constitutional 
responsibility to regulate foreign com-
merce and reviews any deal negotiated 
by the administration before China is 
admitted to the WTO. 

It is for this reason that today I in-
troduce legislation to clarify the re-

quirements for the accession to the 
World Trade Organization of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. 

This legislation will do three things. 
First, it clarifies the requirement in 

current law that the United States 
Trade Representative must consult 
with the Congress prior to casting a 
vote in favor of China’s admission to 
the WTO. Under current law, the Ad-
ministration could conceivably ‘‘con-
sult’’ with the Congress minutes before 
casting a vote in the WTO Ministerial 
Conference or the WTO General Coun-
cil to admit China. This bill says that 
Congress shall have at least 60 days to 
review all the relevant documents re-
lated to China’s possible accession be-
fore a vote is taken. 

Second, this legislation specifies the 
exact documents that the Administra-
tion must give to Congress for its re-
view. 

Finally, Congress shall have the op-
portunity to vote on China’s admission 
to the WTO before China can be admit-
ted. 

This is an issue of historic impor-
tance, and enormous consequence. But 
unless the law is changed, I won’t even 
have the chance to vote on whether the 
agreement negotiated for China’s ac-
cession is good for Iowa, and good for 
America. My job in Congress is to 
make these tough decisions, not avoid 
them. 

Mr. President, I believe that it would 
be the right thing for China to join the 
world trade community’s official 
forum, and be subject to the discipline 
of multilateral trade rules. For fifty 
years, the WTO, and its predecessor, 
the General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade, has eliminated literally tens of 
thousands of tariff and non-tariff trade 
barriers. The result has been a dra-
matic increase in our collective pros-
perity, and a strengthening of world 
peace. 

But China—or any other nation— 
should not be admitted to the WTO for 
political reasons. If the terms that we 
negotiate for China’s accession are 
good terms, then China’s accession will 
stand on its own merits. If the terms 
are not acceptable, if they don’t guar-
antee unrestricted market access, then 
China should not be admitted. It’s that 
simple. 

I encourage all my colleagues to join 
me in this effort. 

By Mr. HOLLINGS (for himself 
and Mr. HELMS): 

S. 743, a bill to require prior congres-
sional approval before the United 
States supports the admission of the 
People’s Republic of China into the 
World Trade Organization, and to pro-
vide for the withdrawal of the United 
States from the World Trade Organiza-
tion if China is accepted into the WTO 
without the support of the United 
States; to the Committee on Finance. 

WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION LEGISLATION 
∑ Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, for 
some time, many aspects of the U.S.- 
China relationship have concerned me. 

Since China’s entrance into the WTO 
will be the most significant U.S.-China 
negotiation in the next several years, 
the contentious U.S.-China issues 
should be moving toward resolution be-
fore the conclusion of any agreement. 
Unfortunately, that is not currently 
the case. Most relevant to the WTO 
process is the exploding US-China 
trade deficit. In 1998, it reached a 
record $56.9 billion dollars. In fact, U.S. 
export to both Singapore ($15.6 billion) 
and Holland ($19 billion) were greater 
than exports to China ($14.2 billion). At 
the beginning of the decade, the deficit 
was a problematic but manageable $12.5 
billion. Conversely, our large trading 
partners (the Europeans and Japan) 
have managed to maintain a relative 
trade balance with there Chinese coun-
terparts. In fact, all of China’s trade 
surplus is accounted for by the enor-
mous imbalance with the United 
States. 

Moreover, the continuing problems 
with Chinese human rights violations, 
espionage and possible technology 
transfers suggest that this is not the 
appropriate time for China to enter the 
WTO. Recently, the State Department 
released its annual human rights re-
port concluding that the situation in 
China has degraded significantly over 
the past year. Additionally, we remain 
troubled by the allegations regarding 
the possible illegal transfer of tech-
nology to China, as well as lingering 
questions over Chinese espionage and 
involvement in U.S. elections. Any 
trade agreement with China would be 
premature before these issues are re-
solved. 

Although none of these concerns are 
new, the Administration’s efforts to re-
solve these issues have been unfortu-
nately unsuccessful. Regretably, in 
fact, the pace of the China WTO nego-
tiations appears to have increased. As 
a result, we believe that this legisla-
tion is both appropriate and timely. 
Congress must review any agreement, 
and all of the surrounding negotiations 
to ensure that it reflects traditional 
American values while protecting 
American interest.∑ 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 

S. 744. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of higher education through 
the conveyance of certain public lands 
in the State of Alaska to the Univer-
sity of Alaska, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Nat-
ural Resources. 

UNIVERSITY OF ALASKA LAND GRANT ACT 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, the 
University of Alaska (the University) 
is Alaska’s oldest post-secondary 
school. The University was chartered 
prior to statehood and has played a 
vital role in educating Alaskans as well 
as students from around the world in 
the United States’ only arctic and sub- 
arctic environment. Additionally, the 
University has served as an important 
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cornerstone in Alaska’s history. For 
example, the University housed the 
Alaska Constitutional Convention 
where the fathers of statehood carved 
out the rights and privileges guaran-
teed to Alaska’s citizens. Further, the 
University of Alaska is proud of the 
fact that it began life as the Alaska 
Agricultural and Mining College. How-
ever, Mr. President, what makes the 
University of Alaska truly unique is 
the fact that it is the only land grant 
college in the Nation that is virtually 
landless. 

As my colleagues know, one of the 
oldest and most respected ways of fi-
nancing America’s educational system 
has been the land grant system. Estab-
lished in 1785, this practice gives land 
to schools and universities for their use 
in supporting their educational endeav-
ors. In 1862, Congress passed the Mor-
rill Act which created the land grant 
colleges and universities as a way to 
underwrite the cost of higher education 
to more and more Americans. These 
colleges and universities received land 
from the federal government for facil-
ity location and, more importantly, as 
a way to provide sustaining revenues 
to these educational institutions. 

The University of Alaska received 
the smallest amount of land of any 
state, with the exception of Delaware, 
that has a land grant college. Even the 
land grant college in Rhode Island re-
ceived more land from the federal gov-
ernment than has the University of 
Alaska. In a state the size of Alaska, 
we should logically have one of the 
best and most fully funded land grant 
colleges in the country. Unfortunately, 
without the land promised under the 
land grant allocation system and ear-
lier legislation, the University is un-
able to share as one of the premier land 
grant colleges in the country. 

Previous efforts in Congress were 
made to fix this problem. These efforts 
date back to 1915, less than 50 years 
after the passage of the Morrill Act, 
when Alaska’s Delegate James 
Wickersham shepherded a measure 
through Congress that set aside poten-
tially more than a quarter of a million 
acres, in the Tanana Valley outside of 
Fairbanks, for the support of an agri-
cultural college and school of mines. 
Following the practice established in 
the lower 48 for other land grant col-
leges, Wickersham’s bill set aside every 
Section 33 of the unsurveyed Tanana 
Valley for the Alaska Agricultural Col-
lege and School of Mines. Alaska’s edu-
cational future looked very bright. 

Many Alaskans saw the opportunity 
to set up an endowment system similar 
to that established by the University of 
Washington in the downtown center of 
Seattle, where valuable University 
lands are leased and provide funding 
for the University of Washington which 
uses those revenues in turn to provide 
for its programs and facilities. 

Mr. President, before that land could 
be transferred to the Alaska Agricul-
tural College and School of Mines (re-
named the University of Alaska in 

1935), the land had to be surveyed in 
order to establish the exact acreage in-
cluded in the reserved land. The sec-
tions reserved for education could not 
be transferred to the College until they 
had been delineated. According to 
records of the time, it was unlikely, 
given the incredibly slow speed of sur-
veying, that the land could be com-
pletely surveyed before the 21st cen-
tury. Surveying was and is an extraor-
dinarily slow process in Alaska’s re-
mote and unpopulated terrain. In all, 
only 19 section 33’s—approximately 
11,211 acres—were ever transferred to 
the University. Of this amount, 2,250 
were used for the original campus and 
the remainder was left to support edu-
cational opportunities. 

Recognizing the difficulties of sur-
veying in Alaska, subsequent legisla-
tion was passed in 1929 that simply 
granted land for the benefit of the Uni-
versity. This grant totaled approxi-
mately 100,000 acres and to this day 
comprises the bulk of the University’s 
roughly 112,000 acres of land—less than 
one third of what it was originally 
promised. In 1958, the Alaska State-
hood Act was passed which extin-
guished the original land grants for all 
lands that remained unsurveyed. Thus, 
the University was left with little land 
with which to support itself and thus is 
unable to completely fulfill its mission 
as a land grant college. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today would redeem the 
promises made to the University in 
1915 and put it on an even footing with 
the other land grant colleges in the 
United States. The bill provides the 
University with the land needed to sup-
port itself financially and offers it the 
chance to grow and continue to act as 
a responsible steward of the land and 
educator of our young people. The leg-
islation also provides a concrete time-
table under which the University must 
select its lands and the Secretary of 
the Interior must act upon those selec-
tions. 

This legislation also contains signifi-
cant restrictions on the land the Uni-
versity can select. The University can-
not select land located within a Con-
servation System Unit. The University 
cannot select old growth timber lands 
in the Tongass National Forest. Fi-
nally, the University cannot select 
land validly conveyed to the State or 
an ANCSA corporation, or land used in 
connection with federal or military in-
stitutions. 

Additionally, under my bill the Uni-
versity must relinquish extremely val-
uable inholdings in Alaska once it re-
ceives its state/federal selection award-
ed under Section 2, of this bill. There-
fore, the result of this legislation will 
mean the relinquishment of prime Uni-
versity inholdings in such magnificent 
areas as the Alaska Peninsula & Mari-
time National Wildlife Refuge, The 
Kenai Fjords National Park, Wrangell 
St. Elias National Park and Preserve, 
and Denali Park and Preserve. So, Mr. 
President, not only does this bill up-

hold a decades old promise to the Uni-
versity of Alaska, it further protects 
Alaska’s parks and refuges. 

Specifically, this bill would grant the 
University 250,000 acres of federal land. 
Additionally, the University would be 
eligible to receive an additional 250K 
acres on a matching basis with the 
state for a total of 500K additional 
acres. This, obviously, would be done 
through the state legislative process 
involving the Governor, the Legisla-
ture, and the University’s Board of Re-
gents. 

Mr. President, the state matching 
provision is an important component of 
this legislation. Most agree with the 
premise that the University was short-
ed land. However, some believe it is 
solely the responsibility of the federal 
government to compensate the Univer-
sity with land while others believe it is 
solely the responsibility of the state to 
grant the University land. The legisla-
tion I am introducing today offers a 
compromise giving both the state and 
the federal government the oppor-
tunity to contribute while at the same 
time providing the federal government 
with valuable inholdings in parks and 
refuges. 

Finally, this bill contains a provision 
that incorporates a concept put forth 
by the Governor of Alaska. This provi-
sion directs the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to attempt to conclude an agree-
ment with the University and the Gov-
ernor of Alaska providing for sharing 
NPRA leasing revenues in lieu of land 
selections north of latitude 69 degrees 
North. The provision restricts any 
agreement regarding revenue sharing 
to prevent the University from obtain-
ing more than ten percent of such an-
nual revenues or more than nine mil-
lion dollars each fiscal year. If an 
agreement is reached and provides for 
disposition of some portion of NPRA 
mineral leasing revenues to the Univer-
sity, the Secretary shall submit the 
proposed agreement to Congress for 
ratification. If the Secretary fails to 
reach an agreement within two years 
of enactment, or if Congress fails to 
ratify such agreement within three 
years from enactment, the University 
may select up to 92,000 of its 250,000 ini-
tial land grant from lands within 
NPRA north of latitude 69. 

Therefore, this bill has been substan-
tially changed from versions intro-
duced in previous Congresses in two 
dramatic ways. First, in response to 
concerns from the Administration and 
environmental organizations the old 
growth areas of the Tongass National 
Forest are off limits for selection by 
the University. The only areas of the 
Tongass that could be selected by the 
University are those areas previously 
harvested. It is important that the 
University be allowed to select lands in 
this area as having the ability to study 
and manage as such areas are impor-
tant tools for the University’s School 
of Forestry. 

The second substantial change to the 
bill, which was previously noted, is the 
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revenue sharing component. This as-
pect provides an alternative means of 
providing for the needs of the Univer-
sity. 

With the passage of this bill, the Uni-
versity of Alaska will finally be able to 
act fully as a land grant college. It will 
be able to select lands that can provide 
the University with a stable revenue 
source as well as provide responsible 
stewardship for the land. 

This is an exciting time for the Uni-
versity of Alaska. The promise that 
was made more than 80 years ago could 
be fulfilled by passage of this legisla-
tion and Alaskans could look forward 
to a very bright future for the Univer-
sity of Alaska and those who receive an 
education there. 

By Mr. ABRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. 
BURNS, Mr. MCCAIN, Ms. SNOWE, 
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. LEVIN, 
Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, 
Mr. DORGAN, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. COCHRAN, AND Mr. INOUYE): 

S. 745. A bill to amend the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 to modify the 
requirements for implementation of an 
entry-exit control system; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

BORDER IMPROVEMENT AND IMMIGRATION ACT 
OF 1999 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce the Border Improvement 
and Immigration Act of 1999. I would 
like to express my thanks to Senators 
KENNEDY, GRAMS, LEAHY, GRAHAM, 
BURNS, MCCAIN, SNOWE, DEWINE, JEF-
FORDS, GORTON, CRAIG, LEVIN, SCHU-
MER, MURRAY, MURKOWSKI, MOYNIHAN, 
MACK, SMITH (OR), DORGAN, SANTORUM, 
COCHRAN, and INOUYE for being original 
cosponsors of this legislation. The leg-
islation will correct an unfortunate 
provision—Section 110 of the 1996 Im-
migration Act. In correcting this provi-
sion, this legislation will prevent the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice from effectively shutting down our 
borders to trade and tourism. The leg-
islation has wide support and appeal 
and is endorsed by the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce, National Association of 
Manufacturers, American Trucking As-
sociation, American Hotel and Motel 
Association, Travel Industry Associa-
tion of America, Border Trade Alli-
ance, American Association of Export-
ers and Importers, National Auto-
mobile Transporters Association, Fresh 
Produce Association of the Americas, 
American Association of Port Authori-
ties, International Mass Retail Asso-
ciation, American Immigration Law-
yers Association, International Ware-
house Logistics Association, National 
Tour Association, Passenger Vessel As-
sociation and the U.S. Hispanic Cham-
ber of Commerce. 

As a number of my colleagues are 
aware, Mr. President, in 1996 both the 

House and the Senate versions of the 
omnibus immigration bill contained 
differing provisions requiring collec-
tion of data on those entering and 
exiting the United States at certain 
airports. In conference, without any 
debate, a mandatory entry-exit system 
to capture the records of ‘‘every alien’’ 
was added to that legislation. 

Representative SMITH and Senator 
Simpson, chairmen of the respective 
House and Senate Subcommittees re-
sponsible for 1996 legislation, have both 
agreed in an exchange of letters with 
the Canadian Ambassador that this 
provision, ‘‘Section 110’’ of the bill, was 
not intended to cover, for example, Ca-
nadians at the northern border. How-
ever, because of the term ‘‘every 
alien,’’ the INS has interpreted the law 
to require this program be imple-
mented at all land borders, in addition 
to air and sea ports of entry. To the 
credit of the INS, it concedes that it 
cannot implement such a system. 

Put simply, Mr. President, Section 
110 is a mistake, and we must correct 
it. Failure to do so will cost American 
jobs. It will effectively close our bor-
ders to honest trade and tourism while 
harming our efforts to fight drugs, ter-
rorism and illegal aliens. It must be 
eliminated. 

We risk a great deal if we fail to act, 
Mr. President. Last year alone, exports 
to Canada generated more that 72,000 
jobs in key manufacturing industries 
and more than $4.68 billion in value 
added for the state of Michigan alone. 
Our trade with Canada is the most ex-
tensive and profitable in the world. 
And last year more than 116 million 
people entered the United States by 
land from Canada. 

The extent of our trade with Canada 
has caused us to develop an intricate 
web of interdependence that requires a 
substantially open border. With ‘‘just 
in time’’ delivery becoming the norm 
in our automobile assembly lines and 
throughout our manufacturing sector, 
a delivery of parts delayed by as little 
as 20 minutes can cause expensive as-
sembly line shutdowns which our econ-
omy can ill afford. 

But delay is exactly what we will see 
if Section 110 is not eliminated. Dan 
Stamper, President of the Detroit 
International Bridge Company, has tes-
tified that even a very efficient sys-
tem, say one taking 30 seconds for each 
person to be recorded entering or leav-
ing the country, would mean enormous 
delays. More than 30,000 crossings per 
day take place at Detroit’s Ambassador 
Bridge. Even if we say that 7,500 Cana-
dians cross each day, that means 2,250 
minutes of additional processing time. 
But there are only 1,440 minutes in a 
day. Traffic would be backed up lit-
erally for miles. Significant problems 
would be experienced on the Southern 
border as well. 

Assembly lines will shut down. Tour-
ists will stay home. Americans will 
lose jobs. 

And for what? Nothing the American 
people want. The two pilot programs 

set up by the INS to test implementa-
tion of Section 110, one in Texas and 
one in upstate New York, were both 
shut down due to fierce community op-
position. 

Moreover, time and manpower di-
verted to Section 110’s impossible di-
rective will take away from efforts to 
deal with other problems facing the 
INS and the Customs service—problems 
like drug interdiction, the fight 
against terrorism, and the fight 
against illegal immigration. Drugs, 
terrorism and illegal immigration are 
real problems requiring a real invest-
ment on our part. We can’t afford to 
undermine these programs to pursue a 
policy we know is nothing more than a 
mistake. 

This legislation would eliminate the 
mandated automated entry-exit system 
at land and sea ports of entries and re-
place it with a feasibility study, re-
quired within one year of the passage 
of the bill, to examine whether any 
system could ever be developed and at 
an acceptable cost to American tax-
payers, employers, employees, and the 
nation as a whole. 

The bill would also authorize signifi-
cant additional resources at the North-
ern and Southern borders to fight 
drugs and terrorism, and to facilitate 
the entry of legitimate trade and com-
merce. The legislation authorizes for 
fiscal year 2000 and 2001 a net increase 
of 535 INS inspectors for the Southwest 
land border and 375 inspectors for the 
Northern land border, in order to open 
all primary lanes on the Southwest and 
Northern borders during peak hours 
and enhance investigative resources. It 
would add 100 canine enforcement vehi-
cles to be used by INS for inspection 
and enforcement at U.S. land borders. 
And it would provide for a net increase 
of 40 intelligence analysts and addi-
tional resources to be distributed 
among border patrol sectors that have 
jurisdiction over major metropolitan 
drug or narcotics distribution and 
transportation centers to fight against 
drug smuggling and money-laundering. 

For the U.S. Customs Service, the 
bill would authorize significant addi-
tional resources in technology and 
manpower for peak hours and inves-
tigations, including new technology 
and a net increase of 535 inspectors and 
60 special agents for the Southwest 
border and 375 inspectors for the North-
ern border. In addition, the bill pro-
vides a net increase of 285 inspectors 
and canine enforcement officers to be 
distributed at large cargo facilities as 
needed to process and screen cargo and 
reduce commercial waiting times on 
U.S. land borders. It would also author-
ize a net increase of 360 special agents, 
40 intelligence analysts, and additional 
resources to be distributed among of-
fices that have jurisdiction over major 
metropolitan drug or narcotics dis-
tribution and transportation centers 
for intensification of efforts against 
drug smuggling and money-laundering 
organizations. The bill also provides 
for a net increase of 50 positions and 
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additional resources to the Office of In-
ternal Affairs to enhance investigative 
resources for anticorruption efforts. 

Mr. President, this bill passed the 
U.S. Senate by unanimous consent last 
year, which helped lead to a significant 
success—a two and a half year delay in 
the mandate for implementing this sys-
tem. The 30 month delay was based on 
a recognition that this program is un-
workable. Unfortunately, it provided 
only a small reprieve that will expire 
at the beginning of the next Congress. 
We must build on our success achieved 
last year. It is time to act, to protect 
American jobs, to maintain our law en-
forcement priorities and to uphold 
common sense. 

I want to thank again the many co-
sponsors of this legislation and ask 
unanimous consent that the text of the 
bill be printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 745 
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 ‘‘Border Im-
provement and Immigration Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT OF THE ILLEGAL IMMIGRA-

TION REFORM AND IMMIGRANT RE-
SPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1996. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 110(a) of the Ille-
gal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Re-
sponsibility Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1221 note) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) SYSTEM.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

not later than 2 years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Attorney General shall 
develop an automated entry and exit control 
system that will— 

‘‘(A) collect a record of departure for every 
alien departing the United States and match 
the record of departure with the record of 
the alien’s arrival in the United States; and 

‘‘(B) enable the Attorney General to iden-
tify, through on-line searching procedures, 
lawfully admitted nonimmigrants who re-
main in the United States beyond the period 
authorized by the Attorney General. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION.—The system under para-
graph (1) shall not collect a record of arrival 
or departure— 

‘‘(A) at a land border or seaport of the 
United States for any alien; or 

‘‘(B) for any alien for whom the documen-
tary requirements in section 212(a)(7)(B) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act have 
been waived by the Attorney General and the 
Secretary of State under section 212(d)(4)(B) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Illegal Im-
migration Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996 (division C of Public Law 
104–208; 110 Stat. 3009–546). 
SEC. 3. REPORT ON AUTOMATED ENTRY-EXIT 

CONTROL SYSTEM. 
(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 year 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall submit a report to 
the Committees on the Judiciary of the Sen-
ate and the House of Representatives on the 
feasibility of developing and implementing 
an automated entry-exit control system that 
would collect a record of departure for every 
alien departing the United States and match 
the record of departure with the record of 
the alien’s arrival in the United States, in-

cluding departures and arrivals at the land 
borders and seaports of the United States. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Such report 
shall— 

(1) assess the costs and feasibility of var-
ious means of operating such an automated 
entry-exit control system, including explor-
ing— 

(A) how, if the automated entry-exit con-
trol system were limited to certain aliens ar-
riving at airports, departure records of those 
aliens could be collected when they depart 
through a land border or seaport; and 

(B) the feasibility of the Attorney General, 
in consultation with the Secretary of State, 
negotiating reciprocal agreements with the 
governments of contiguous countries to col-
lect such information on behalf of the United 
States and share it in an acceptable auto-
mated format; 

(2) consider the various means of devel-
oping such a system, including the use of 
pilot projects if appropriate, and assess 
which means would be most appropriate in 
which geographical regions; 

(3) evaluate how such a system could be 
implemented without increasing border traf-
fic congestion and border crossing delays 
and, if any such system would increase bor-
der crossing delays, evaluate to what extent 
such congestion or delays would increase; 
and 

(4) estimate the length of time that would 
be required for any such system to be devel-
oped and implemented. 
SEC. 4. ANNUAL REPORTS ON ENTRY-EXIT CON-

TROL AND USE OF ENTRY-EXIT CON-
TROL DATA. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORTS ON IMPLEMENTATION 
OF ENTRY-EXIT CONTROL AT AIRPORTS.—Not 
later than 30 days after the end of each fiscal 
year until the fiscal year in which Attorney 
General certifies to Congress that the entry- 
exit control system required by section 
110(a) of the Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, as 
amended by section 2 of this Act, has been 
developed, the Attorney General shall sub-
mit to the Committees on the Judiciary of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
a report that— 

(1) provides an accurate assessment of the 
status of the development of the entry-exit 
control system; 

(2) includes a specific schedule for the de-
velopment of the entry-exit control system 
that the Attorney General anticipates will 
be met; and 

(3) includes a detailed estimate of the fund-
ing, if any, needed for the development of the 
entry-exit control system. 

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS ON VISA OVERSTAYS 
IDENTIFIED THROUGH THE ENTRY-EXIT CON-
TROL SYSTEM.—Not later than June 30 of 
each year, the Attorney General shall sub-
mit to the Committees on the Judiciary of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
a report that sets forth— 

(1) the number of arrival records of aliens 
and the number of departure records of 
aliens that were collected during the pre-
ceding fiscal year under the entry-exit con-
trol system under section 110(a) of the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996, as so amended, with a 
separate accounting of such numbers by 
country of nationality; 

(2) the number of departure records of 
aliens that were successfully matched to 
records of such aliens’ prior arrival in the 
United States, with a separate accounting of 
such numbers by country of nationality and 
by classification as immigrant or non-
immigrant; and 

(3) the number of aliens who arrived as 
nonimmigrants, or as visitors under the visa 
waiver program under section 217 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, for whom no 

matching departure record has been obtained 
through the system, or through other means, 
as of the end of such aliens’ authorized pe-
riod of stay, with an accounting by country 
of nationality and approximate date of ar-
rival in the United States. 

(c) INCORPORATION INTO OTHER DATA-
BASES.—Information regarding aliens who 
have remained in the United States beyond 
their authorized period of stay that is identi-
fied through the system referred to in sub-
section (a) shall be integrated into appro-
priate databases of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service and the Department 
of State, including those used at ports-of- 
entry and at consular offices. 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR BORDER CONTROL AND EN-
FORCEMENT ACTIVITIES OF THE IM-
MIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION 
SERVICE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—In order to enhance 
enforcement and inspection resources on the 
land borders of the United States, enhance 
investigative resources for anticorruption ef-
forts and efforts against drug smuggling and 
money-laundering organizations, reduce 
commercial and passenger traffic waiting 
times, and open all primary lanes during 
peak hours at major land border ports of 
entry on the Southwest and Northern land 
borders of the United States, in addition to 
any other amounts appropriated, there are 
authorized to be appropriated for salaries, 
expenses, and equipment for the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service for purposes 
of carrying out this section— 

(1) $119,604,000 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $123,064,000 for fiscal year 2001; and 
(3) such sums as may be necessary in each 

fiscal year thereafter. 
(b) USE OF CERTAIN FISCAL YEAR 2000 

FUNDS.—Of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated under subsection (a)(1) for fiscal 
year 2000 for the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service, $19,090,000 shall be avail-
able until expended for acquisition and other 
expenses associated with implementation 
and full deployment of narcotics enforce-
ment and other technology along the land 
borders of the United States, including— 

(1) $11,000,000 for 5 mobile truck x-rays with 
transmission and backscatter imaging to be 
distributed to border patrol checkpoints and 
in secondary inspection areas of land border 
ports-of-entry; 

(2) $200,000 for 10 ultrasonic container in-
spection units to be distributed to border pa-
trol checkpoints and in secondary inspection 
areas of land border ports-of-entry; 

(3) $240,000 for 10 Portable Treasury En-
forcement Communications System (TECS) 
terminals to be distributed to border patrol 
checkpoints; 

(4) $5,000,000 for 20 remote watch surveil-
lance camera systems to be distributed to 
border patrol checkpoints and at secondary 
inspection areas of land border ports-of- 
entry; 

(5) $180,000 for 36 AM radio ‘‘Welcome to 
the United States’’ stations located at per-
manent border patrol checkpoints and at 
secondary inspection areas of land border 
ports-of-entry; 

(6) $875,000 for 36 spotter camera systems 
located at permanent border patrol check-
points and at secondary inspection areas of 
land border ports-of-entry; and 

(7) $1,600,000 for 40 narcotics vapor and par-
ticle detectors to be distributed to border pa-
trol checkpoints and at secondary inspection 
areas of land border ports-of-entry. 

(c) USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS AFTER FISCAL 
YEAR 2001.—Of the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
subsection (a) for the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service for fiscal year 2000 and 
each fiscal year thereafter, $4,773,000 shall be 
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for the maintenance and support of the 
equipment and training of personnel to 
maintain and support the equipment de-
scribed in subsection (b), based on an esti-
mate of 25 percent of the cost of such equip-
ment. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS FOR NEW TECHNOLOGIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

may use the amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for equipment under this section for 
equipment other than the equipment speci-
fied in subsection (b) if such other equip-
ment— 

(A)(i) is technologically superior to the 
equipment specified in subsection (b); and 

(ii) will achieve at least the same results 
at a cost that is the same or less than the 
equipment specified in subsection (b); or 

(B) can be obtained at a lower cost than 
the equipment authorized in subsection (b). 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section, the At-
torney General may reallocate an amount 
not to exceed 10 percent of the amount speci-
fied in paragraphs (1) through (7) of sub-
section (b) for any other equipment specified 
in subsection (b). 

(e) PEAK HOURS AND INVESTIGATIVE RE-
SOURCE ENHANCEMENT.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subsection (a) for the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service for fiscal 
years 1999 and 2000, $100,514,000 in fiscal year 
2000 and $121,555,000 for fiscal year 2001 shall 
be for— 

(1) a net increase of 535 inspectors for the 
Southwest land border and 375 inspectors for 
the Northern land border, in order to open 
all primary lanes on the Southwest and 
Northern borders during peak hours and en-
hance investigative resources; 

(2) in order to enhance enforcement and re-
duce waiting times, a net increase of 100 in-
spectors and canine enforcement officers for 
border patrol checkpoints and ports-of-entry, 
as well as 100 canines and 5 canine trainers; 

(3) 100 canine enforcement vehicles to be 
used by the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service for inspection and enforcement at 
the land borders of the United States; 

(4) a net increase of 40 intelligence ana-
lysts and additional resources to be distrib-
uted among border patrol sectors that have 
jurisdiction over major metropolitan drug or 
narcotics distribution and transportation 
centers for intensification of efforts against 
drug smuggling and money-laundering orga-
nizations; 

(5) a net increase of 68 positions and addi-
tional resources to the Office of the Inspec-
tor General of the Department of Justice to 
enhance investigative resources for 
anticorruption efforts; and 

(6) the costs incurred as a result of the in-
crease in personnel hired pursuant to this 
section. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

FOR BORDER CONTROL AND EN-
FORCEMENT ACTIVITIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—In order to enhance 
border investigative resources on the land 
borders of the United States, enhance inves-
tigative resources for anticorruption efforts, 
intensify efforts against drug smuggling and 
money-laundering organizations, process 
cargo, reduce commercial and passenger 
traffic waiting times, and open all primary 
lanes during peak hours at certain ports on 
the Southwest and Northern borders, in addi-
tion to any other amount appropriated, 
there are authorized to be appropriated for 
salaries, expenses, and equipment for the 
United States Customs Service for purposes 
of carrying out this section— 

(1) $161,248,584 for fiscal year 2000; 
(2) $185,751,328 for fiscal year 2001; and 
(3) such sums as may be necessary in each 

fiscal year thereafter. 

(b) USE OF CERTAIN FISCAL YEAR 2000 
FUNDS.—Of the amounts authorized to be ap-
propriated under subsection (a)(1) for fiscal 
year 2000 for the United States Customs 
Service, $48,404,000 shall be available until 
expended for acquisition and other expenses 
associated with implementation and full de-
ployment of narcotics enforcement and 
cargo processing technology along the land 
borders of the United States, including— 

(1) $6,000,000 for 8 Vehicle and Container In-
spection Systems (VACIS); 

(2) $11,000,000 for 5 mobile truck x-rays with 
transmission and backscatter imaging; 

(3) $12,000,000 for the upgrade of 8 fixed-site 
truck x-rays from the present energy level of 
450,000 electron volts to 1,000,000 electron 
volts (1–MeV); 

(4) $7,200,000 for 8 1–MeV pallet x-rays; 
(5) $1,000,000 for 200 portable contraband de-

tectors (busters) to be distributed among 
ports where the current allocations are inad-
equate; 

(6) $600,000 for 50 contraband detection kits 
to be distributed among border ports based 
on traffic volume and need as identified by 
the Customs Service; 

(7) $500,000 for 25 ultrasonic container in-
spection units to be distributed among ports 
receiving liquid-filled cargo and ports with a 
hazardous material inspection facility, based 
on need as identified by the Customs Service; 

(8) $2,450,000 for 7 automated targeting sys-
tems; 

(9) $360,000 for 30 rapid tire deflator sys-
tems to be distributed to those ports where 
port runners are a threat; 

(10) $480,000 for 20 Portable Treasury En-
forcement Communications System (TECS) 
terminals to be moved among ports as need-
ed; 

(11) $1,000,000 for 20 remote watch surveil-
lance camera systems at ports where there 
are suspicious activities at loading docks, 
vehicle queues, secondary inspection lanes, 
or areas where visual surveillance or obser-
vation is obscured, based on need as identi-
fied by the Customs Service; 

(12) $1,254,000 for 57 weigh-in-motion sen-
sors to be distributed among the ports on the 
Southwest border with the greatest volume 
of outbound traffic; 

(13) $180,000 for 36 AM radio ‘‘Welcome to 
the United States’’ stations, with one station 
to be located at each border crossing point 
on the Southwest border; 

(14) $1,040,000 for 260 inbound vehicle 
counters to be installed at every inbound ve-
hicle lane on the Southwest border; 

(15) $950,000 for 38 spotter camera systems 
to counter the surveillance of Customs in-
spection activities by persons outside the 
boundaries of ports where such surveillance 
activities are occurring; 

(16) $390,000 for 60 inbound commercial 
truck transponders to be distributed to all 
ports of entry on the Southwest border; 

(17) $1,600,000 for 40 narcotics vapor and 
particle detectors to be distributed to each 
border crossing on the Southwest border; and 

(18) $400,000 for license plate reader auto-
matic targeting software to be installed at 
each port on the Southwest border to target 
inbound vehicles. 

(c) USE OF CERTAIN FUNDS AFTER FISCAL 
YEAR 2000.—Of the amounts authorized to be 
appropriated under paragraphs (2) and (3) of 
subsection (a) for the United States Customs 
Service for fiscal year 2001 and each fiscal 
year thereafter, $4,840,400 shall be for the 
maintenance and support of the equipment 
and training of personnel to maintain and 
support the equipment described in sub-
section (b), based on an estimate of 10 per-
cent of the cost of such equipment. 

(d) USE OF FUNDS FOR NEW TECHNOLOGIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Commissioner of Cus-

toms may use the amounts authorized to be 

appropriated for equipment under this sec-
tion for equipment other than the equipment 
specified in subsection (b) if such other 
equipment— 

(A)(i) is technologically superior to the 
equipment specified in subsection (b); and 

(ii) will achieve at least the same results 
at a cost that is the same or less than the 
equipment specified in subsection (b); or 

(B) can be obtained at a lower cost than 
the equipment authorized in paragraphs (1) 
through (18) of subsection (b). 

(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section, the Com-
missioner of Customs may reallocate an 
amount not to exceed 10 percent of the 
amount specified in paragraphs (1) through 
(18) of subsection (b) for any other equipment 
specified in such paragraphs. 

(e) PEAK HOURS AND INVESTIGATIVE RE-
SOURCE ENHANCEMENT.—Of the amounts au-
thorized to be appropriated under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) of subsection (a) for the United 
States Customs Service for fiscal years 1999 
and 2000, $112,844,584 in fiscal year 2000 and 
$180,910,928 for fiscal year 2001 shall be for— 

(1) a net increase of 535 inspectors and 60 
special agents for the Southwest border and 
375 inspectors for the Northern border, in 
order to open all primary lanes on the 
Southwest and Northern borders during peak 
hours and enhance investigative resources; 

(2) a net increase of 285 inspectors and ca-
nine enforcement officers to be distributed 
at large cargo facilities as needed to process 
and screen cargo (including rail cargo) and 
reduce commercial waiting times on the land 
borders of the United States; 

(3) a net increase of 360 special agents, 40 
intelligence analysts, and additional re-
sources to be distributed among offices that 
have jurisdiction over major metropolitan 
drug or narcotics distribution and transpor-
tation centers for intensification of efforts 
against drug smuggling and money-laun-
dering organizations; 

(4) a net increase of 50 positions and addi-
tional resources to the Office of Internal Af-
fairs to enhance investigative resources for 
anticorruption efforts; and 

(5) the costs incurred as a result of the in-
crease in personnel hired pursuant to this 
section. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original co-sponsor of 
the Border Improvement and Immigra-
tion Act of 1999. I co-sponsored iden-
tical legislation that passed the Senate 
during the 105th Congress but did not 
become law. It is my hope that the 
Senate will once again move quickly 
on this legislation so that we may 
properly address the concerns of the 
many Americans who would be ad-
versely affected by the ill-timed imple-
mentation of the automated entry-exit 
border control system mandated by im-
migration legislation passed by the 
104th Congress. 

Section 110 of the Illegal Immigra-
tion Reform and Immigrant Responsi-
bility Act of 1996, codified as Public 
Law 104–208, required that the Attorney 
General develop within two years an 
automated entry-exit control system 
to allow for a better estimate of the 
number of visa overstayers in the 
United States. This system would be 
designed to collect records of arrival 
and departure for all aliens in the 
United States, thereby theoretically 
enabling the Attorney General to iden-
tify lawfully admitted non-immigrants 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00095 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3480 March 25, 1999 
who remain in this country beyond an 
authorized period. 

I have long been sympathetic to the 
concern of border communities and 
businesses that implementation of Sec-
tion 110 by the statutory deadline of 
September 30, 1998, would severely dis-
rupt trade and travel across America’s 
borders. The governors of Arizona, 
Texas, and New Mexico, the Border 
Trade Alliance, and numerous busi-
nesses operating in the border region 
have contacted me to express their res-
ervations about the consequences of 
implementing such a system. Even 
Section 110’s most adamant advocates 
concede that the Administration has 
neither budgeted for nor begun to put 
in place the physical and technological 
infrastructure required to activate a 
system capable of monitoring the ar-
rival and departure of every alien en-
tering and departing the United States. 

It has been estimated that the 
amount of information to be recorded 
in the database of such an automated 
entry-exit system would be larger than 
that held by the Library of Congress, 
the largest physical repository of infor-
mation in the world. Clearly, it would 
be disastrous to implement Section 110 
before we are capable of making it 
work. 

Given these reservations, I wrote At-
torney General Janet Reno on January 
14, 1998, to highlight the potentially 
harmful impact of the statutory dead-
line for implementation of Section 110 
on Arizona’s border communities. I 
also sponsored S. 1360, the Border Im-
provement and Immigration Act of 
1998, to require a feasibility study of 
Section 110 before it is implemented. 
Ultimately, the 105th Congress ad-
dressed this issue in the Fiscal Year 
1999 Omnibus Appropriations bill. 

After learning that conferees to the 
bill were considering delaying imple-
mentation of the automated entry-exit 
system on the southwest border for 
only one year, while indefinitely delay-
ing or even removing its applicability 
to the northern border, I initiated a 
letter with Senator KYL to the House 
and Senate conferees urging them to 
delay implementation of the program 
by 30 months for both borders. Ulti-
mately, the conferees agreed to this 30- 
month delay. I was gratified that the 
final version of the FY 1999 Omnibus 
bill reflected our request not to dis-
criminate against the southwest border 
by imposing a deadline for installation 
of an entry-exit system that could not 
realistically be met. 

Like other provisions of the FY 1999 
Omnibus Appropriations bill, however, 
this compromise on Section 110 was a 
quick fix, not a lasting solution. The 
language in the bill setting a new dead-
line for implementation of an auto-
mated entry-exit system was designed 
to prevent the Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service from being in tech-
nical violation of the law by failing to 
carry out the mandate of Section 110 
by the 1998 deadline. The extension of 
that deadline by 30 months provides 

Congress with the opportunity to more 
thoughtfully assess the long-term fea-
sibility of an automated entry-exit sys-
tem for all ports of entry into the 
United States. 

The Border Improvement and Immi-
gration Act of 1999 would indefinitely 
extend the deadline for implementa-
tion of Section 110 and require a de-
tailed feasibility study to determine 
how and whether the requirement can 
ultimately be met. The legislation 
would also authorize substantial new 
resources for INS and Customs Service 
border enforcement activities. Specifi-
cally, it would authorize the expendi-
ture of $588 million over the next two 
years to enhance border enforcement 
against illegal immigration and drug 
trafficking, as well as investigate cor-
ruption and money-laundering along 
the border; add 1,200 new INS inspec-
tors, canine enforcement officers, in-
telligence analysts, and investigators 
to bolster enforcement against illegal 
aliens and narcotics trafficking; and 
add 1,700 new Customs inspectors, spe-
cial agents, intelligence analysts, and 
canine enforcement officers to man 
ports of entry and investigate criminal 
activity along the border. 

The legislation would also provide 
the high-technology tools, including x- 
ray, ultrasonic, motion-detecting, re-
mote-watch, and particle-detector sen-
sors, that will enable INS and Customs 
officials to more effectively interdict 
narcotics and illegal immigrants. Fi-
nally, it would enhance investigative 
resources for border enforcement and 
anti-corruption efforts, intensify ef-
forts against drug smuggling and 
money-laundering organizations, allow 
for more rapid cargo processing, and 
reduce commercial and passenger traf-
fic waiting times at ports of entry. 

As a founding member and Co-Chair-
man of the Senate Border Caucus, 
whose priorities include improving bor-
der enforcement and facilitating U.S. 
trade with Mexico, I believe this bill 
advances our national interest in bet-
ter controlling our nation’s borders 
without unduly hindering flows of 
cross-border trade and travel. The Bor-
der Improvement and Immigration Act 
of 1999 deserves this Congress’ support. 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I join 
Senator ABRAHAM, Chairman of the Ju-
diciary Immigration Subcommittee, 
Mr. President. Minnesota and Michigan 
are two states which share a common 
border with Canada, and so I am proud 
to join my colleague, Senator ABRAHAM 
as co-sponsor of his bill to ensure Can-
ada will continue to receive current 
treatment of its traveling citizens by 
requiring a feasibility study of Section 
110 of the IIRIRA bill. There has been 
great concern, especially in Minnesota 
as to how the immigration law we 
passed in 1996 will affect the northern 
U.S. border. Right now the fear is the 
law is being misinterpreted by the Im-
migration and Naturalization Service. 

Minnesota has about 817 miles of 
shared border with Canada and we 
share many interests with our northern 

neighbor—tourism, trade and family 
visits among the most prevalent. In the 
last few years, passage back and forth 
over the Minnesota/Canadian border 
has been more open and free flowing, 
especially since the North American 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) went 
into effect. There were 116 million trav-
elers entering the U.S. from Canada in 
1996 over the land border. As our rela-
tionship with Canada is increasingly 
interwoven, we have sought a less re-
strictive access to each country. 

The Immigration Bill of 1996 was in-
tended to focus on illegal aliens enter-
ing this country from Mexico and liv-
ing in the United States illegally. The 
new law states that ‘‘every alien’’ en-
tering and leaving the United States 
would have to register at all the bor-
ders—land, sea and air. The Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service was 
tasked with the effort to set up auto-
mated pilot sites along the border to 
discover the most effective way to im-
plement this law, which was to become 
effective on September 30, 1998. 

The INS was quietly going about es-
tablishing a pilot site on the New York 
State border when the reality sunk in. 
A flood of calls from constituents came 
into the offices of all of us serving Ca-
nadian border states. Canadian citizens 
and the Canadian government, also, 
registered opposition to this new re-
striction. It became quite clear that no 
one had considered how the new law af-
fected Canada. Current law already 
waives the document requirement for 
most Canadian nationals, but still re-
quires certain citizens to register at 
border crossings. That system has 
worked. There have been very few prob-
lems at the northern border with drug 
trafficking and illegal aliens. 

In an effort to resolve this situation, 
I joined other Senators in a letter to 
INS Commissioner Meissner asking for 
her interpretation of this law. Other 
bills were introduced addressing this 
issue in the last Congress and action 
was taken extending the implementa-
tion of this Section until March 30, 
2001. 

However, today, we must make it 
very clear that Congress did not intend 
to impose additional documentary re-
quirements on Canadian nationals; 
Senator ABRAHAM’s bill will restore our 
intent. 

This legislation will not precipi-
tously open the flood gates for illegal 
aliens to pass through—it will still re-
quire those who currently need docu-
mentation to continue to produce it 
and remain registered in a new INS 
system. This will allow the INS to keep 
track of that category of non-immi-
grant entering our country to ensure 
they leave when their visas expire. 
Senator ABRAHAM’s bill will not un-
fairly treat our friends on the Canadian 
side that have been deemed not to need 
documentation—they will still be able 
to pass freely back and forth across the 
border. 

But this bill will enable us to avoid 
the huge traffic jams and confusion 
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which would no doubt occur if every 
alien was to be registered in and out of 
the U.S. Such registration would dis-
courage trade and visits to our coun-
try. It would delay shipments of impor-
tant industrial equipment, auto parts, 
services and other shared ventures that 
have long thrived along the northern 
border. It will discourage the economic 
revival that northern Minnesotans are 
experiencing, helped by Canadian shop-
pers and tourists. 

Mr. President, I do not believe Con-
gress intended to create this new man-
date. We sought to keep illegal aliens 
and illegal drugs out, not our trading 
partners and visiting consumers. 
Through the Abraham bill, we will still 
do that while keeping the door opened 
to our neighbors from the north. The 
bill is good foreign policy, good public 
policy and good economic policy. We 
all will benefit while retaining our 
ability to keep track of non-immi-
grants who enter our borders. 

Mr. President, I thank Senator ABRA-
HAM for his leadership on this impor-
tant matter. Many Minnesotans, 
through letters, calls and personal ap-
peals, have showed their opposition to 
a potential crisis. This is, also, an un-
acceptable burden on our Canadian 
neighbors and those who depend upon 
their free access that effects the eco-
nomics of all border states. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
THOMPSON, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. STEVENS, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
BREAUX, Mr. FRIST, Mr. ENZI, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASSLEY, and 
Mrs. LINCOLN): 

S. 746. A bill to provide for analysis 
of major rules, to promote the public’s 
right to know the costs and benefits of 
major rules, and to increase the ac-
countability of quality of Government; 
to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

THE REGULATORY IMPROVEMENT ACT 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing, along with Senator 
THOMPSON, the Regulatory Improve-
ment Act of 1999. This is the same leg-
islation we developed in the last Con-
gress, and it includes the changes we 
agreed to last year with the Adminis-
tration. This is the legislation the 
President has agreed to sign if we 
present it to him in this form. And I 
am hopeful we can get it to him this 
year and get these important processes 
enacted into law. Senator THOMPSON 
and I are pleased to be joined in this ef-
fort by Senators VOINOVICH, ROBB, 
ABRAHAM, ROCKEFELLER, ROTH, 
DASCHLE, STEVENS, MOYNIHAN, COCH-
RAN, BREAUX, FRIST, ENZI, GRAMS, 
GRASSLEY, and LINCOLN. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act 
would put into law basic requirements 
for cost-benefit analysis and risk as-
sessment of major rules and executive 
oversight of the rulemaking process. 

Mr. President, I’ve fought for regu-
latory reform since 1979, the year I 

came to the Senate. As for an overall 
regulatory reform bill, I’ve supported 
such legislation since 1980, when the 
Senate first passed S. 1080, the Laxalt 
Leahy bill only to have it die later that 
year in the House. Those of us who be-
lieve in the benefits of regulation to 
protect health and safety have a par-
ticular responsibility to make sure 
that regulations are sensible and cost- 
effective. When they aren’t, the regu-
latory process—which is so vital to our 
health and well being—comes under 
constant attack and the regulations 
which we count on to protect us fail to 
achieve the maximum effectiveness. 
We miss the opportunity to do more 
with the resources we have. By requir-
ing a regulatory process that is open 
and requires agencies to use good 
science and common sense, we immu-
nize that process from attack and im-
prove the quality of our regulations. 

Based on the principles of better 
cost-benefit analysis and risk assess-
ment, more flexibility for the regu-
lated industries to reach legislative 
goals in a variety of ways, more coop-
erative efforts between government 
and industry and less ‘‘us versus them’’ 
attitudes, Senator THOMPSON and I, in 
cooperation with the Administration, 
have developed this bill. 

Let me highlight some important 
features of this legislation. 

The bill would put into statute re-
quirements for cost-benefit analysis 
and risk assessment of major rules and 
executive oversight of the rulemaking 
process. It requires agencies to do a 
cost-benefit analysis when issuing 
rules that cost $100 million, or are oth-
erwise designated by the Administrator 
of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs (OIRA) as having other 
significant impacts. The agency must 
determine whether the benefits of the 
rule justify its costs; whether the rule 
is more cost-effective, or provides 
greater net benefits, than other regu-
latory options considered by the agen-
cy; and whether the rule adopts a flexi-
ble regulatory option. If the agency de-
termines that the rule does not do so, 
the agency is required to explain the 
reasons why it selected the rule, in-
cluding any statutory provision that 
required the agency to select the rule. 

We say right from the beginning, in 
the section on findings, that cost-ben-
efit analysis and risk assessment are 
useful tools to help agencies issue rea-
sonable regulations. However, as we ex-
plicitly state, they do not replace the 
need for good judgment and the agen-
cies’ consideration of social values in 
deciding when and how to regulate. 

The bill requires an agency issuing a 
major rule to evaluate the benefits and 
costs of a ‘‘reasonable number of rea-
sonable alternatives reflecting the 
range of regulatory options that would 
achieve the objective of the statute as 
addressed by the rulemaking.’’ The bill 
doesn’t require an agency to look at all 
the possible alternatives, just a reason-
able number; but it does require the 
agency to pick a selection of options 

that are available to it within the 
range of the rulemaking objective. 

We define benefits very broadly. 
Nothing in this bill suggests that the 
only benefits assessed by an agency 
should be quantifiable. On the con-
trary, this bill explicitly recognizes 
that many important benefits may be 
nonquantifiable, and that agencies 
have the right and authority to fully 
consider such benefits when doing the 
cost-benefit analysis and when deter-
mining whether the benefits justify the 
costs. 

If the rule involves a risk to health, 
safety or the environment, the bill re-
quires the agency to do a quality risk 
assessment to analyze the benefits of 
the rule. All required risk assessments 
and cost-benefit analyses for rules 
costing $500 million would undergo 
independent peer review. During the 
cost-benefit analysis and risk assess-
ment, the rulemaking agency is re-
quired to consider substitution risks— 
that is, risks that could be expected to 
result from the implementation of the 
regulatory option selected by the agen-
cy—and to compare the risk being reg-
ulated with other risks with which the 
public may be familiar. 

The risk assessment requirement es-
tablishes basic elements for performing 
risk assessments, many of which will 
provide transparency for an agency’s 
development of a rule, and it requires 
guidelines for such assessments to be 
issued by OIRA in consultation with 
the Office of Science and Technology 
Policy. 

Peer review is required by this bill 
for both cost-benefit analyses and risk 
assessments, but only once per rule. 
Peer review is not required at both the 
proposed and final rule stages. 

The cost-benefit analysis, cost-ben-
efit determinations, and risk assess-
ment are required to be included in the 
rulemaking record and to be considered 
by the court, to the extent relevant, 
only in determining whether the final 
rule is arbitrary and capricious. In ad-
dition, if the agency fails to perform 
the cost-benefit analysis, risk assess-
ment or peer review, the court may re-
mand or invalidate the rule, giving due 
regard to prejudicial error, and in any 
event shall order the agency to perform 
the missing assessment or analysis. 

The bill codifies the review procedure 
now conducted by the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs (OIRA) 
and requires public disclosure of 
OIRA’s review process. 

Finally, the bill requires the Director 
of OMB to contract for a study on the 
comparison of risks to human health, 
safety and the environment and a 
study to develop a common basis for 
risk communication with respect to 
carcinogens and noncarcinogens and 
the incorporation of risk assessments 
into cost-benefit analyses. 

Mr. President, the cost-benefit anal-
yses and risk assessments required by 
the bill are intended to be transparent 
to the public. Agencies should not hide 
the important information that forms 
the basis of their regulatory actions. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00097 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3482 March 25, 1999 
Another important provision of this 

bill is the one that requires the agency 
to make a reasonable determination 
whether the benefits of the rule justify 
the costs and whether the regulatory 
option selected by the agency is sub-
stantially likely to achieve the objec-
tive of the rulemaking in a more cost 
effective manner or with greater net 
benefits than the other regulatory op-
tions considered by the agency. This is 
not in any way a decisional criteria 
that the agency must meet. If, as the 
agency is free to do, it chooses a regu-
latory option where the benefits do not 
justify the costs or that is not more 
cost effective or does not provide 
greater net benefits than the other op-
tions, the agency is required to explain 
why it did what it did and list the fac-
tors that caused it to do so. Those fac-
tors could be a statute, a policy judg-
ment, uncertainties in the data and the 
like. There is no added judicial scru-
tiny of a rule provided for or intended 
by this section. The final rule must 
still stand or fall based on whether the 
court finds that the rule is arbitrary or 
capricious in light of the whole rule-
making record. That is the current 
standard of judicial review. 

The bill says that if an agency ‘‘can-
not’’ make the determinations required 
by the bill, it has to say why it can’t. 
Use of the word ‘‘cannot’’ does not 
mean that an agency rule can be over-
turned by a court for its failure to pick 
an option that would permit the agen-
cy to make the determinations re-
quired by the bill. The agency is free to 
use its discretion to regulate under the 
substantive statute, and there is no im-
plication that such rule must meet the 
standards described in the determina-
tions subsection. This legislation re-
quires only that the agency be up front 
with the public as to just how cost-ben-
eficial and cost-effective its regulatory 
proposal is. 

Judicial review has been of great con-
cern to those of us who want real regu-
latory reform without bottling up im-
portant regulations in the courts. 
There is no judicial review permitted 
of the cost-benefit analysis or risk as-
sessment required by this bill outside 
of judicial review of the final rule. The 
analysis and assessment are included 
in the rulemaking record, but there is 
no judicial review of the content of 
those items or the procedural steps fol-
lowed or not followed by the agency in 
the development the analysis or assess-
ment. Only the total failure to actually 
do the cost-benefit analysis or risk as-
sessment would allow the court to re-
mand the rule to the agency. 

Finally, as I noted, the bill reflects 
agreement with the Administration. 
Among the key aspects of that agree-
ment are added clarification on the 
avoidance of a so-called ‘‘superman-
date;’’ clarification of the provisions 
for peer review; and deletion of provi-
sions that would have required periodic 
reviews of existing rules. 

So those are some highlights. A hear-
ing on the bill in the Governmental Af-
fairs Committee is planned for April. 

We are pleased that we have the sup-
port of the state and local government 
organizations, namely the National 
Governor’s Association, the National 
League of Cities, the Council of State 
Governments, the National Conference 
of State Legislatures, the U.S. Con-
ference of Mayors, and the National 
Association of Counties, as well as doz-
ens of business organizations, the 
school boards, state environmental di-
rectors, and leading experts and schol-
ars across the country. 

I feel strongly that this bill will im-
prove the regulatory process, will build 
confidence in the regulatory programs 
that are so important to this society’s 
well-being, and will result in better, 
more protective regulations because we 
will be directing our resources in more 
cost-effective ways. 

I thank Senator THOMPSON and his 
staff, Paul Noe, for their persistent and 
hard work in keeping this effort going. 
I ask unanimous consent that the July 
15, 1998, letter to me from Jacob Lew, 
Director of OMB, be included in the 
RECORD. 

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

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT 
AND BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, July 15, 1998. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Committee on Governmental Affairs, U.S. Sen-

ate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR LEVIN: Thank you for your 

letter of July 1, 1998, in which you respond to 
the views on S. 981 that we expressed in 
former OMB Director Frank Raines’ letter of 
March 6, 1998. 

President Clinton has been a strong sup-
porter of responsible regulatory reform. In 
addition to signing into a law a number of 
important pieces of reform legislation, he 
and Vice President Gore are taking a wide 
range of administrative steps to improve the 
regulatory process. For example, under the 
guidance of Executive Order 12866, agencies 
are developing flexible performance stand-
ards and using market incentives whenever 
possible; are applying benefit-cost analysis 
to achieve objectives in the most cost-effec-
tive manner; and are reaching out to the af-
fected parties, particularly our State and 
local partners, to understand better the in-
tended and unintended consequences of a 
proposed regulatory action. Under the lead-
ership of the Vice President’s National Part-
nership for Reinventing Government, agen-
cies are improving delivery of services, re-
ducing red tape, and reforming practices to 
focus on customer service. The Administra-
tion’s goal in these actions is to streamline 
and reduce the burden of government on its 
citizens, improve services, and restore the 
basic trust of public in its government. 

The debate on comprehensive regulatory 
reform legislation is one that has sparked 
great passion and has provoked, as you aptly 
note in your letter, ‘‘distrust and friction 
among the interested parties.’’ We heartily 
agree with you that, to say the least, ‘‘[t]he 
path to this point has not been easy.’’ In 
part, this has been the result of earlier 
versions of this legislation proposed by oth-
ers that sought not to improve the nation’s 
regulatory system, but to burden and under-
mine it. In a variety of ways these bills 
would have created obstacles and hurdles to 
the government’s ability to function effec-
tively and to protect the health, safety, and 

environment of its citizens. In particular, 
these bills would have created a superman-
date, undoing the many protections for our 
citizens that are carefully crafted into spe-
cific statutes. In addition, strict judicial re-
view and complex analytic, risk assessment, 
peer review, and lookback provisions would 
have hampered rather than helped the gov-
ernment’s ability to make reasonable deci-
sions and would have opened the door to new 
rounds of endless litigation. 

We appreciate your thoughtful efforts over 
the past year to respond to issues that we 
and others have raised. In your latest letter 
you continue to take seriously our concerns. 
Indeed, the changes you indicate that you 
are willing to make would resolve our con-
cerns, and if the bill emerges from the Sen-
ate and House as you now propose, with no 
changes, the President would find it accept-
able and sign it. 

I should note, however, that our experience 
with past efforts to resolve these differences 
suggests that good ideas and the resolution 
of differences can be destroyed during the 
long process at getting a bill to the Presi-
dent’s desk, and the nuances and balance 
that we have all sought in this legislation 
could be easily disrupted. Many of the terms 
used carry great meaning, and further modi-
fication is likely to renew the concerns that 
have animated our past opposition to bills of 
this type. Accordingly, we look forward to 
working with you to ensure that any bill the 
Congress passes on this subject is fully con-
sistent with the one on which we have 
reached agreement. 

Sincerely, 
JACOB J. LEW, 

Acting Director. 

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr President, I am 
pleased to join Senator LEVIN and a bi-
partisan group of our colleagues in in-
troducing legislation to promote 
smarter regulation by the federal gov-
ernment. The Regulatory Improvement 
Act is an effort by many of us who 
want to improve the quality of govern-
ment to find a common solution. I am 
pleased that we are introducing this 
bill with Senators VOINOVICH, ROBB 
ABRAHAM, ROCKEFELLER, ROTH, 
DASCHLE, STEVENS, MOYNIHAN, COCH-
RAN, BREAUX, FRIST, LINCOLN, ENZI, 
GRAMS, and GRASSLEY. The supporters 
of this bill represent a real diversity of 
political viewpoints, but we share the 
same goals. We want an effective gov-
ernment that protects public health, 
well-being and the environment. We 
want our government to achieve those 
goals in the most sensible and efficient 
way possible. We want to do the best 
we can with what we’ve got, and to do 
more good at less cost if possible. The 
Regulatory Improvement Act will help 
us do that. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act is 
based on a simple premise: people have 
a right to know how and why govern-
ment agencies make their most impor-
tant and expensive regulatory deci-
sions. This legislation also will im-
prove the quality of government deci-
sion making—which will lead to a more 
effective Federal government. And it 
will make government more account-
able to the people it serves. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act 
will require the Federal government to 
make better use of modern decision-
making tools (such as risk assessment 
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and benefit-cost analysis), which are 
currently under-used. Right now, these 
tools are simply options—options that 
aren’t used as much or as well as they 
should be. Under this legislation, agen-
cies will carefully consider and disclose 
the benefits and costs of different regu-
latory alternatives and seek out the 
smartest, most flexible solutions. This 
legislation also will help the Federal 
government set smarter priorities—to 
better focus money and other resources 
on the most serious problems. 

This legislation not only gives people 
the right to know; it gives them the 
right to see—to see how the govern-
ment works, or how it doesn’t. And by 
providing people with information the 
government uses to make decisions, it 
gives people a real opportunity to in-
fluence those decisions. The bill em-
powers people and their State and local 
officials to provide input into the Fed-
eral rulemaking system. It will make 
the Federal government more mindful 
of how unfunded mandates can burden 
communities and interfere with local 
priorities. That is why our governors, 
mayors, state legislators, and county 
officials support the Regulatory Im-
provement Act. 

We have worked hard to build a solid 
foundation for smarter regulatory deci-
sionmaking. Last March, the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee favorably 
reported the Regulatory Improvement 
Act, then S. 981, by a 10–5 vote. At the 
time of the markup, the Administra-
tion sent a letter to me and Senator 
LEVIN expressing a number of concerns 
with the bill. We worked to resolve 
those concerns, which largely involved 
adding clarifying language to the bill. 
In addition, some sections of the bill 
were modified, and a couple were 
dropped. On July 15, Jack Lew, the Di-
rector of OMB, sent us a letter on be-
half of the Administration. The letter 
states that the President supports the 
legislation. I am pleased that the 
White House recognizes the importance 
of the legislation to deliver the effec-
tive and efficient regulatory system 
that the American people expect and 
deserve. 

This legislation will add trans-
parency to the current rulemaking 
process, raise the quality of regulatory 
analyses so smarter decisions can be 
made, and help expedite important 
safeguards—to reduce risks and save 
lives. It will help us get more of the 
good things sensible regulation can de-
liver. That’s why the Regulatory Im-
provement Act has broad bipartisan 
support and is endorsed by state and 
local officials, government reformers 
and scholars, small business owners, 
farmers, corporate leaders, and school 
board members. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues to pass 
this much-needed legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that letters of support from the 
National Governors’ Association, the 
National League of Cities, the Council 
of State Governments, the National 
Conference of State Legislatures, the 

U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the Na-
tional Association of Counties be print-
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION, 
March 24, 1999. 

Hon. FRED D. THOMPSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS THOMPSON AND LEVIN: The 
nation’s Governors support the ‘‘Regulatory 
Improvement Act of 1999.’’ The proposed leg-
islation would greatly assist the state and 
local governments in assessing the costs and 
benefits of major regulations. This bill would 
lead to improved quality of federal regu-
latory programs and rules, increase federal 
government accountability, and encourage 
open communication among federal agen-
cies, state and local governments, the public, 
and Congress regarding federal regulatory 
priorities. 

We applaud your efforts to encourage 
greater accountability with regard to the 
burden of costly federal regulations on state 
and local governments. The changes pro-
posed would, we believe, benefit all of our 
taxpayers and constituents. We look forward 
to working with you in securing enactment 
of this legislation. 

Sincerely, 
GOVERNOR THOMAS R. 

CARPER. 
GOVERNOR MICHAEL O. 

LEAVITT 

NATIONAL LEAGUE OF CITIES, 
March 24, 1999. 

Hon. FRED THOMPSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR THOMPSON: The National 
League of Cities (NLC) applauds your efforts 
in introducing the Regulatory Improvement 
Act. NLC represents 135,000 mayors and 
council members from municipalities across 
the country. Over 75 percent of our members 
are from small cities and towns with popu-
lations of less than 50,000. Costly regulations 
without and science or significant benefits to 
health and safety are detrimental and bur-
densome to cities and towns. 

Local governments could reap substantial 
benefits from the improvements in the regu-
latory process that are included in this legis-
lation. These improvements would help mu-
nicipal officials avert preemptive and costly 
regulations that are placed on local govern-
ments and gain a more powerful voice in the 
regulatory rulemaking process. The National 
League of Cities strongly supports enforce-
able cost-benefit analysis and relative risk 
assessment for actions by federal agencies 
that significantly impact state and local 
governments. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act would 
also clarify the intent of the 1995 Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act (UMRA) by requiring 
agencies to develop an effective process for 
local input into the development of regu-
latory proposals and prevent regulatory pro-
posals that contain significant unfunded fed-
eral mandates. This type of partnership 
could save cities millions of dollars in bur-
densome regulation and assist the federal 
government in gaining community buy-in 
when regulation is necessary. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act will pro-
vide a means for testing costs of future regu-
lation on local governments with oversight 
by the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs. While the 1995 Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act makes great strides towards 
helping local governments prevent costly 
regulations, now is the time to clarify the 

law to provide for cost-benefit analysis and 
risk assessment. If your staff has any ques-
tions, please have them contact Kristin 
Cormier, NLC Legislative Counsel. 

Sincerely, 
CLARENCE E. ANTHONY, 

President, Mayor, South Bay, FL. 

THE COUNCIL OF STATE 
GOVERNMENTS, 

WASHINGTON OFFICE, 
March 25, 1999. 

Hon. FRED THOMPSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATORS: The Council of State Gov-
ernments (CSG) supports your introduction 
of the Regulatory Improvement Act. This 
bill would codify requirements that would 
compel the federal government to consider 
the impact and costs of new and current reg-
ulations on state and territorial govern-
ments, as well as gain the input of local, 
state, and tribal governments in the regu-
latory process. CSG represents a national 
constituency composed of state and terri-
torial elected officials from all three 
branches of government. Costly regulations 
without sound science or significant benefits 
to health and safety are detrimental and 
burdensome to the jurisdictions adminis-
tered by our members. 

State governments could reap substantial 
benefits through improvements in the regu-
latory process included in this legislation. 
These improvements would help state offi-
cials avert preemptive and costly regula-
tions that are placed on state governments 
and gain a more powerful voice in the federal 
regulatory rulemaking process. The Council 
of State Governments strongly supports en-
forceable cost-benefit analysis and relative 
risk assessments for every action by any and 
every federal agency that significantly im-
pacts state and local governments. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act could 
clarify the intent of the 1995 Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act (UMRA). By expanding on 
UMRA language to require federal agencies 
to develop an effective process to permit 
meaningful and timely input from elected 
state, local and tribal government into the 
development of federal regulatory proposals 
containing significant intergovernmental 
mandates, state governments will be enabled 
to make the case that certain costs cur-
rently being arbitrarily imposed upon them 
are truly unnecessary and overly burden-
some. This type of partnership between the 
federal and state governments will benefit 
both parties by saving the states millions of 
dollars, while simultaneously ensuring com-
munity ‘‘buy-in’’ when federal regulations 
are necessary. 

The Regulatory Improvement Act will pro-
vide a means for testing costs of future regu-
lation on state governments with oversight 
by the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs. While the 1995 Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act makes great strides towards 
helping local governments prevent costly 
regulations, now is the time to clarify the 
law to account for cost benefit analysis and 
risk assessment. 

Sincerely, 
GOVERNOR TOMMY G. 

THOMPSON, 
State of Wisconsin, 

President, CSG. 
SENATOR KENNETH D. 

MCCLINTOCK, 
Chairman, CSG. 
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NATIONAL CONFERENCE 

OF STATE LEGISLATURES, 
March 25, 1999. 

Hon. FRED THOMPSON, 
Chairman. 
Hon. CARL LEVIN, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMPSON AND SENATOR 
LEVIN: I am writing to offer the strong sup-
port of the National Conference of State Leg-
islatures for legislation you will soon intro-
duce that will require cost-benefit analyses 
and risk assessments for federal regulations 
that impact state and local governments. 
This legislation builds on executive order 
12866 by codifying many of its provisions. 
The analyses and assessments included in 
your legislation are essential for ensuring 
that government resources are utilized to 
produce maximum benefits for consumers 
and those who are regulated. 

We are pleased that your legislation will 
institute an early consultation process with 
state and local government officials and 
their representatives on proposed regula-
tions that may have significant intergovern-
mental mandates. We are also reassured that 
you will include independent agencies in the 
regulatory consultation and cost-benefits 
analysis/risk assessment processes. This will 
widen the potential benefit of your legisla-
tion and give state and local governments a 
consultation opportunity that we have not 
had under other laws and regulatory proc-
esses. 

Enactment of both the Regulatory Im-
provement Act as well as Regulatory Right 
to Know Act will bolster federalism. Both 
are a part of a larger federalism agenda that 
the National Conference of State Legisla-
tures and our state and local government as-
sessment partners are supporting this year. 

I appreciate the leadership you are pro-
viding by introducing the Regulatory Im-
provement Act and look forward to working 
with you to ensure its enactment during the 
106th Congress. NCSL will certainly work to 
build cosponsorship and support for this leg-
islation so that it can be enacted expedi-
tiously. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM T. POUND, Executive Director. 

THE U.S. CONFERENCE OF MAYORS, 
March 25, 1999. 

Hon. FRED THOMPSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR THOMPSON: On behalf of The 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, I am writing to 
express our strong support for the Regu-
latory Improvement Act (RIA). If enacted, 
we believe this legislation will greatly im-
prove the way federal agencies develop rules 
and regulations affecting state and local gov-
ernments. We are once again delighted that 
you and Senator Carl Levin will cosponsor 
this legislation, which enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support. 

Since the passage of the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act (UMRA) of 1995, members 
of Congress have become more sensitive to 
the cost and the impact of new unfunded 
mandates on state and local governments. 
Unfortunately, UMRA has had very little ef-
fect on the federal regulatory process. We be-
lieve this will change once the Levin-Thomp-
son bill is approved. Each federal agency will 
be required to conduct a risk assessment and 
cost-benefit analysis on all major rules. If 
they do not, federal courts will have author-
ity to remand or invalidate such rules. 

In closing, I want to thank you and Sen-
ator Levin for cosponsoring this important 
legislation. By requiring federal agencies to 
be more sensitive to the cost and benefit of 
new rules, we believe the number of costly 
mandates imposed on state and local govern-
ments will be reduced in the future. Be as-

sured that the nation’s mayors stand ready 
to work with you in any way we can to en-
sure the passage of this legislation. Feel free 
to contact Larry Jones of the Conference 
staff if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 
DEEDEE CORRADINI, 
Mayor of Salt Lake City. 

SUPPORTING THE REGULATORY IMPROVEMENT 
ACT 

Whereas, in February 1998, the General Ac-
counting Office released a report that con-
cludes that the Unfunded Mandates Reform 
Act of 1995, which in part was enacted to 
limit the ability of federal agencies to im-
pose new costly unfunded mandates on state 
and local governments, has had only limited 
impact on federal agencies’ rulemaking ac-
tions; and 

Whereas, state and local leaders are con-
cerned that federal agencies are continuing 
to impose new costly rules on state and local 
governments with very little accountability; 
and 

Whereas, in response to the GAO report, 
Senators Fred Thompson and Carl Levin in-
troduced the Regulatory Improvement Act, a 
proposal that would require federal agencies 
to conduct cost-benefit analysis, risk assess-
ment and peer review before issuing any new 
major rule (costing over $100 million annu-
ally or deemed by the Office of Management 
and Budget to have a significant impact on 
the economy); and 

Whereas, under the proposed legislation 
federal agencies that issue new rules before 
conducting the required cost-benefit anal-
ysis, risk assessment and peer review would 
be subjected to judicial review and courts 
would be required to invalidate such rules; 
and 

Whereas, the bill would require each fed-
eral agency to develop an effective process to 
allow elected representatives of state and 
local governments to provide meaningful and 
timely input into the regulatory process con-
sistent with UMRA; now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the U.S. Conference of May-
ors urges all members of the U.S. Senate to 
vote in favor of the Regulatory Improvement 
Act; and be it 

Further Resolved that The U.S. Conference 
of Mayors urges that similar legislation be 
introduced in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives and urges all members to vote in favor 
of such legislation. 

NACO, 
March 24, 1999. 

Hon. FRED THOMPSON, 
Chair, Senate Committee on Governmental Af-

fairs, Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR THOMPSON: On behalf of the 

National Association of Counties (NACo) I 
am pleased to express our support for your 
legislation, The Regulatory Improvement 
Act. NACo applauds your efforts on behalf of 
the counties throughout the nation that 
have for decades faced an ever-increasing 
number of unfunded regulatory mandates 
from federal departments and agencies. 

NACo supports legislation that would re-
quire federal departments and agencies to 
conduct a cost benefit analysis to determine 
that the benefits to be derived from issuing 
a new regulation outweight the costs to 
state and local government. 

Sincerely, 
BETTY LOU WARD, 

President, NACo, 
Commissioner, Wake County, NC. 

∑ Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
am pleased to join my colleagues as an 
original co-sponsor of the Regulatory 
Improvement Act. I commend Senators 
THOMPSON and LEVIN for their bipar-

tisan work to pass legislation to enable 
federal regulators to do a better job of 
protecting public health, safety and 
the environment. This is the same bill 
that the Administration, state and 
local governments and the business 
community supported last year. 

I am a public servant who cares deep-
ly about the needs of our environment 
and the health and well-being of our 
citizens. I sponsored legislation to cre-
ate the Ohio Environmental Agency 
when I served in the state legislature, 
and I fought to end oil and gas drilling 
in the Lake Erie Bed. As Governor, I 
increased funding for environmental 
protection by over 60 percent. 

However, over the years, I also have 
become increasingly concerned about 
the unnecessary and burdensome costs 
that are imposed on our citizens and 
state and local governments through 
federal laws and regulations. 

Efforts to address these cost burdens 
began back in 1994 when I worked with 
Senators ROTH, GLENN and KEMP-
THORNE and the state-local government 
coalition to draft an unfunded man-
dates reform bill. We succeeded in pass-
ing the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
(UMRA) in the 104th Congress. 

Following this success, I worked 
closely with the state-local govern-
ment coalition on our next priority— 
passage of effective safe drinking water 
reforms—which was enacted with broad 
bipartisan support in 1996. 

These efforts are notable because 
they represent common-sense reforms 
that make government more account-
able based on public awareness of risks, 
costs and benefits. These statutes set 
key precedents for the reforms that are 
envisioned in the regulatory Improve-
ment Act. In many respects, this bill 
builds on these achievements. Senator 
THOMPSON has said that this bill rep-
resents phase 2 of UMRA and I strongly 
agree. 

I specifically mention the drinking 
water program today because of its 
close similarity to the Regulatory Im-
provement Act. In both, agencies are 
required to conduct an analysis of in-
cremental costs and benefits of alter-
native standards, while providing those 
agencies with flexibility in making 
final regulatory decisions. 

If we agree that these analytical 
tools are good enough for the water 
that we drink, they certainly must be 
good enough for other regulations. 

However, both UMRA and the drink-
ing water amendments have had lim-
ited applications. The Regulatory Im-
provement Act is needed to provide 
across-the-board cost-benefit analysis 
and risk assessment procedures at all 
federal agencies. This bill will result in 
greater protection of public health and 
the environment while alleviating cost 
burdens on state and local govern-
ments and the private sector. 

GAO reported last year that UMRA 
has had little effect on the way federal 
agencies make rulemaking decisions. 
The report specifically points out that 
the Regulatory Improvement Act 
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would improve the quality of regu-
latory analysis. I think it is time that 
we make federal agencies—not just 
Congress—accountable for the deci-
sions they make. 

While many federal regulations have 
been well intended, not all have 
achieved their purpose and many have 
unnecessarily passed significant bur-
dens onto our citizens and state and 
local governments. 

It is crucial that federal, state and 
local governments work in partnership 
to determine how we can best allocate 
resources for protection of health and 
the environment. As a nation, we spend 
vast sums on regulations. A report 
commissioned by the U.S. Small Busi-
ness Administration estimates that 
regulations will cost the economy 
about $709 billion 1999—more than 
$7,000 for the average American house-
hold. 

Unfortunately, this burden on con-
sumers and American businesses has 
not always resulted in maximum 
health or environmental protection. At 
times, it has diverted scarce resources 
that could be used for other priorities 
such as education, crime prevention 
and more effective protection of health 
and the environment. 

The challenge facing public officials 
today is determining how best to pro-
tect the health of our citizens and our 
environment with limited resources. 
We need to do a much better job ensur-
ing that regulations’ costs bear a rea-
sonable relationship with their bene-
fits, and we need to do a better job of 
setting priorities and spending our re-
sources wisely. 

I believe that the Regulatory Im-
provement Act will help achieve these 
goals. First, I believe this bill will in-
crease the public’s knowledge of how 
and why agencies make major rules. In 
essence, this bill asks regulatory agen-
cies to answer several simple, but vital 
questions: What is the nature of the 
risk being considered? What are the 
benefits of the proposed regulation? 
How much will it cost? And, are there 
better, less burdensome ways to 
achieve the same goals? 

I am particularly pleased that the 
bill provides opportunities for state 
and local government officials to con-
sult with agencies as rules are being 
developed so that regulators are more 
sensitive to state and local needs and 
the burden of unfunded mandates. This 
only makes sense since states and local 
governments often have the responsi-
bility of implementing and enforcing 
these regulations. 

Second, requiring federal agencies to 
conduct cost-benefit analyses, publish 
those results, disclose any estimates of 
risks and explain whether any of these 
factors were considered in finalizing 
rules will increase government ac-
countability to the people it serves. 

And finally, this bill will improve the 
quality of government decision-making 
by allowing the government to set pri-
orities and focus on the worst risks 
first. Careful thought, reasonable as-

sumptions, peer review and sound 
science will help target problems and 
find better solutions. 

This bill does not mandate outcomes, 
but it does impose common-sense dis-
cipline and accountability in the rule-
making process. I think it is time to 
move forward with this bipartisan 
measure.∑ 

By Mrs. HUTCHISON: 
S. 747. A bill to amend title 49, 

United States Code, to promote rail 
competition, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 
SURFACE TRANSPORTATION BOARD REAUTHOR-

IZATION AND RAIL SERVICE IMPROVEMENT ACT 
Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 

rise to introduce the Surface Transpor-
tation Board Reauthorization and Im-
provement Act of 1999. 

My highest priority as chairman of 
the Surface Transportation Sub-
committee of the Commerce Com-
mittee this year is to pass a re-author-
ization bill—one that provides some 
ability for shippers to obtain improved 
service and rates, while maintaining 
the ability of railroads to make a re-
turn and, indeed, grow. 

The bill I am introducing seeks to 
improve competition and the proce-
dures at the Board that shippers and 
carriers rely upon to adjudicate their 
rate disputes. At the same time, it rec-
ognizes the need for the railroad indus-
try to maintain sound financial foot-
ing, capable of maintaining the rail-
road infrastructure. 

Last year, at the behest of Chairman 
MCCAIN and me, the Board initiated a 
hearing process on competition issues 
and developed an extensive record on 
these issues. Specifically, the Board 
held two days of hearings and received 
testimony from 60 witnesses. It heard 
shipper complaints of inadequate serv-
ice, higher rates, and concentration in 
the railroad industry. The Board also 
listened to carriers who stressed that, 
especially in a growing economy, ca-
pacity and infrastructure investment is 
the key to meeting their customers’ 
needs. 

In addition, the Board held a hearing 
in December at my request on the pro-
posals offered by Houston shippers, the 
Greater Houston Partnership and the 
Railroad Commission of Texas. 

As a result of these hearings, the 
Board has done what is within its au-
thority to help shippers obtain some 
relief. It undertook two important 
rulemakings. One provides for alter-
native rail availability during a service 
failure. The other streamlines rail rate 
cases by dispensing with consideration 
of ‘‘product and geographic competi-
tion’’ in determining market domi-
nance for rate cases. 

I commend the Board for making 
these rules, and —frankly—for going no 
further. It’s refreshing to find a regu-
latory body that does not attempt to 
develop a new policy in the absence of 
Congressional guidance. 

This bill picks up where the Board’s 
actions left off. First, it codifies the 

Board’s decision to streamline the mar-
ket dominance test and the procedure 
for providing alternative rail avail-
ability during a service failure. Second, 
it begins the process of reforming the 
procedure that small shippers use for 
rate cases. A recent GAO report high-
lights the cost, in time and money, of 
the current process. 

This bill also sets into motion 
changes in the Board’s revenue ade-
quacy finding, making it a more help-
ful and real-world standard. It balances 
the bottleneck issue, enhances the 
Board’s emergency powers and estab-
lishes an arbitration system that could 
lead to better-shipper carrier dialogue. 
Finally, it clarifies, in a balanced way 
and without dictating specific out-
comes, that competition remains part 
of the rail merger and national rail pol-
icy of this country. 

It is clear that Congress has a job to 
do in re-authorizing the Surface Trans-
portation Board and addressing some of 
the difficult issues associated with it. 
This bill is a first step. I want to 
strongly convey that I do not see it as 
a final product. While I view it as fair 
to all parties, I am ready to consider 
changes to improve the bill and ensure 
its enactment. To that end, I encour-
age my colleagues to work with me to-
ward the common purpose of reauthor-
izing the Board and making some com-
mon sense improvements. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
bill printed in the RECORD. 

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

S. 747 
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 ‘‘Surface 
Transportation Board Reauthorization and 
Improvement Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. PROMOTION OF COMPETITION WITHIN 

THE RAIL INDUSTRY. 
Section 10101 of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by— 
(1) redesignating paragraphs (1) through (7) 

as paragraphs (2) through (8); 
(2) inserting before paragraph (2), as redes-

ignated, the following: 
‘‘(1) to encourage and promote effective 

competition within the rail industry;’’; 
(3) striking ‘‘revenues,’’ in paragraph (4), 

as redesignated, and inserting ‘‘revenues to 
ensure appropriate rail infrastructure;’’; 

(4) redesignating paragraphs (8) through 
(15) as paragraphs (10) through (17); and 

(5) inserting before paragraph (10), as re-
designated, the following: 

‘‘(9) to discourage artificial barriers to 
interchange and car supply which can im-
pede competition between shortline, re-
gional, and Class I carriers and block effec-
tive rail service to shippers;’’. 
SEC. 3 EXTENSION OF TIME LIMIT ON EMER-

GENCY SERVICE ORDERS. 
Section 11123 of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by— 
(1) striking ‘‘30’’ in subsection (a) and in-

serting ‘‘60’’; 
(2) striking ‘‘30’’ in subsection (c)(1) and in-

serting ‘‘60’’; and 
(3) adding at the end of subsection (c) the 

following: 
‘‘(4) The Board may provide up to 2 exten-

sions, totalling not more than 180 days, of 
the 240-day period under paragraph (1).’’. 
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SEC. 4. PROCEDURAL RELIEF FOR SMALL RATE 

CASES. 
(a) DISCOVERY LIMITED.—Section 10701(d) of 

title 49, United States Code, is amended by— 
(1) inserting ‘‘(A)’’ in paragraph (3) before 

‘‘The Board’’; and 
(2) adding at the end thereof the following: 
(‘‘(B) Unless the Board finds that there is a 

compelling need to permit discovery in a 
particular proceeding, discovery shall not be 
permitted in a proceeding handled under the 
guidelines established under subparagraph 
(A).’’. 

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE RELIEF.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Surface Transportation Board 
shall— 

(1) review the rules and procedures applica-
ble to rate complaints and other complaints 
filed with the Board by small shippers; 

(2) identify any such rules or procedures 
that are unduly burdensome to small ship-
pers; and 

(3) take such action, including rulemaking, 
as is appropriate to reduce or eliminate the 
aspects of the rules and procedures that the 
Board determines under paragraph (2) to be 
unduly burdensome to small shippers. 

(c) LEGISLATIVE RELIEF.—The Board shall 
notify the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate 
and the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure of the House of Representa-
tives if the Board determines that additional 
changes in the rules and procedures de-
scribed in subsection (b) are appropriate and 
require commensurate changes in statutory 
law. In making that notification, the Board 
shall make recommendations concerning 
those changes. 
SEC. 5. CODIFICATION OF MARKET DOMINANCE 

RELIEF. 
Setion 10707(d)(1)(A) of title 49, United 

States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: ‘‘In making a deter-
mination under this section, the Board may 
not consider evidence of product or geo-
graphic competition.’’. 
SEC. 6. RAIL REVENUE ADEQUACY DETERMINA-

TIONS. 
(a) Section 10101(3) of title 49, United 

States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘reve-
nues, as determined by the Board;’’ and in-
serting ‘‘revenues;’’. 

(b) Section 10701(d)(2) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘reve-
nues, as established by the Board under sec-
tion 10704(a)(2) of this title.’’ and inserting 
‘‘revenues.’’. 

(c) Section 10701(d) of title 49, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following: 

‘‘(4) To facilitate the process by which the 
Board gives due consideration to the policy 
that rail carriers shall earn adequate reve-
nues, the Board shall convene a 3-member 
panel of outside experts to make rec-
ommendations as to an appropriate method-
ology by which the adequacy of a carrier’s 
revenues should be considered. The panel 
shall issue a report containing its rec-
ommendations within 270 days after the date 
of enactment of the Surface Transportation 
Board Amendments of 1999.’’. 
SEC. 7. BOTTLENECK RATES. 

(a) THROUGH ROUTES.—Section 10703 of title 
49, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) inserting ‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—’’ before 
‘‘Rail carriers’’; and 

(2) adding at the end thereof the following: 
‘‘(b) CONNECTING CARRIERS.—When a ship-

per and rail carrier enter into a contract 
under section 10709 for transportation that 
would require a through route with a con-
necting carrier and there is no reasonable al-
ternative route that could be constructed 
without participation of that connecting car-

rier, the connecting carrier shall, upon re-
quest, establish a through route and a rate 
that can be used in conjunction with trans-
portation provided pursuant to the contract, 
unless the connecting carrier shows that— 

‘‘(1) the interchange requested is not oper-
ationally feasible; or 

‘‘(2) the through route would significantly 
impair the connecting carrier’s ability to 
serve its other traffic. The connecting car-
rier shall establish a rate and through route 
within 21 days unless the Board has made a 
determination that the connecting carrier is 
likely to prevail in its claim under para-
graph (1) or (2).’’. 

(b) BOARD’S AUTHORITY TO PRESCRIBE DIVI-
SION OF JOINT RATES.—Section 10705(b) of 
title 49, United States Code, is amended by 
striking ‘‘The Board shall’’ and inserting 
‘‘Except as provided in section 10703(b), the 
Board shall’’. 

(c) COMPLAINTS.—Section 11701 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (c) as sub-
section (d); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) Where transportation over a portion of 
a through route is governed by a contract 
under section 10709, a rate complaint must be 
limited to the rates that apply to the portion 
of the through route not governed by such a 
contract.’’. 
SEC. 8. SIMPLIFIED DISPUTE RESOLUTION. 

Within 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Surface Transportation 
Board shall promulgate regulations adopting 
a simplified dispute resolution mechanism 
with the following features: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The simplified dispute 
resolution mechanism will utilize expedited 
arbitration with a minimum of discovery and 
may be used to decide disputes between par-
ties involving any matter subject to the ju-
risdiction of the Board, other than rate rea-
sonableness cases that would be decided 
under constrained market pricing principles. 

(2) APPLICABLE STANDARDS.—Arbitrators 
will apply existing legal standards. 

(3) MANDATORY IF REQUESTED.—Use of the 
simplified dispute resolution mechanism is 
required whenever at least one party to the 
dispute requests. 

(4) 90-DAY TURNAROUND.—Arbitrators will 
issue their decisions within 90 days after 
being appointed. 

(5) PAYMENT OF COSTS.—Each party will 
pay its own costs, and the costs of the arbi-
trator and other administrative costs of ar-
bitration will be shared equally between and 
among the parties. 

(6) DECISIONS PRIVATE; NOT PRECEDENTIAL.— 
Except as otherwise provided by the Board, 
decisions will remain private and will not 
constitute binding precedent. 

(7) DECISIONS BINDING AND ENFORCEABLE.— 
Except as otherwise provided in paragraph 
(8), decisions will be binding and enforceable 
by the Board. 

(8) RIGHT TO APPEAL.—Any party will have 
an unqualified right to appeal any decision 
to the Board, in which case the Board will 
decide the matter de novo. In making its de-
cision, the Board may consider the decision 
of the arbitrator and any evidence and other 
material developed during the arbitration. 

(9) MUTUAL MODIFICATION.—Any procedure 
or regulation adopted by the Board with re-
spect to the simplified dispute resolution 
may be modified or eliminated by mutual 
agreement of all parties to the dispute. 
SEC. 9. PROMOTION OF COMPETITIVE RAIL SERV-

ICE OPTIONS. 
Section 11324 of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended— 
(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ in paragraph (4) of 

subsection (b); 

(2) by striking ‘‘system.’’ in paragraph (5) 
of subsection (b) and inserting ‘‘system; 
and’’; 

(3) by adding at the end of subsection (b) 
the following: 

‘‘(6) means and methods to encourage and 
expand competition between and among rail 
carriers in the affected region or the na-
tional rail system.’’; and 

(4) by inserting after the second sentence 
in subsection (c) the following: ‘‘The Board 
may impose conditions to encourage and ex-
pand competition between and among rail 
carriers in the affected region or the na-
tional rail system, if such conditions do not 
cause substantial harm to the benefits of the 
transaction to the affected carriers or the 
public.’’. 
SEC. 10. CLARIFICATION OF STB AUTHORITY TO 

GRANT TEMPORARY ACCESS RE-
LIEF. 

(a) Section 10705 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: 

‘‘(d) The Board may grant temporary relief 
under this section when the Board finds it 
necessary and appropriate to do so to remedy 
inadequate service. The authority provided 
in this section is in addition to the authority 
of the Board to provide temporary relief 
under sections 11102 and 11123 of this title.’’. 

(b) Section 11102 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: 

‘‘(e) The Board may grant temporary relief 
under subsections (a) and (c) when the Board 
finds it necessary and appropriate to do so to 
remedy inadequate service. The authority 
provided in this section is in addition to the 
authority of the Board to provide temporary 
relief under sections 10705 and 11123 of this 
title.’’. 

(c) Section 11123 of title 49, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there-
of the following: 

‘‘(e) The authority provided in this section 
is in addition to the authority of the Board 
to provide temporary relief under sections 
10705 and 11102 of this title.’’. 
SEC. 11. HOUSEHOLD GOODS COLLECTIVE AC-

TIVITIES. 
Section 13703(d) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by inserting ‘‘(other than 
an agreement affecting only the transpor-
tation of household goods, as defined on De-
cember 31, 1995)’’ after ‘‘agreement’’ in the 
first sentence. 
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION LEVELS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Surface Transportation Board $16,000,000 
for fiscal year 1999, $17,000,000 for fiscal year 
2000, $17,555,000 for fiscal year 2001, and 
$18,129,000 for fiscal year 2002. 
SEC. 13. CHAIRMAN DESIGNATED WITH SENATE 

CONFIRMATION. 
Section 701(c)(1) of title 49, United States 

Code, is amended by striking ‘‘President’’ 
and inserting ‘‘President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate,’’. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI: 
S. 748. A bill to improve Native hir-

ing and contracting by the Federal 
Government within the State of Alas-
ka, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

NATIVE HIRE AND CONTRACTING LEGISLATION 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 

this legislation requires the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue a report to the 
Congress that details the specific steps 
the Department of the Interior will 
take to contract activities and pro-
grams of the Department to Alaska Na-
tives. 
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Legislation already exists for con-

tracting with and hiring Alaska Na-
tives. Sections 1307 and 1308 of the 
Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act and section 638 of the In-
dian Self-Determination and Education 
Assistance Act are clear on these mat-
ters. The problem is that the law have 
been largely ignored. 

Outside of a few studies that were 
contracted to Native Associations dur-
ing the past two years, the record of 
the Department in contracting and 
local hiring is abysmal. 

I have been told by representatives of 
this Administration that there are ob-
stacles in both contracting with and 
hiring local Natives. When pressed, the 
obstacles are not well explained, if at 
all. 

Mr. President, if there are valid ob-
stacles, we should know specifically 
what they are so that Congress can ad-
dress them. If there are not obstacles, 
then the Administration should begin 
to implement the law. My legislation 
requires a complete explanation of the 
‘‘Obstacles’’ and a plan for imple-
menting the law in accordance with 
the Alaska National Interest Lands 
Conversation Act and the Indian Self- 
Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act. 

In addition to the report required by 
this legislation, the Secretary is also 
directed to initiate a pilot program to 
contract various National Park Service 
functions, operations and programs in 
northwest Alaska to local Native enti-
ties. 

Mr. President, the National Park 
Service, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, the Fish and Wildlife Service, 
and the other agencies within the De-
partment have an opportunity to hire 
and contract with local Alaska Natives 
who were born, raised and live near and 
in our parks, refuges and public lands 
in Alaska. These individuals are more 
familiar with the area than persons 
hired from outside Alaska. They know 
the history, they know the hazards, 
they know about living and working in 
arctic conditions. Given the levels of 
unemployment in the area, it makes 
absolutely no sense not to hire these 
individuals. 

I do not understand why any of one of 
these agencies or bureaus keep filing 
positions with persons from the lower 
48—individuals who have little experi-
ence in Alaska—when they have a 
qualified individuals in the immediate 
area. 

If we can just get the Federal agen-
cies in the State of Alaska to read sec-
tions 1307 and 1308 of ANILCA and sec-
tion 638 of ISEAA it would be a major 
step in the right direction. If Alaska 
Natives are given the opportunity to 
contract with and be employed by the 
Federal agencies in my State, everyone 
wins, no one loses, and the American 
public will be better served.∑ 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, and Mr. KERRY:) 

S. 749. A bill to establish a program 
to provide financial assistance to 
States and local entities to support 
early learning programs for prekinder-
garten children, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today 
Senators STEVENS, DODD, JEFFORDS, 
KERRY and I are introducing legislation 
to create an Early Learning Trust 
Fund. With this legislation, we intend 
to improve the availability and quality 
of early learning programs so that all 
children can begin school ready to 
learn. 

This is a truly bipartisan bill, and it 
is a privilege to be working closely 
with Senators of both parties on this 
issue that is so critical to the nation’s 
future—the education of our children. 
Senator STEVENS’ knowledge of child-
hood development and brain research is 
outstanding, and his commitment to 
this issue is impressive. He under-
stands the impact that early education 
can have on a child’s development. 
Senator KERRY shares this interest as 
well. His work on the importance of 
brain development during the early 
childhood years has helped educate the 
Senate on this issue. Senator JEF-
FORDS’ long standing interest in edu-
cation and school readiness is exem-
plary. I have great respect for his lead-
ership as Chairman of the Health, Edu-
cation, Labor, and Pensions Committee 
on education and many other issues to 
improve the well-being of children. 
Senator DODD’s leadership on the Sub-
committee for Children and Families 
has been outstanding. He has always 
been a champion for children’s issues 
and we are proud to have him as a co-
sponsor of this legislation. 

Over 23 million children under 6 live 
in the United States, and all of these 
children deserve the opportunity to 
start school ready to learn. In order for 
them to do so, we must make signifi-
cant investments in children, long be-
fore they ever walk through the school-
house door. 

Recent brain research documents the 
importance of the first few years of life 
for child development. During this 
time, children develop essential learn-
ing and social skills that they will need 
and use throughout their lives. 

For children to reach their full po-
tential, they must begin school ready 
to learn. Ten years ago, the nation’s 
governors developed a set of edu-
cational goals to improve the quality 
of education in the United States. The 
number one goal was that by the year 
2000, all children should enter school 
‘‘ready to learn.’’ While it is no longer 
possible to meet this objective by the 
year 2000, we must do all we can. We 
cannot afford to let another decade 
pass without investing more effectively 
in children’s educational development. 

Quality early education programs 
help children in a number of ways, and 
have a particularly strong impact on 
low-income children, who are at the 
greatest risk of school failure. Children 

who attend high quality preschool 
classes have stronger language, math, 
and social skills than children who at-
tended classes of inferior quality. 

These early skills translate into 
greater school readiness. First graders 
who begin school with strong language 
and learning skills are more motivated 
to learn to read well, and they benefit 
more from classroom instruction. Qual-
ity early education programs also have 
important long range consequences, 
and are closely associated with in-
creased academic achievement, higher 
adult earnings, and far less involve-
ment with the criminal justice system. 

Research consistently demonstrates 
that early education programs improve 
school readiness. But too many chil-
dren have no access to these programs. 
Sixty-one percent of children age 3–5 
whose parents earn $50,000 or more a 
year are enrolled in pre-kindergarten 
classes. But, only 36% of children in 
the same age group in families earning 
less than $15,000 are enrolled in such 
classes. Clearly, many children are not 
receiving the educational boost they 
need to begin school ‘‘ready to read, 
ready to learn, and ready to succeed.’’ 

Our bill provides 10 billion dollars 
over five years to states to strengthen 
and expand early education programs 
for children under 6. By increasing the 
number of children who have early 
learning opportunities, we will ensure 
that many more children begin school 
ready to learn. 

The ‘‘Early Learning Trust Fund’’ 
will provide each state with funds to 
strengthen and improve early edu-
cation. Governors will receive the 
grants, and communities, along with 
parents, will decide how these funds 
can best be used. The aid will be dis-
tributed based on a formula which 
takes into account the total number of 
young children in each state, and the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services will allocate funds to the 
states. To assist in this process, gov-
ernors will appoint a state council of 
representatives from the office of the 
governor, relevant state agencies, Head 
Start, parental organizations, and re-
source and referral agencies—all ex-
perts in the field of early education. 
The state councils will be responsible 
for setting priorities, approving and 
implementing state plans to improve 
early education. 

States will have the flexibility to in-
vest in an array of strategies that give 
young children the building blocks to 
become good readers and good stu-
dents. States may use their funds to 
support a wide range of activities in-
cluding: (1) strengthening pre-kinder-
garten services and helping commu-
nities obtain the resources necessary 
to offer children a good start; (2) help-
ing communities make the best use of 
early learning programs to ensure that 
their resources are used most effec-
tively; (3) ensuring that special needs 
children have access to the early learn-
ing services they need to reach their 
full potential; (4) strengthening Early 
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Head Start to meet the learning needs 
of very young children; and (5) expand-
ing Head Start to include full-day, 
year-round services to help children of 
working parents begin school ready to 
learn. The specific strategy that states 
decide to adopt is not the central 
issue—improving school readiness is 
the central issue. And this bill will give 
states the flexibility and funding they 
need to achieve this goal. 

Children and families across the 
country will benefit from the Early 
Learning Trust Fund. Massachusetts 
has more than 480,000 children under 
the age of 6, and a significant number 
will be helped by this legislation. Far 
too many children are currently on 
waiting lists today for assistance like 
this. We cannot tell these children, 
‘‘Wait until you grow up to receive the 
education you deserve.’’ 

Those on the front lines trying to 
meet these needs in their communities 
will receive reinforcements. For exam-
ple, in Massachusetts, the Community 
Partnerships for Children provide full- 
day early care and education to 15,300 
three- and four-year-olds from low-in-
come families. The Early Learning 
Trust Fund will expand and strengthen 
exemplary initiatives such as this. 

Investment in early education is 
strongly supported by organizations 
across the country, including the Chil-
dren’s Defense Fund, the National Gov-
ernors’ Association, Fight Crime: In-
vest in Kids, the National Association 
of Child Care Resource and Referral 
Services, the National Association for 
State Legislatures, and the National 
Association for the Education of Young 
Children. These organizations agree 
that investments in children in the 
early years not only make sense, but 
make an enormous difference. 

Our nation’s greatest resource is its 
children. We must do all we can to en-
sure that they reach their full poten-
tial. Improving school readiness is an 
essential first step. I urge my col-
leagues to support this important ini-
tiative. I look forward to its enact-
ment, and I ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the bill may be printed 
in the RECORD. 

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

S. 749 
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 ‘‘Early Learn-
ing Trust Fund Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) brain development research shows that 

the first 3 years of a child’s life are critical 
to a child’s brain development and the 
child’s future success; 

(2) high quality early learning programs 
can increase the literacy rate, the high 
school graduation rate, the employment 
rate, and the college enrollment rate for pre-
kindergarten children who participate in the 
programs; 

(3) high quality early learning programs 
can decrease the incidence of teenage preg-

nancy, welfare dependency, arrest, and juve-
nile delinquency for children who participate 
in these programs; 

(4) high quality early learning programs 
can provide a strong base for prekinder-
garten children in language and cognitive 
skills and can motivate the children to learn 
to read in order to benefit from classroom in-
struction; 

(5) many working families cannot afford 
early learning programs for their prekinder-
garten children; 

(6) only 36 percent of children who are be-
tween the ages of 3 and 5, not enrolled in 
kindergarten, and living in families in which 
the parents earn less than $15,000, are en-
rolled in prekindergarten, while 61 percent of 
children of a similar age who live in families 
in which the parents earn $50,000 or more are 
enrolled in prekindergarten; 

(7) because of the growing number of pre-
kindergarten children in single-parent fami-
lies or families in which both parents work, 
there is a great need for affordable high qual-
ity, full day, full calendar year early learn-
ing programs; 

(8) many children who could benefit from a 
strong early learning experience are enrolled 
in child care programs that could use addi-
tional resources to prepare the children to 
enter school ready to succeed; and 

(9) the low salaries paid to staff in early 
learning programs, the lack of career pro-
gression for such staff, and the lack of child 
development specialists involved in the early 
learning programs makes it difficult to at-
tract and retain trained staff to help the 
children enter school ready to read. 

(b) PURPOSE.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to make widely available to prekinder-
garten children a high quality, child-cen-
tered, developmentally appropriate early 
learning program; 

(2) to make widely available to parents of 
prekindergarten children who desire the 
services, a full day, full calendar year pro-
gram in which they can enroll their pre-
kindergarten children; 

(3) to make efficient use of Federal, State, 
and local resources for early learning pro-
grams by promoting collaboration and co-
ordination of such programs and supports at 
the Federal, State, and local levels; 

(4) to assist State and local governments in 
expanding or improving early learning pro-
grams that use existing facilities that meet 
State and local safety code requirements; 

(5) to provide resources to ensure that all 
children enter elementary school ready to 
learn how to read; and 

(6) to assist State and local governments in 
providing training for teachers and staff of 
early learning programs, and to promote the 
use of salary scales that take into account 
training and experience. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) EARLY LEARNING PROGRAMS.—The term 

‘‘early learning programs’’ means programs 
that provide the services described in section 
9 that are for children who have not attended 
kindergarten or elementary school. 

(2) FULL CALENDAR YEAR.—The term ‘‘full 
calendar year’’ means all days of operation 
of businesses in the locality, excluding— 

(A) legal public holidays, as defined in sec-
tion 6103 of title 5, United States Code; and 

(B) a single period of 14 consecutive days 
during the summer. 

(3) FULL DAY.—The term ‘‘full day’’ means 
the hours of normal operation of businesses 
in the locality. 

(4) LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCY; STATE EDU-
CATIONAL AGENCY.—The terms ‘‘local edu-
cational agency’’ and ‘‘State educational 
agency’’ have the meanings given the terms 

in section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801). 

(5) LOCALITY.—The term ‘‘locality’’ means 
a city, county, borough, township, or other 
general purpose unit of local government, or 
an Indian reservation or Indian Tribe. For 
purposes of this Act, 2 or more localities act-
ing together may be considered a locality. 

(6) PARENT.—The term ‘‘parent’’ means a 
biological parent, an adoptive parent, a step-
parent, or a foster parent of a child, includ-
ing a legal guardian or other person standing 
in loco parentis. 

(7) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services. 

(8) SERVICE PROVIDER.—The term ‘‘service 
provider’’ means any public or private early 
learning program, including a local edu-
cational agency, a Head Start agency under 
the Head Start Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.), or 
a community-based organization that re-
ceives funds under this Act. 

(9) TRAINING.—The term ‘‘training’’ means 
instruction in early childhood development 
that— 

(A) is required for certification by existing 
State and local laws, regulations, and poli-
cies; 

(B) is required to receive a nationally rec-
ognized credential or its equivalent, such as 
the child development associate credential, 
in a State with no certification procedure; 
and 

(C) is received in a postsecondary edu-
cation program in which the individual has 
accomplished significant course work in 
early childhood education or early childhood 
development. 
SEC. 4. EARLY LEARNING PROGRAM. 

The Secretary shall establish and maintain 
an early learning program that provides full 
day, full calendar year early learning serv-
ices. 
SEC. 5. STATE ALLOTMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 
allotments to eligible States to pay for the 
cost of enabling the States and localities to 
establish full day, full calendar year early 
learning programs. 

(b) ALLOTMENTS.—From the amount appro-
priated under section 12 for each fiscal year, 
the Secretary shall allot, to each eligible 
State, an amount that bears the same rela-
tionship to the amount appropriated as the 
total number of individuals under age 6 in 
the State bears to the total number of such 
individuals in all States. 

(c) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—The Sec-
retary may not make a grant to a State 
under subsection (a) unless that State agrees 
that, with respect to the costs to be incurred 
by the State in carrying out the program for 
which the grant was awarded, the State will 
make available (directly or through dona-
tions from public or private entities) non- 
Federal contributions in an amount equal to 
not less than $1 dollar for every $4 dollars of 
Federal funds provided under the grant. The 
State share of the cost may be provided in 
cash or in kind, fairly evaluated, including 
plant, equipment, or services. 

(d) ANNUAL REVIEW.—The allotments pro-
vided under subsection (b) shall be subject to 
annual review by the Secretary. 
SEC. 6. STATE APPLICATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive 
an allotment under section 5, the Governor 
of a State shall submit an application to the 
Secretary at such time, in such manner, and 
containing such information as the Sec-
retary may reasonably require. 

(b) CONTENTS.—Each application submitted 
pursuant to subsection (a) shall include— 

(1) a statement ensuring that the Governor 
of the State has established or designated a 
State Council that complies with section 
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7(c), including a list of the members of the 
State Council in order to demonstrate such 
compliance; 

(2) a statement ensuring that the State 
Council as described in section 7(c) has de-
veloped and approved the application sub-
mitted under this section; 

(3) a statement describing the manner in 
which the State will allocate funds made 
available through the allotment to local-
ities; and 

(4) a State plan that describes the perform-
ance goals to be achieved, and the perform-
ance measures to be used to assess progress 
toward such goals, under the plan which— 

(A) shall be developed pursuant to guid-
ance provided by the State and local govern-
ment authorities, and experts in early child-
hood development; and 

(B) shall be designed to improve child de-
velopment through— 

(i) improved access to and increased co-
ordination with health care services; 

(ii) increased access to enhanced early 
learning environments; 

(iii) increased parental involvement; 
(iv) increased rates of accreditation by na-

tionally recognized accreditation organiza-
tions; and 

(v) expansion of full day, full year services. 
SEC. 7. STATE ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive 
assistance under section 5, the Governor of a 
State shall appoint a Lead State Agency as 
described in subsection (b) and, after con-
sultation with the leadership of the State 
legislature, a State Council as described in 
subsection (c). 

(b) LEAD STATE AGENCY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Lead State Agency as 

described in subsection (a) shall allocate 
funds received under section 5 to localities. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Lead State Agency 
shall allocate not less than 90 percent of 
such funds that have been provided to the 
State for a fiscal year to 1 or more localities. 

(3) FUNCTIONS OF AGENCY.—In addition to 
allocating funds under paragraph (1), the 
Lead State agency shall— 

(A) advise and assist localities in the per-
formance of their duties; 

(B) develop and submit the State applica-
tion and the State plan required under sec-
tion 6; 

(C) evaluate and approve applications sub-
mitted by localities; 

(D) prepare and submit to the Secretary an 
annual report, after approval by the State 
Council, which shall include a statement de-
scribing the manner in which funds received 
under section 5 are expended and documenta-
tion of the increased number of— 

(i) children in full day, full year Head Start 
programs, as provided under the Head Start 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.); 

(ii) infants and toddlers in programs that 
provide comprehensive Early Head Start 
services, as provided under the Head Start 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9831 et seq.); 

(iii) prekindergarten children, including 
those with special needs, in early learning 
programs; and 

(iv) children in child care that receive en-
hanced educational and comprehensive serv-
ices and supports, including parent involve-
ment and education; 

(E) conduct evaluations of early learning 
programs; 

(F) ensure that training and research is 
made available to localities and that such 
training and research reflects the latest 
available brain development and early child-
hood research related to early learning; and 

(G) improve coordination between local-
ities carrying out early learning programs 
and persons providing early intervention 
services under part C of the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (20 U.S.C. 1431 et 
seq.). 

(4) LOCAL APPLICATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive 

assistance under paragraph (1), a locality, in 
cooperation with the Local Council described 
in paragraph (5), shall submit an application 
to the Lead State Agency at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such informa-
tion as the Lead State Agency may require. 

(B) CONTENTS.—Each application sub-
mitted pursuant to paragraph (1) shall in-
clude a statement ensuring that the locality 
has established a Local Council, as described 
in paragraph (5) and a local plan that in-
cludes— 

(i) a needs and resources assessment of 
early learning services and a statement de-
scribing how programs will be financed to re-
flect the assessment; and 

(ii) a statement of performance goals to be 
achieved in adherence to the State plan and 
a statement of how localities will ensure 
that programs will meet the performance 
measures in the State plan. 

(5) LOCAL COUNCIL.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive 

assistance under paragraph (1), a locality 
shall establish a Local Council as described 
in subsection (c), which shall be composed of 
local agencies responsible for carrying out 
the programs under this Act and parents and 
other individuals concerned with early child-
hood development issues in the locality. The 
Local Council shall be responsible for assist-
ing localities in preparing and submitting 
the application described in paragraph (4). 

(B) DESIGNATING EXISTING ENTITY.—To the 
extent that a State has a Local Council or an 
entity that functions as such before the date 
of enactment of this Act that is comparable 
to the Local Council described in subpara-
graph (A), the locality shall be considered to 
be in compliance with this paragraph. 

(c) STATE COUNCIL.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The State Council as de-

scribed in subsection (a) shall be composed of 
a group of representatives of agencies, insti-
tutions, and other entities, as described in 
paragraphs (2) and (3), that provide child 
care or early learning services in the State. 

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (6), the Governor shall appoint to 
the State Council at least 1 representative 
from— 

(A) the office of the Governor; 
(B) the State educational agency; 
(C) the State agency administering funds 

received under the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 
et seq.); 

(D) the State social services agency; 
(E) the State Head Start association; 
(F) organizations representing parents 

within the State; and 
(G) resource and referral agencies within 

the State. 
(3) ADDITIONAL MEMBERS.—In addition to 

representatives appointed under subpara-
graph (2), the Governor may appoint to the 
State Council additional representatives 
from— 

(A) the State Board of Education; 
(B) the State health agency; 
(C) the State labor or employment agency; 
(D) organizations representing teachers; 
(E) organizations representing business; 

and 
(F) organizations representing labor. 
(4) REPRESENTATION.—To the extent prac-

ticable, the Governor shall appoint rep-
resentatives under subparagraphs (2) and (3) 
in a manner that is diverse or balanced ac-
cording to the race, ethnicity, and gender of 
its members. 

(5) FUNCTIONS OF THE COUNCIL.—The State 
Council shall— 

(A) conduct a needs and resources assess-
ment, or use such an assessment if conducted 
not later than 2 years prior to the date of en-
actment of this Act, to— 

(i) determine where early learning pro-
grams are lacking or are inadequate within 
the State, with particular attention to poor 
urban and rural areas, and what special serv-
ices are needed within the State, such as 
services for children whose native language 
is a language other than English; and 

(ii) identify all existing State-funded early 
learning programs, and, to the extent prac-
tical, other programs serving prekinder-
garten children in the State, including par-
ent education programs, and to specify 
which programs might be expanded or up-
graded with the use of funds received under 
section 5; and 

(B) based on the assessment described in 
subparagraph (A), determine funding prior-
ities for amounts received under section 5 for 
the State. 

(6) DESIGNATING AN EXISTING ENTITY AS 
STATE COUNCIL.—To the extent that a State 
has a State Council or a entity that func-
tions as such before the date of enactment of 
this Act that is comparable to the State 
Council described in this subsection, the 
State shall be considered to be in compliance 
with this subsection. 
SEC. 9. LOCAL ALLOCATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Each locality that re-
ceives funds under section 8 shall, in accord-
ance with the needs and resource assessment 
described in section 8(c)(5), provide funds to 
service providers to— 

(1) increase the number of children served 
in Early Head Start programs carried out 
under section 645A of the Head Start Act (42 
U.S.C 9840a); 

(2) increase the number of children served 
in State prekindergarten education pro-
grams; 

(3) increase the number of Head Start pro-
grams providing full working day, full cal-
endar year Head Start services; and 

(4) enhance the education and comprehen-
sive services and support services provided 
through the Child Care and Development 
Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 9858 et 
seq.) to child care programs and providers, 
including health screening and diagnosis of 
children, parent involvement and parent 
education, nutrition services and education, 
staff and personnel training in early child-
hood development, and upgrading the sala-
ries of early childhood development profes-
sional staff, and the development of salary 
schedules for staff with varying levels of ex-
perience, expertise, and training.distribute 
such funds to service providers. 

(b) PREFERENCE.—In making allocations 
under subsection (a), a locality shall give 
preference to— 

(1) programs that meet the needs of chil-
dren in households in which each parent is 
employed; 

(2) programs assisting low-income families; 
and 

(3) programs that make referrals for enroll-
ment under the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program established under title XXI 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa 
et seq.), or referrals for enrollment of chil-
dren under the medicaid program established 
under title XIX of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1396 et seq.). 

(c) APPLICATION.—Each service provider de-
siring to receive funds under subsection (a) 
shall submit an application to a locality at 
such time, in such manner, and containing 
such information as the locality may reason-
ably require. 

(d) ANNUAL REPORT.—Each locality that 
receives funds under section 8 shall submit 
an annual report to the State Council that 
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contains the information described in sec-
tion 7(b)(3)(C) and a description of the man-
ner in which programs receiving assistance 
under this Act will be coordinated with other 
early learning programs in the locality. 

(e) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more than 
5 percent of the amounts received by a local-
ity under section 8 shall be used to pay for 
administrative expenses for the locality or 
Local Council. 
SEC. 10. SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT. 

Funds appropriated pursuant to this Act 
shall be used to supplement and not supplant 
other Federal, State, and local public funds 
expended to provide services for early learn-
ing childhood development programs. 
SEC. 11. FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION. 

The Secretary, in consultation with the 
Secretary of Education, shall develop and 
issue program guidance instructions for car-
rying out the programs authorized under 
this Act. 
SEC. 12. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated and 
there is appropriated to carry out this Act, 
$2,000,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 2000 
through 2004. 

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI): 

S. 751. A bill to combat nursing home 
fraud and abuse, increase protections 
for victims of telemarketing fraud, en-
hance safeguards for pension plans and 
health care benefit programs, and en-
hance penalties for crimes against sen-
iors, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

THE SENIORS SAFETY ACT OF 1999 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today I 

am introducing the Seniors Safety Act 
of 1999, a bill to protect older Ameri-
cans from crime. 

The Seniors Safety Act contains a 
comprehensive package of proposals 
developed with the assistance of the 
Department of Justice that address the 
most prevalent crimes perpetrated 
against seniors, including proposals to 
reduce health care fraud and abuse, 
combat nursing home fraud and abuse, 
prevent telemarketing fraud, safeguard 
pension and employee benefit plans 
from fraud, bribery and graft. In addi-
tion, this legislation would help seniors 
whose pension plans are defrauded to 
obtain restitution. Finally, the bill au-
thorizes the collection of appropriate 
data and examination by the Attorney 
General to develop new strategies to 
fight crime against seniors. 

Seniors over the age of 55 make up 
the most rapidly growing sector of our 
society. In Vermont alone, the number 
of seniors grew by more than nine per-
cent between 1990 and 1997, now com-
prising almost twelve percent of 
Vermont’s total population. According 
to recent census estimates, the number 
of seniors over 65 will more than double 
by the year 2050. 

It is an ugly fact that criminal activ-
ity against seniors that causes them 
physical harm and economic damage is 
a significant problem. While the vio-
lent and property crime rates have 
been falling generally, according to the 
Justice Department’s Bureau of Jus-
tice Statistics, in 1997 the violent vic-

timization rates for persons over 50 
years of age were no lower than they 
had been in 1993. In 1997, these older 
Americans experienced approximately 
680 thousand incidents of violent crime, 
including rape, robbery, and general as-
sault. 

We need to do better job at pro-
tecting seniors and ensuring that they 
enjoy the same decreasing violent and 
property crime rate as other segments 
of our society. The Seniors Safety Act 
contains provisions to enhance pen-
alties for criminal offenses that target 
seniors and fraudulent acts that result 
in physical or economic harm to sen-
iors. In addition, to assist Congress and 
law enforcement authorities in devel-
oping new and effective strategies to 
deter crimes against seniors, the Act 
authorizes comprehensive examination 
of the factors associated with crimes 
against seniors and the inclusion of 
data on seniors in the National Crime 
Victims Survey. 

One particular form of criminal ac-
tivity—telemarketing fraud—dis-
proportionately impacts Americans 
over the age of 50, who account for over 
a third of the estimated $40 billion lost 
to telemarketing fraud each year. The 
Seniors Safety Act continues the 
progress we made last year on passage 
of the Telemarketing Fraud Prevention 
Act to address the problem of tele-
marketing fraud schemes that too 
often succeed in swindling seniors of 
their life savings. Some of these 
schemes are directed from outside the 
United States, making criminal pros-
ecution more difficult. 

The Act would provide the Attorney 
General with a new, significant crime 
fighting tool to deal with tele-
marketing fraud. Specifically, the Act 
would authorize the Attorney General 
to block or terminate telephone service 
to telephone facilities that are being 
used to conduct such fraudulent activi-
ties. This authority may be used to 
shut-down telemarketing fraud 
schemes directed from foreign sources 
by cutting off their telephone service 
and, once discovered, would protect 
victims from that particular tele-
marketing scheme. Of course, com-
mitted swindlers may just get another 
telephone number, but even relatively 
brief interruptions in their fraudulent 
activities may save some seniors from 
falling victim to the scheme. 

Another crime prevention provision 
in the Seniors Safety Act is the estab-
lishment by the Federal Trade Com-
mission of a ‘‘Better Business Bureau’’- 
type clearinghouse. This would provide 
seniors, their families, or others who 
may be concerned about the legitimacy 
of a telemarketer with information 
about prior complaints made about the 
particular company and any prior con-
victions for telemarketing fraud. In ad-
dition, seniors and other consumers 
who believe they have been swindled 
would be provided with information for 
referral to the appropriate law enforce-
ment authorities. 

Criminal activity that undermines 
the safety and integrity of pension 

plans and health benefit programs pose 
threats to all of us, but the damage is 
felt most acutely by seniors who have 
planned their retirements in reliance 
on the benefits promised by those pro-
grams. Seniors who have worked faith-
fully and honestly for years should not 
reach their retirement years only to 
find that the funds which they were re-
lying upon have been stolen. This is a 
significant problem. According the At-
torney General’s 1997 Annual Report, 
an interagency working group on pen-
sion abuse brought 70 criminal cases 
representing more than $90 million in 
losses to pension plans in 29 districts 
around the country in that year alone. 

The Seniors Safety Act would add to 
the arsenal of authority that federal 
prosecutors have to prevent and punish 
the defrauding of retirement arrange-
ments. Specifically, the Act would cre-
ate new criminal and civil penalties for 
defrauding pension plans or obtaining 
money or property from such plans by 
means of false or fraudulent pretenses. 
In addition, the Act would enhance 
penalties for bribery and graft in con-
nection with employee benefit plans. 
The only people enjoying the benefits 
of pension plans should be the people 
who have worked hard to fund those 
plans, not crooks who get the money 
by fraud. 

Spending on health care in this coun-
try amounts to roughly 15 percent of 
the gross national product, or more 
than $1 trillion each year. Estimated 
losses due to fraud and abuse are astro-
nomical. A December 1998 report by the 
National Institute of Justice (NIJ) 
states that these losses ‘‘may exceed 10 
percent of annual health care spending, 
or $100 billion per year.’’ By contrast to 
health care fraud, which covers delib-
erate criminal efforts to steal money, 
the term ‘‘abuse’’ describes billing er-
rors or manipulation of billing codes 
that can result in billing for a more 
highly reimbursed service or product 
than the one provided. 

As electronic claims processing— 
with no human involvement —becomes 
more prevalent to save administrative 
costs, more sophisticated computer- 
generated fraud schemes are surfacing. 
Some of these schemes generate thou-
sands of false claims designed to pass 
through automated claims processing 
to payment, and result in the theft of 
millions of dollars from federal and pri-
vate health care programs. Defrauding 
Medicare, Medicaid and private health 
plans harms taxpayers and increases 
the financial burden on the bene-
ficiaries. Beneficiaries pay the price for 
health care fraud in their copayments 
and contributions. In addition, some 
forms of fraud may result in inad-
equate medical care and be dangerous 
for patients. Unfortunately, the NIJ re-
ports that many health care fraud 
schemes ‘‘deliberately target vulner-
able populations, such as the elderly or 
Alzheimer’s patients, who are less will-
ing or able to complain or alert law en-
forcement.’’ 

Fighting health care fraud has been a 
top priority of this Administration and 
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this Attorney General. The attention 
our federal law enforcement officials 
are paying to this problem is paying 
off: the number of criminal convictions 
in health care fraud cases grew over 300 
percent from 1992 to 1997. These cases 
included convictions for submitting 
false claims to Medicare and Medicaid, 
and other insurance plans; fake billings 
by foreign doctors; and needless pre-
scriptions for durable medical equip-
ment by doctors in exchange for kick-
backs from manufacturers. In 1997 
alone, $1.2 billion was awarded or nego-
tiated as a result of criminal fines, 
civil settlements and judgments in 
health care fraud matters. 

We can and must do more, however. 
The Seniors Safety Act would give the 
Attorney General authority to get an 
injunction to stop false claims and ille-
gal kickback schemes involving federal 
health care programs. This Act would 
also provide the law enforcement au-
thorities with additional investigatory 
tools to uncover, investigate and pros-
ecute health care offenses in both 
criminal and civil proceedings. The use 
of civil laws is considered by the Jus-
tice Department to be a ‘‘critical com-
ponent of our enforcement policy.’’ In 
fact, the Department has recovered $1.8 
billion in False Claims Act (FCA) civil 
enforcement actions since 1986, when 
Congress amended the FCA to address 
fraud against the Medicare and Med-
icaid programs. The Seniors Safety Act 
will permit criminal prosecutors to 
share information more easily with 
their civil counterparts. 

In addition, whistle-blowers, who tip- 
off law enforcement about false claims, 
would be authorized under the Seniors 
Safety Act to seek court permission to 
review information obtained by the 
government to enhance their assist-
ance in FCA law suits. Such qui tam, 
or whistle-blower, suits have, in the 
Justice Department’s estimation, dra-
matically increased detection of and 
monetary recoveries for health care 
fraud. More half of the $1.2 billion the 
Department was awarded in health 
care fraud cases in FY 1997 were related 
to allegations in qui tam cases. This is 
a successful track record. According to 
the Department in its most recent 
health care fraud report, ‘‘qui tam 
plaintiffs often work with DOJ to build 
a strong chain of evidence that can be 
used during settlement discussions or 
at trial.’’ The Act would allow whistle- 
blowers and their qui tam suits to be-
come even more effective tools in the 
fight against health care fraud. 

Finally, the Act would extend anti- 
fraud and anti-kickback safeguards to 
the Federal Employees Health Benefits 
program. These are all important steps 
that will help cut down on the enor-
mous health care fraud losses. 

Long-term care planning specialists 
estimate that over forty percent of 
those turning 65 years of age will need 
nursing home care, and that 20 percent 
of those seniors will spend five years or 
more in nursing homes. Indeed, many 
of us already have or will live through 

the experience of having our parents, 
family members or other loved ones— 
or even ourselves—spend time in a 
nursing home. We owe it to them and 
to ourselves to give the residents of 
nursing homes the best care they can 
get. 

The Justice Department’s Health 
Care Fraud Report for Fiscal Year 1997 
cites egregious examples of nursing 
homes that pocketed Medicare funds 
instead of providing residents with ade-
quate care. In one case, five patients 
died as result of the inadequate provi-
sion of nutrition, wound care and dia-
betes management by three Pennsyl-
vania nursing homes. Yet another 
death occurred when a patient, who 
was unable to speak, was placed in a 
scalding tub of 138-degree water. 

This Act provides additional piece of 
mind to residents of nursing homes and 
those of us who may have loved ones 
there by giving federal law enforce-
ment the authority to investigate and 
prosecute operators of nursing homes 
for willfully engaging in patterns of 
health and safety violations in the care 
of nursing home residents. The Act 
also protects whistle-blowers from re-
taliation for reporting such violations. 

The Seniors Safety Act has six titles, 
described below. 

Title I, titled ‘‘Strategies for Pre-
venting Crimes Against Seniors’’: di-
rects the Attorney General to study 
the types of crimes and risk factors as-
sociated with crimes against seniors. 
In addition, authority is provided in 
this title for the Attorney General to 
include statistics on the incidence of 
crimes against seniors in the annual 
National Crime Victims Survey. Col-
lection and analysis of this data is crit-
ical to develop effective strategies to 
protect seniors from crime and respond 
effectively to the justice needs of sen-
iors. 

Title II, titled ‘‘Combating Crimes 
Against Seniors’’: provides enhanced 
penalties for crimes targeting seniors, 
for health care fraud and other fraud 
offenses, and the creation of new crimi-
nal and civil penalties to protect pen-
sion and employee benefit plans. 

Specifically, the U.S. Sentencing 
Commission is directed to review the 
sentencing guidelines and enhance pen-
alties, as appropriate, to adequately re-
flect the economic and physical harms 
associated with crimes targeted at sen-
iors, and with health care fraud of-
fenses. This bill would also increase the 
penalties under the mail fraud statute 
and wire fraud statute for fraudulent 
schemes that result in serious injury or 
death. 

In addition, this title of the Seniors 
Safety Act provides new tools in the 
form of a new criminal provision and 
civil penalties for law enforcement to 
investigate and prosecute persons who 
defraud pension plans or other retire-
ment arrangements. In addition, the 
Act increases the penalty for corruptly 
bribing or receiving graft to influence 
the operation and management of em-
ployee benefit plans from three to five 
years. 

Title III, titled ‘‘Preventing Tele-
marketing Fraud’’: addresses tele-
marketing fraud in two ways: by pro-
viding a ‘‘Better Business’’-style hot-
line to provide information and log 
complaints about telemarketing fraud, 
and by allowing the Attorney General 
to block or terminate telephone service 
to numbers being used to perpetrate 
telemarketing fraud crimes. 

Title IV, titled ‘‘Combating Health 
Care Fraud’’: provides important inves-
tigative and crime prevention tools to 
law enforcement authorities to uncover 
and punish health care fraud, including 
authority to obtain injunctive relief, 
grand jury disclosure for civil actions, 
and issuance of administrative sub-
poenas. In addition, the Act would bet-
ter protect the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Program by extending 
the anti-kickback and anti-fraud pro-
hibitions to cover this program. 

Attorney General’s injunction au-
thority: The Act would authorize the 
Attorney General to seek injunctive re-
lief to prevent persons suspected of 
committing or about to commit a 
health care fraud or illegal kickback 
offense from disposing or dissipating 
fraudulently obtained proceeds. 

Authorized Investigative Demand 
Procedures: The Attorney General is 
currently authorized to issue adminis-
trative subpoenas during investiga-
tions of criminal health care fraud 
cases, but cannot do the same in re-
lated civil cases. The Act would extend 
that authority to civil cases, subject to 
stringent privacy safeguards. 

Grand Jury Disclosure: Currently, 
grand jury information may not be dis-
closed in related civil suits, except 
under limited circumstances, resulting 
in duplicative work on the part of gov-
ernment civil attorneys. The Act would 
allow federal prosecutors to seek a 
court order allowing the sharing of 
grand jury information regarding 
health care offenses with government 
civil attorneys for use in civil or other 
regulatory proceedings. 

Extension of anti-fraud safeguards: 
The Federal Employee Health Benefits 
Act is currently exempt from anti- 
fraud safeguards available to both Med-
icaid and Medicare. The Act would re-
move the exemption and subject the 
Federal Employee Health Benefits Pro-
gram to anti-fraud and anti-kickback 
protections. 

Title V, titled ‘‘Protecting Residents 
of Nursing Homes’’: contains the 
‘‘Nursing Home Resident Protection 
Act of 1999’’ to establish a new federal 
crime, with substantial criminal and 
civil penalties, against operators of 
nursing homes who engage, knowingly 
and willfully, in a pattern of health 
and safety violations that results in 
significant physical or mental harm to 
persons residing in residential health 
care facilities. In addition, whistle- 
blowers, who tip off officials about poor 
nursing home conditions, would be au-
thorized to sue for damages, attorney’s 
fees and other relief should there be 
any retaliation. 
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Title VI, titled ‘‘Protecting the 

Rights of Senior Crime Victims’’: 
would authorize the Attorney General 
to use forfeited funds to pay restitu-
tion to victims of fraudulent activity, 
and the courts to require the forfeiture 
of proceeds from violations of retire-
ment offenses. In addition, the Act 
would exempt false claims law actions 
from a stay by bankruptcy proceedings 
and ensure that debts due to the United 
States from false claims law actions 
are not dischargeable in bankruptcy, in 
order to pay restitution to fraud vic-
tims or regulatory agencies. 

The Seniors Safety Act of 1999 pro-
vides a new safety net for seniors to 
protect them from the criminal activ-
ity that affects them the most. I com-
mend the Administration and particu-
larly the Vice President for his atten-
tion to this issue, and the Attorney 
General for her work and assistance on 
this legislation. We should move to 
consider and pass this legislation be-
fore the end of the 106th Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the Seniors Safety Act and a sec-
tional analysis be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

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

S. 751 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

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

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Seniors Safety Act of 1999’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes. 
Sec. 3. Definitions. 
TITLE I—STRATEGIES FOR PREVENTING 

CRIMES AGAINST SENIORS 
Sec. 101. Study of crimes against seniors. 
Sec. 102. Inclusion of seniors in national 

crime victimization survey. 
TITLE II—COMBATING CRIMES AGAINST 

SENIORS 
Sec. 201. Enhanced sentencing penalties 

based on age of victim. 
Sec. 202. Study and report on health care 

fraud sentences. 
Sec. 203. Increased penalties for fraud re-

sulting in serious injury or 
death. 

Sec. 204. Safeguarding pension plans from 
fraud and theft.

Sec. 205. Additional civil penalties for de-
frauding pension plans.

Sec. 206. Punishing bribery and graft in con-
nection with employee benefit 
plans. 

TITLE III—PREVENTING 
TELEMARKETING FRAUD 

Sec. 301. Centralized complaint and con-
sumer education service for vic-
tims of telemarketing fraud. 

Sec. 302. Blocking of telemarketing scams. 
TITLE IV—PREVENTING HEALTH CARE 

FRAUD 
Sec. 401. Injunctive authority relating to 

false claims and illegal kick-
back schemes involving Federal 
health care programs. 

Sec. 402. Authorized investigative demand 
procedures. 

Sec. 403. Extending antifraud safeguards to 
the Federal employee health 
benefits program. 

Sec. 404. Grand jury disclosure. 
Sec. 405. Increasing the effectiveness of civil 

investigative demands in false 
claims investigations. 

TITLE V—PROTECTING RESIDENTS OF 
NURSING HOMES 

Sec. 501. Short title. 
Sec. 502. Nursing home resident protection. 
TITLE VI—PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF 

ELDERLY CRIME VICTIMS 
Sec. 601. Use of forfeited funds to pay res-

titution to crime victims and 
regulatory agencies. 

Sec. 602. Victim restitution. 
Sec. 603. Bankruptcy proceedings not used 

to shield illegal gains from 
false claims. 

Sec. 604. Forfeiture for retirement offenses. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The number of older Americans is grow-
ing both numerically and proportionally in 
the United States. Since 1990, the population 
of seniors has increased by almost 5,000,000, 
and is now 20.2 percent of the United States 
population. 

(2) In 1997, 7 percent of victims of serious 
violent crime were age 50 or older. 

(3) In 1997, 17.7 percent of murder victims 
were age 55 or older. 

(4) According to the National Crime Vic-
timization Survey, persons aged 50 and older 
experienced approximately 673,460 incidents 
of violent crime, including rape and sexual 
assaults, robberies and general assaults, dur-
ing 1997. 

(5) Older victims of violent crime are al-
most twice as likely as younger victims to 
be raped, robbed, or assaulted at or in their 
own homes. 

(6) Approximately half of Americans who 
are 50 years old or older feel afraid to walk 
alone at night in their own neighborhoods. 

(7) Seniors over the age of 50 reportedly ac-
count for 37 percent of the estimated 
$40,000,000,000 in losses each year due to tele-
marketing fraud. 

(8) In 1998, Congress enacted legislation to 
provide for increased penalties for tele-
marketing fraud that targets seniors. 

(9) There has not been a comprehensive 
study of crimes committed against seniors 
since 1994. 

(10) It has been estimated that approxi-
mately 43 percent of those turning 65 can ex-
pect to spend some time in a long-term care 
facility, and approximately 20 percent can 
expect to spend 5 years or longer in a such a 
facility. 

(11) In 1997, approximately $82,800,000,000 
was spent on nursing home care in the 
United States and over half of this amount 
was spent by the medicaid and medicare pro-
grams. 

(12) Losses to fraud and abuse in health 
care reportedly cost the United States an es-
timated $100,000,000,000 in 1996. 

(13) The Inspector General for the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services has esti-
mated that about $12,600,000,000 in improper 
medicare benefit payments, due to inad-
vertent mistake, fraud and abuse, were made 
during fiscal year 1998. 

(14) Incidents of health care fraud and 
abuse remain high despite awareness of the 
problem. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are to— 

(1) combat nursing home fraud and abuse; 
(2) enhance safeguards for pension plans 

and health care programs; 

(3) develop strategies for preventing and 
punishing crimes that target or otherwise 
disproportionately affect seniors by col-
lecting appropriate data to measure the ex-
tent of crimes committed against seniors 
and determine the extent of domestic and 
elder abuse of seniors; and 

(4) prevent and deter criminal activity, 
such as telemarketing fraud, that results in 
economic and physical harm against seniors 
and ensure appropriate restitution. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act— 
(1) the term ‘‘crime’’ means any criminal 

offense under Federal or State law; 
(2) the term ‘‘nursing home’’ means any in-

stitution or residential care facility defined 
as such for licensing purposes under State 
law, or if State law does not employ the 
term nursing home, the equivalent term or 
terms as determined by the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services, pursuant to sec-
tion 1908(e) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396g(e)); and 

(3) the term ‘‘senior’’ means an individual 
who is more than 55 years of age. 

TITLE I—STRATEGIES FOR PREVENTING 
CRIMES AGAINST SENIORS 

SEC. 101. STUDY OF CRIMES AGAINST SENIORS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

shall conduct a study relating to crimes 
against seniors, in order to assist in devel-
oping new strategies to prevent and other-
wise reduce the incidence of those crimes. 

(b) ISSUES ADDRESSED.—The study con-
ducted under this section shall include an 
analysis of— 

(1) the nature and type of crimes per-
petrated against seniors, with special focus 
on— 

(A) the most common types of crimes that 
affect seniors; 

(B) the nature and extent of telemarketing 
fraud against seniors; 

(C) the nature and extent of elder abuse in-
flicted upon seniors; 

(D) the nature and extent of financial and 
material fraud targeted at seniors; and 

(E) the nature and extent of health care 
fraud and abuse targeting seniors; 

(2) the risk factors associated with seniors 
who have been victimized; 

(3) the manner in which the Federal and 
State criminal justice systems respond to 
crimes against seniors; 

(4) the feasibility of States establishing 
and maintaining a centralized computer 
database on the incidence of crimes against 
seniors that will promote the uniform identi-
fication and reporting of such crimes; 

(5) the nature and extent of crimes tar-
geting seniors, such as health care fraud and 
telemarketing fraud originating from 
sources outside the United States; 

(6) the effectiveness of State programs 
funded under the 1987 State Elder Abuse Pre-
vention Program in preventing and reducing 
the abuse and neglect of seniors; and 

(7) other effective ways to prevent or re-
duce the occurrence of crimes against sen-
iors. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than 18 months 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Attorney General shall submit to the Com-
mittees on the Judiciary of the House of 
Representatives and the Senate a report de-
scribing the results of the study under this 
section, which shall also include— 

(1) an assessment of any impact of the sen-
tencing enhancements promulgated by the 
United States Sentencing Commission pursu-
ant to section 6(b) of the Telemarketing 
Fraud Prevention Act of 1998 (28 U.S.C. 994 
note), including— 

(A) the number of crimes for which sen-
tences were enhanced under that section; 
and 
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(B) the effect of those enhanced sentences 

in deterring telemarketing fraud crimes tar-
geting seniors; 

(2) an assessment of the factors that result 
in the inclusion of seniors on the lists of 
names, addresses, phone numbers, or Inter-
net addresses compiled by telemarketers or 
sold to telemarketers as lists of potentially 
vulnerable consumers (i.e. ‘‘mooch lists’’); 
and 

(3) an assessment of the nature and extent 
of nursing home fraud and abuse, which shall 
include— 

(A) the number of cases and financial im-
pact on seniors of fraud and abuse involving 
nursing homes each year; 

(B) procedures used effectively by State, 
local and Federal authorities to combat 
nursing home fraud and abuse; and 

(C) a description of strategies available to 
consumers to protect themselves from nurs-
ing home fraud and an evaluation of the ef-
fectiveness of such strategies. 
SEC. 102. INCLUSION OF SENIORS IN NATIONAL 

CRIME VICTIMIZATION SURVEY. 
Beginning not later than 2 years after the 

date of enactment of this Act, as part of each 
National Crime Victimization Survey, the 
Attorney General shall include statistics re-
lating to— 

(1) crimes targeting or disproportionately 
affecting seniors; and 

(2) crime risk factors for seniors, including 
the times and locations at which crimes vic-
timizing seniors are most likely to occur; 
and 

(3) specific characteristics of the victims of 
crimes who are seniors, including age, gen-
der, race or ethnicity, and socioeconomic 
status. 

TITLE II—COMBATING CRIMES AGAINST 
SENIORS 

SEC. 201. ENHANCED SENTENCING PENALTIES 
BASED ON AGE OF VICTIM. 

(a) DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED STATES SEN-
TENCING COMMISSION.—Pursuant to its au-
thority under section 994(p) of title 28, 
United States Code, and in accordance with 
this section, the United States Sentencing 
Commission shall review and, if appropriate, 
amend section 3A1.1(a) of the Federal sen-
tencing guidelines to include the age of a 
crime victim as 1 of the criteria for deter-
mining whether the application of a sen-
tencing enhancement is appropriate. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Commission shall— 

(1) ensure that the Federal sentencing 
guidelines and the policy statements of the 
Commission reflect the serious economic and 
physical harms associated with criminal ac-
tivity targeted at seniors due to their par-
ticular vulnerability; 

(2) consider providing increased penalties 
for persons convicted of offenses in which the 
victim was a senior in appropriate cir-
cumstances; 

(3) consult with individuals or groups rep-
resenting seniors, law enforcement agencies, 
victims organizations, and the Federal judi-
ciary, as part of the review described in sub-
section (a); 

(4) ensure reasonable consistency with 
other Federal sentencing guidelines and di-
rectives; 

(5) account for any aggravating or miti-
gating circumstances that may justify ex-
ceptions, including circumstances for which 
the Federal sentencing guidelines provide 
sentencing enhancements; 

(6) make any necessary conforming 
changes to the Federal sentencing guide-
lines; and 

(7) ensure that the Federal sentencing 
guidelines adequately meet the purposes of 
sentencing set forth in section 3553(a)(2) of 
title 18, United States Code. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
2000, the Commission shall submit to Con-
gress a report on issues relating to the age of 
crime victims, which shall include— 

(1) an explanation of any changes to sen-
tencing policy made by the Commission 
under this section; and 

(2) any recommendations of the Commis-
sion for retention or modification of penalty 
levels, including statutory penalty levels, for 
offenses involving seniors. 

SEC. 202. STUDY AND REPORT ON HEALTH CARE 
FRAUD SENTENCES. 

(a) DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED STATES SEN-
TENCING COMMISSION.—Pursuant to its au-
thority under section 994(p) of title 28, 
United States Code, and in accordance with 
this section, the United States Sentencing 
Commission shall review and, if appropriate, 
amend the Federal sentencing guidelines and 
the policy statements of the Commission 
with respect to persons convicted of offenses 
involving fraud in connection with a health 
care benefit program (as defined in section 
24(b) of title 18, United States Code). 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In carrying out this 
section, the Commission shall— 

(1) ensure that the Federal sentencing 
guidelines and the policy statements of the 
Commission reflect the serious harms associ-
ated with health care fraud and the need for 
aggressive and appropriate law enforcement 
action to prevent such fraud; 

(2) consider providing increased penalties 
for persons convicted of health care fraud in 
appropriate circumstances; 

(3) consult with individuals or groups rep-
resenting victims of health care fraud, law 
enforcement agencies, the health care indus-
try, and the Federal judiciary as part of the 
review described in subsection (a); 

(4) ensure reasonable consistency with 
other Federal sentencing guidelines and di-
rectives; 

(5) account for any aggravating or miti-
gating circumstances that might justify ex-
ceptions, including circumstances for which 
the Federal sentencing guidelines provide 
sentencing enhancements; 

(6) make any necessary conforming 
changes to the Federal sentencing guide-
lines; and 

(7) ensure that the Federal sentencing 
guidelines adequately meet the purposes of 
sentencing as set forth in section 3553(a)(2) of 
title 18, United States Code. 

(c) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
2000, the Commission shall submit to Con-
gress a report on issues relating to offenses 
described in subsection (a), which shall in-
clude— 

(1) an explanation of any changes to sen-
tencing policy made by the Commission 
under this section; and 

(2) any recommendations of the Commis-
sion for retention or modification of penalty 
levels, including statutory penalty levels, for 
those offenses. 

SEC. 203. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR FRAUD RE-
SULTING IN SERIOUS INJURY OR 
DEATH. 

Sections 1341 and 1343 of title 18, United 
States Code, are each amended by inserting 
before the last sentence the following: ‘‘If 
the violation results in serious bodily injury 
(as defined in section 1365 of this title), such 
person shall be fined under this title, impris-
oned not more than 20 years, or both, and if 
the violation results in death, such person 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned for 
any term of years or life, or both.’’. 

SEC. 204. SAFEGUARDING PENSION PLANS FROM 
FRAUD AND THEFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 63 of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘§ 1348. Fraud in relation to retirement ar-
rangements 
‘‘(a) RETIREMENT ARRANGEMENT DEFINED.— 

In this section— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘retirement ar-

rangement’ means— 
‘‘(A) any employee pension benefit plan 

subject to any provision of title I of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974; 

‘‘(B) any qualified retirement plan within 
the meaning of section 4974(c) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; 

‘‘(C) any medical savings account described 
in section 220 of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1986; or 

‘‘(D) fund established within the Thrift 
Savings Fund by the Federal Retirement 
Thrift Investment Board pursuant to sub-
chapter III of chapter 84 of title 5. 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR GOVERNMENTAL PLAN.— 
Such term does not include any govern-
mental plan (as defined in section 3(32) of 
title I of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1002(32))), ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (1)(D). 

‘‘(3) CERTAIN ARRANGEMENTS INCLUDED.— 
Such term shall include any arrangement 
that has been represented to be an arrange-
ment described in any subparagraph of para-
graph (1) (whether or not so described). 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITION AND PENALTIES.—Whoever 
executes, or attempts to execute, a scheme 
or artifice— 

‘‘(1) to defraud any retirement arrange-
ment or other person in connection with the 
establishment or maintenance of a retire-
ment arrangement; or 

‘‘(2) to obtain, by means of false or fraudu-
lent pretenses, representations, or promises, 
any of the money or property owned by, or 
under the custody or control of, any retire-
ment arrangement or other person in con-
nection with the establishment or mainte-
nance of a retirement arrangement; 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 10 years, or both. 

‘‘(c) ENFORCEMENT.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the Attorney General may investigate any 
violation of and otherwise enforce this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(2) EFFECT ON OTHER AUTHORITY.—Nothing 
in this subsection may be construed to pre-
clude the Secretary of Labor or the head of 
any other appropriate Federal agency from 
investigating a violation of this section in 
relation to a retirement arrangement subject 
to title I of the Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 1001 et 
seq.) or any other provision of Federal law.’’. 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 
24(a)(1) of title 18, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘1348,’’ after ‘‘1347,’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 63 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘1348. Fraud in relation to retirement ar-

rangements.’’. 
SEC. 205. ADDITIONAL CIVIL PENALTIES FOR DE-

FRAUDING PENSION PLANS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.— 
(1) ACTION BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Except 

as provided in subsection (b)— 
(A) the Attorney General may bring a civil 

action in the appropriate district court of 
the United States against any person who 
engages in conduct constituting an offense 
under section 1348 of title 18, United States 
Code, or conspiracy to violate such section 
1348; and 

(B) upon proof of such conduct by a prepon-
derance of the evidence, such person shall be 
subject to a civil penalty in an amount equal 
to the greatest of— 

(i) the amount of pecuniary gain to that 
person; 
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(ii) the amount of pecuniary loss sustained 

by the victim; or 
(iii) not more than— 
(I) $50,000 for each such violation in the 

case of an individual; or 
(II) $100,000 for each violation in the case of 

a person other than an individual. 
(2) NO EFFECT ON OTHER REMEDIES.—The 

imposition of a civil penalty under this sub-
section does not preclude any other statu-
tory, common law, or administrative remedy 
available by law to the United States or any 
other person. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—No civil penalty may be 
imposed pursuant to subsection (a) with re-
spect to conduct involving a retirement ar-
rangement that— 

(1) is an employee pension benefit plan sub-
ject to title I of Employee Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974; and 

(2) for which the civil penalties may be im-
posed under section 502 of Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 (29 U.S.C. 
1132). 

(c) DETERMINATION OF PENALTY AMOUNT.— 
In determining the amount of the penalty 
under subsection (a), the district court may 
consider the effect of the penalty on the vio-
lator or other person’s ability to— 

(1) restore all losses to the victims; or 
(2) provide other relief ordered in another 

civil or criminal prosecution related to such 
conduct, including any penalty or tax im-
posed on the violator or other person pursu-
ant to the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 
SEC. 206. PUNISHING BRIBERY AND GRAFT IN 

CONNECTION WITH EMPLOYEE BEN-
EFIT PLANS. 

Section 1954 of title 18, United State Code, 
is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 1954. Bribery and graft in connection with 

employee benefit plans 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section— 
‘‘(1) the term ‘employee benefit plan’ 

means any employee welfare benefit plan or 
employee pension benefit plan subject to any 
provision of title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974; 

‘‘(2) the terms ‘employee organization’, 
‘administrator’, and ‘employee benefit plan 
sponsor’ mean any employee organization, 
administrator, or plan sponsor, as defined in 
title I of the Employment Retirement In-
come Security Act of 1974; and 

‘‘(3) the term ‘applicable person’ means a 
person who is— 

‘‘(A) an administrator, officer, trustee, cus-
todian, counsel, agent, or employee of any 
employee benefit plan; 

‘‘(B) an officer, counsel, agent, or employee 
of an employer or an employer any of whose 
employees are covered by such plan; 

‘‘(C) an officer, counsel, agent, or employee 
of an employee organization any of whose 
members are covered by such plan; 

‘‘(D) a person who, or an officer, counsel, 
agent, or employee of an organization that, 
provides benefit plan services to such plan; 
or 

‘‘(E) a person with actual or apparent in-
fluence or decisionmaking authority in re-
gard to such plan. 

‘‘(b) BRIBERY AND GRAFT.—Whoever— 
‘‘(1) being an applicable person, receives or 

agrees to receive or solicits, any fee, kick-
back, commission, gift, loan, money, or 
thing of value, personally or for any other 
person, because of or with the intent to be 
corruptly influenced with respect to any ac-
tion, decision, or duty of that applicable per-
son relating to any question or matter con-
cerning an employee benefit plan; 

‘‘(2) directly or indirectly, gives or offers, 
or promises to give or offer, any fee, kick-
back, commission, gift, loan, money, or 
thing of value, to any applicable person, be-
cause of or with the intent to be corruptly 

influenced with respect to any action, deci-
sion, or duty of that applicable person relat-
ing to any question or matter concerning an 
employee benefit plan; or 

‘‘(3) attempts to give, accept, or receive 
any thing of value with the intent to be cor-
ruptly influenced in violation of this sub-
section; 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned 
not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘‘(c) EXCEPTIONS.—Nothing in this section 
may be construed to apply to any— 

‘‘(1) payment to or acceptance by any per-
son of bona fide salary, compensation, or 
other payments made for goods or facilities 
actually furnished or for services actually 
performed in the regular course of his duties 
as an applicable person; or 

‘‘(2) payment to or acceptance in good 
faith by any employee benefit plan sponsor, 
or person acting on the sponsor’s behalf, of 
any thing of value relating to the sponsor’s 
decision or action to establish, terminate, or 
modify the governing instruments of an em-
ployee benefit plan in a manner that does 
not violate title I of the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, or any 
regulation or order promulgated thereunder, 
or any other provision of law governing the 
plan.’’. 
TITLE III—PREVENTING TELEMARKETING 

FRAUD 
SEC. 301. CENTRALIZED COMPLAINT AND CON-

SUMER EDUCATION SERVICE FOR 
VICTIMS OF TELEMARKETING 
FRAUD. 

(a) CENTRALIZED SERVICE.— 
(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Federal Trade Com-

mission shall, after consultation with the 
Attorney General, establish procedures to— 

(A) log and acknowledge the receipt of 
complaints by individuals who certify that 
they have a reasonable belief that they have 
been the victim of fraud in connection with 
the conduct of telemarketing (as that term 
is defined in section 2325 of title 18, United 
States Code, as amended by section 302(a) of 
this Act); 

(B) provide to individuals described in sub-
paragraph (A), and to any other persons, in-
formation on telemarketing fraud, includ-
ing— 

(i) general information on telemarketing 
fraud, including descriptions of the most 
common telemarketing fraud schemes; 

(ii) information on means of referring com-
plaints on telemarketing fraud to appro-
priate law enforcement agencies, including 
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation, the attorneys general of the States, 
and the national toll-free telephone number 
on telemarketing fraud established by the 
Attorney General; and 

(iii) information, if available, on the num-
ber of complaints of telemarketing fraud 
against particular companies and any record 
of convictions for telemarketing fraud by 
particular companies for which a specific re-
quest has been made; and 

(C) refer complaints described in subpara-
graph (A) to appropriate entities, including 
State consumer protection agencies or enti-
ties and appropriate law enforcement agen-
cies, for potential law enforcement action. 

(2) CENTRAL LOCATION.—The service under 
the procedures under paragraph (1) shall be 
provided at and through a single site se-
lected by the Commission for that purpose. 

(3) COMMENCEMENT.—The Commission shall 
commence carrying out the service not later 
than 1 year after the date of enactment of 
this Act. 

(b) CREATION OF FRAUD CONVICTION DATA-
BASE.— 

(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Attorney General 
shall establish and maintain a computer 
database containing information on the cor-

porations and companies convicted of of-
fenses for telemarketing fraud under Federal 
and State law. The database shall include a 
description of the type and method of the 
fraud scheme for which each corporation or 
company covered by the database was con-
victed. 

(2) USE OF DATABASE.—The Attorney Gen-
eral shall make information in the database 
available to the Federal Trade Commission 
for purposes of providing information as part 
of the service under subsection (a). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated such 
sums as may be necessary to carry out this 
section. 
SEC. 302. BLOCKING OF TELEMARKETING SCAMS. 

(a) EXPANSION OF SCOPE OF TELEMARKETING 
FRAUD SUBJECT TO ENHANCED CRIMINAL PEN-
ALTIES.—Section 2325(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by striking ‘‘tele-
phone calls’’ and inserting ‘‘wire commu-
nications utilizing a telephone service’’. 

(b) BLOCKING OR TERMINATION OF TELE-
PHONE SERVICE ASSOCIATED WITH TELE-
MARKETING FRAUD.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 113A of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 2328. Blocking or termination of telephone 

service 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—If a common carrier sub-

ject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Com-
munications Commission is notified in writ-
ing by the Attorney General, acting within 
the Attorney General’s jurisdiction, that any 
wire communications facility furnished by 
such common carrier is being used or will be 
used by a subscriber for the purpose of trans-
mitting or receiving a wire communication 
in interstate or foreign commerce for the 
purpose of executing any scheme or artifice 
to defraud, or for obtaining money or prop-
erty by means of false or fraudulent pre-
tenses, representations, or promises, in con-
nection with the conduct of telemarketing, 
the common carrier shall discontinue or 
refuse the leasing, furnishing, or maintain-
ing of the facility to or for the subscriber 
after reasonable notice to the subscriber. 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITION ON DAMAGES.—No dam-
ages, penalty, or forfeiture, whether civil or 
criminal, shall be found or imposed against 
any common carrier for any act done by the 
common carrier in compliance with a notice 
received from the Attorney General under 
this section. 

‘‘(c) RELIEF.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this section 

may be construed to prejudice the right of 
any person affected thereby to secure an ap-
propriate determination, as otherwise pro-
vided by law, in a Federal court, that— 

‘‘(A) the leasing, furnishing, or maintain-
ing of a facility should not be discontinued 
or refused under this section; or 

‘‘(B) the leasing, furnishing, or maintain-
ing of a facility that has been so discon-
tinued or refused should be restored. 

‘‘(2) SUPPORTING INFORMATION.—In any ac-
tion brought under this subsection, the court 
may direct that the Attorney General 
present evidence in support of the notice 
made under subsection (a) to which such ac-
tion relates. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) REASONABLE NOTICE TO THE SUB-

SCRIBER.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘reasonable 

notice to the subscriber’, in the case of a 
subscriber of a common carrier, means any 
information necessary to provide notice to 
the subscriber that— 

‘‘(i) the wire communications facilities fur-
nished by the common carrier may not be 
used for the purpose of transmitting, receiv-
ing, forwarding, or delivering a wire commu-
nication in interstate or foreign commerce 
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for the purpose of executing any scheme or 
artifice to defraud in connection with the 
conduct of telemarketing; and 

‘‘(ii) such use constitutes sufficient 
grounds for the immediate discontinuance or 
refusal of the leasing, furnishing, or main-
taining of the facilities to or for the sub-
scriber. 

‘‘(B) INCLUDED MATTER.—The term includes 
any tariff filed by the common carrier with 
the Federal Communications Commission 
that contains the information specified in 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) WIRE COMMUNICATION.—The term ‘wire 
communication’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 2510(1) of this title. 

‘‘(3) WIRE COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY.—The 
term ‘wire communications facility’ means 
any facility (including instrumentalities, 
personnel, and services) used by a common 
carrier for purposes of the transmission, re-
ceipt, forwarding, or delivery of wire com-
munications.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for that chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 
‘‘2328. Blocking or termination of telephone 

service.’’. 
TITLE IV—PREVENTING HEALTH CARE 

FRAUD 
SEC. 401. INJUNCTIVE AUTHORITY RELATING TO 

FALSE CLAIMS AND ILLEGAL KICK-
BACK SCHEMES INVOLVING FED-
ERAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1345(a) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘, or’’ 

and inserting a semicolon; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the 

following: 
‘‘(D) committing or about to commit an of-

fense under section 1128B of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7b);’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘a viola-
tion of paragraph (1)(D) or’’ before ‘‘a bank-
ing’’. 

(b) CIVIL ACTIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1128B of the So-

cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7b) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(g) CIVIL ACTIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

may bring an action in the appropriate dis-
trict court of the United States to impose 
upon any person who carries out any activity 
in violation of this section with respect to a 
Federal health care program a civil penalty 
of not more than $50,000 for each such viola-
tion, or damages of 3 times the total remu-
neration offered, paid, solicited, or received, 
whichever is greater. 

‘‘(2) EXISTENCE OF VIOLATION.—A violation 
exists under paragraph (1) if 1 or more pur-
poses of the remuneration is unlawful, and 
the damages shall be the full amount of such 
remuneration. 

‘‘(3) PROCEDURES.—An action under para-
graph (1) shall be governed by— 

‘‘(A) the procedures with regard to sub-
poenas, statutes of limitations, standards of 
proof, and collateral estoppel set forth in 
section 3731 of title 31, United States Code; 
and 

‘‘(B) the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
‘‘(4) NO EFFECT ON OTHER REMEDIES.—Noth-

ing in this section may be construed to af-
fect the availability of any other criminal or 
civil remedy. 

‘‘(h) INJUNCTIVE RELIEF.—The Attorney 
General may commence a civil action in an 
appropriate district court of the United 
States to enjoin a violation of this section, 
as provided in section 1345 of title 18, United 
States Code.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The heading 
of section 1128B of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1320a–7b) is amended by inserting 
‘‘AND CIVIL’’ after ‘‘CRIMINAL’’. 
SEC. 402. AUTHORIZED INVESTIGATIVE DEMAND 

PROCEDURES. 
Section 3486 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended— 
(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘, or any 

allegation of fraud or false claims (whether 
criminal or civil) in connection with a Fed-
eral health care program (as defined in sec-
tion 1128B(f) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320a–7b(f))),’’ after ‘‘Federal health 
care offense,’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(f) PRIVACY PROTECTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), any record (including any 
book, paper, document, electronic medium, 
or other object or tangible thing) produced 
pursuant to a subpoena issued under this sec-
tion that contains personally identifiable 
health information may not be disclosed to 
any person, except pursuant to a court order 
under subsection (e)(1). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—A record described in 
paragraph (1) may be disclosed— 

‘‘(A) to an attorney for the government for 
use in the performance of the official duty of 
the attorney (including presentation to a 
Federal grand jury); 

‘‘(B) to such government personnel (includ-
ing personnel of a State or subdivision of a 
State) as are determined to be necessary by 
an attorney for the government to assist an 
attorney for the government in the perform-
ance of the official duty of that attorney to 
enforce Federal criminal law; 

‘‘(C) as directed by a court preliminarily to 
or in connection with a judicial proceeding; 
and 

‘‘(D) as permitted by a court— 
‘‘(i) at the request of a defendant in an ad-

ministrative, civil, or criminal action 
brought by the United States, upon a show-
ing that grounds may exist for a motion to 
exclude evidence obtained under this section; 
or 

‘‘(E) at the request of an attorney for the 
government, upon a showing that such mat-
ters may disclose a violation of State crimi-
nal law, to an appropriate official of a State 
or subdivision of a State for the purpose of 
enforcing such law. 

‘‘(3) MANNER OF COURT ORDERED DISCLO-
SURES.—If a court orders the disclosure of 
any record described in paragraph (1), the 
disclosure shall be made in such manner, at 
such time, and under such conditions as the 
court may direct and shall be undertaken in 
a manner that preserves the confidentiality 
and privacy of individuals who are the sub-
ject of the record, unless disclosure is re-
quired by the nature of the proceedings, in 
which event the attorney for the government 
shall request that the presiding judicial or 
administrative officer enter an order lim-
iting the disclosure of the record to the max-
imum extent practicable, including redact-
ing the personally identifiable health infor-
mation from publicly disclosed or filed 
pleadings or records. 

‘‘(4) DESTRUCTION OF RECORDS.—Any record 
described in paragraph (1), and all copies of 
that record, in whatever form (including 
electronic) shall be destroyed not later than 
90 days after the date on which the record is 
produced, unless otherwise ordered by a 
court of competent jurisdiction, upon a 
showing of good cause. 

‘‘(5) EFFECT OF VIOLATION.—Any person who 
knowingly fails to comply with this sub-
section may be punished as in contempt of 
court. 

‘‘(g) PERSONALLY IDENTIFIABLE HEALTH IN-
FORMATION DEFINED.—In this section, the 
term ‘personally identifiable health informa-

tion’ means any information, including ge-
netic information, demographic information, 
and tissue samples collected from an indi-
vidual, whether oral or recorded in any form 
or medium, that— 

‘‘(1) relates to the past, present, or future 
physical or mental health or condition of an 
individual, the provision of health care to an 
individual, or the past, present, or future 
payment for the provision of health care to 
an individual; and 

‘‘(2) either— 
‘‘(A) identifies an individual; or 
‘‘(B) with respect to which there is a rea-

sonable basis to believe that the information 
can be used to identify an individual.’’. 
SEC. 403. EXTENDING ANTIFRAUD SAFEGUARDS 

TO THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEE 
HEALTH BENEFITS PROGRAM. 

Section 1128B(f)(1) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1320a–7b(f)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘(other than the health insurance 
program under chapter 89 of title 5, United 
States Code)’’. 
SEC. 404. GRAND JURY DISCLOSURE. 

Section 3322 of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (c) and (d) 
as subsections (d) and (e), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) GRAND JURY DISCLOSURE.—Subject to 
section 3486(f), upon ex parte motion of an 
attorney for the government showing that 
such disclosure would be of assistance to en-
force any provision of Federal law, a court 
may direct the disclosure of any matter oc-
curring before a grand jury during an inves-
tigation of a Federal health care offense (as 
defined in section 24(a) of this title) to an at-
torney for the government to use in any in-
vestigation or civil proceeding relating to 
fraud or false claims in connection with a 
Federal health care program (as defined in 
section 1128B(f) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320a–7b(f))).’’. 
SEC. 405. INCREASING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 

CIVIL INVESTIGATIVE DEMANDS IN 
FALSE CLAIMS INVESTIGATIONS. 

Section 3733 of title 31, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(1), in the second sen-
tence, by inserting ‘‘, except to the Deputy 
Attorney General or to an Assistant Attor-
ney General’’ before the period at the end; 
and 

(2) in subsection (i)(2)(C), by adding at the 
end the following: ‘‘Disclosure of informa-
tion to a person who brings a civil action 
under section 3730, or such person’s counsel, 
shall be allowed only upon application to a 
United States district court showing that 
such disclosure would assist the Department 
of Justice in carrying out its statutory re-
sponsibilities.’’. 

TITLE V—PROTECTING RESIDENTS OF 
NURSING HOMES 

SEC. 501. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Nursing 

Home Resident Protection Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 502. NURSING HOME RESIDENT PROTEC-

TION. 
(a) PROTECTION OF RESIDENTS IN NURSING 

HOMES AND OTHER RESIDENTIAL HEALTH CARE 
FACILITIES.—Chapter 63 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘§ 1349. Pattern of violations resulting in 

harm to residents of nursing homes and re-
lated facilities. 
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ENTITY.—The term ‘entity’ means any 

residential health care facility (including fa-
cilities that do not exclusively provide resi-
dential health care services), any entity that 
manages a residential health care facility, or 
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any entity that owns, directly or indirectly, 
a controlling interest or a 50 percent or 
greater interest in 1 or more residential 
health care facilities including States, local-
ities, and political subdivisions thereof. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘Federal health care program’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 1128B(f) 
of the Social Security Act. 

‘‘(3) PATTERN OF VIOLATIONS.—The term 
‘pattern of violations’ means multiple viola-
tions of a single Federal or State law, regu-
lation, or rule or single violations of mul-
tiple Federal or State laws, regulations, or 
rules, that are widespread, systemic, re-
peated, similar in nature, or result from a 
policy or practice. 

‘‘(4) RESIDENTIAL HEALTH CARE FACILITY.— 
The term ‘residential health care facility’ 
means any facility (including any facility 
that does not exclusively provide residential 
health care services) including skilled and 
unskilled nursing facilities and mental 
health and mental retardation facilities, 
that— 

‘‘(A) receives Federal funds, directly from 
the Federal Government or indirectly from a 
third party on contract with or receiving a 
grant or other monies from the Federal gov-
ernment, to provide health care; or 

‘‘(B) provides health care services in a resi-
dential setting and, in any calendar year in 
which a violation occurs, is the recipient of 
benefits or payments in excess of $10,000 from 
a Federal health care program. 

‘‘(5) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each 
of the several States of the United States, 
the District of Columbia, and any common-
wealth, territory, or possession of the United 
States. 

‘‘(b) PROHIBITION AND PENALTIES.—Whoever 
knowingly and willfully engages in a pattern 
of violations that affects the health, safety, 
or care of individuals residing in a residen-
tial health care facility or facilities, and 
that results in significant physical or mental 
harm to 1 or more of such residents, shall be 
punished as provided in section 1347, except 
that any organization shall be fined not 
more than $2,000,000 per residential health 
care facility. 

‘‘(c) CIVIL PROVISIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Attorney General 

may bring an action in a district court of the 
United States to impose on any individual or 
entity that engages in a pattern of violations 
that affects the health, safety, or care of in-
dividuals residing in a residential health 
care facility, and that results in physical or 
mental harm to 1 or more such residents, a 
civil penalty or— 

‘‘(A) in the case of an individual (other 
than an owner, operator, officer or manager 
of such a residential health care facility), 
not more than $10,000; 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual who is an 
owner, operator, officer, or manager of such 
a residential health care facility, not more 
than $100,000 for each separate facility in-
volved in the pattern of violations under this 
section; or 

‘‘(C) in the case of a residential health care 
facility, not more than $1,000,000 for each 
pattern of violations, and in the case of an 
entity, not more than $1,000,000 for each sep-
arate residential health care facility in-
volved in the pattern of violations owned or 
managed by that entity. 

‘‘(2) OTHER APPROPRIATE RELIEF.—If the At-
torney General has reason to believe that an 
individual or entity is engaging in or is 
about to engage in a pattern of violations 
that would affect the health, safety, or care 
of individuals residing in a residential health 
care facility, and that results in or has the 
potential to result in physical or mental 
harm to 1 or more such residents, the Attor-
ney General may petition an appropriate dis-

trict court of the United States for appro-
priate equitable and declaratory relief to 
eliminate the pattern of violations. 

‘‘(3) PROCEDURES.—In any action under this 
subsection— 

‘‘(A) a subpoena requiring the attendance 
of a witness at a trial or hearing may be 
served at any place in the United States; 

‘‘(B) the action may not be brought more 
than 6 years after the date on which the vio-
lation occurs; 

‘‘(C) the United States shall be required to 
prove each charge by a preponderance of the 
evidence; 

‘‘(D) the civil investigative demand proce-
dures set forth in the Antitrust Civil Process 
Act (15 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) and regulations 
promulgated pursuant thereto shall apply to 
any investigation; and 

‘‘(E) the filing or resolution of a matter 
shall not preclude any other remedy that is 
available to the United States or any other 
person. 

‘‘(d) PROHIBITION AGAINST RETALIATION.— 
Any person who is the subject of retaliation, 
either directly or indirectly, for reporting a 
condition that may constitute grounds for 
relief under this section may bring an action 
in an appropriate district court of the United 
States for damages, attorneys’ fees, and 
other relief.’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZED INVESTIGATIVE DEMAND 
PROCEDURES.—Section 3486(a)(1) of title 18, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
‘‘or act or activity involving section 1349 of 
this title’’ after ‘‘Federal health care of-
fense’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 63 of title 18 United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘1349. Pattern of violations resulting in 

harm to residents of nursing 
homes and related facilities.’’. 

TITLE VI—PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF 
ELDERLY CRIME VICTIMS 

SEC. 601. USE OF FORFEITED FUNDS TO PAY RES-
TITUTION TO CRIME VICTIMS AND 
REGULATORY AGENCIES. 

Section 981(e) of this title 18, United States 
Code, is amended— 

(1) in each of paragraphs (3), (4), and (5), by 
striking ‘‘in the case of property referred to 
in subsection (a)(1)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘in the 
case of property forfeited in connection with 
an offense resulting in a pecuniary loss to a 
financial institution or regulatory agency’’; 

(2) by striking paragraph (6) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(6) as restoration to any victim of the of-
fense giving rise to the forfeiture, including, 
in the case of a money laundering offense, 
any offense constituting the underlying spec-
ified unlawful activity; or’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘in the 
case of property referred to in subsection 
(a)(1)(D)’’ and inserting ‘‘in the case of prop-
erty forfeited in connection with an offense 
relating to the sale of assets acquired or held 
by any Federal financial institution or regu-
latory agency, or person appointed by such 
agency, as receiver, conservator, or liqui-
dating agent for an financial institution’’. 
SEC. 602. VICTIM RESTITUTION. 

Section 413 of the Controlled Substances 
Act (21 U.S.C. 853) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(r) VICTIM RESTITUTION.— 
‘‘(1) SATISFACTION OF ORDER OF RESTITU-

TION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), a defendant may not use 
property subject to forfeiture under this sec-
tion to satisfy an order of restitution. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—If there are 1 or more 
identifiable victims entitled to restitution 
from a defendant, and the defendant has no 

assets other than the property subject to for-
feiture with which to pay restitution to the 
victim or victims, the attorney for the Gov-
ernment may move to dismiss a forfeiture 
allegation against the defendant before entry 
of a judgment of forfeiture in order to allow 
the property to be used by the defendant to 
pay restitution in whatever manner the 
court determines to be appropriate if the 
court grants the motion. In granting a mo-
tion under this subparagraph, the court shall 
include a provision ensuring that costs asso-
ciated with the identification, seizure, man-
agement, and disposition of the property are 
recovered by the United States. 

‘‘(2) RESTORATION OF FORFEITED PROP-
ERTY.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If an order of forfeiture 
is entered pursuant to this section and the 
defendant has no assets other than the for-
feited property to pay restitution to 1 or 
more identifiable victims who are entitled to 
restitution, the Government shall restore 
the forfeited property to the victims pursu-
ant to subsection (i)(1) once the ancillary 
proceeding under subsection (n) has been 
completed and the costs of the forfeiture ac-
tion have been deducted. 

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTION OF PROPERTY.—On mo-
tion of the attorney for the Government, the 
court may enter any order necessary to fa-
cilitate the distribution of any property re-
stored under this paragraph. 

‘‘(3) VICTIM DEFINED.—In this subsection, 
the term ‘victim’— 

‘‘(A) means a person other than a person 
with a legal right, title, or interest in the 
forfeited property sufficient to satisfy the 
standing requirements of subsection (n)(2) 
who may be entitled to restitution from the 
forfeited funds pursuant to section 9.8 of part 
9 of title 28, Code of Federal Regulations (or 
any successor to that regulation); and 

‘‘(B) includes any person who is the victim 
of the offense giving rise to the forfeiture, or 
of any offense that was part of the same 
scheme, conspiracy, or pattern of criminal 
activity, including, in the case of a money 
laundering offense, any offense constituting 
the underlying specified unlawful activity.’’. 
SEC. 603. BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS NOT USED 

TO SHIELD ILLEGAL GAINS FROM 
FALSE CLAIMS. 

(a) CERTAIN ACTIONS NOT STAYED BY BANK-
RUPTCY PROCEEDINGS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the commencement 
or continuation of an action under section 
3729 of title 31, United States Code, does not 
operate as a stay under section 105(a) or 
362(a)(1) of title 11, United States Code. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
362(b) of title 11, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (17), by striking ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (18), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(19) the commencement or continuation 

of an action under section 3729 of title 31.’’. 
(b) CERTAIN DEBTS NOT DISCHARGEABLE IN 

BANKRUPTCY.—Section 523 of title 11, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(f) A discharge under section 727, 1141, 
1228(a), 1228(b), or 1328(b) does not discharge 
a debtor from a debt owed for violating sec-
tion 3729 of title 31.’’. 

(c) REPAYMENT OF CERTAIN DEBTS CONSID-
ERED FINAL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1 of title 11, 
United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘§ 111. False claims 

‘‘No transfer on account of a debt owed to 
the United States for violating 3729 of title 
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31, or under a compromise order or other 
agreement resolving such a debt may be 
avoided under section 544, 545, 547, 548, 549, 
553(b), or 742(a).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The analysis 
for chapter 1 of title 11, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘111. False claims.’’. 
SEC. 604. FORFEITURE FOR RETIREMENT OF-

FENSES. 
(a) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.—Section 982(a) 

of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(9) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The court, in imposing 

sentence on a person convicted of a retire-
ment offense, shall order the person to for-
feit property, real or personal, that con-
stitutes or that is derived, directly or indi-
rectly, from proceeds traceable to the com-
mission of the offense. 

‘‘(B) RETIREMENT OFFENSE DEFINED.—In 
this paragraph, the term ‘retirement offense’ 
means a violation of any of the following 
provisions of law, if the violation, con-
spiracy, or solicitation relates to a retire-
ment arrangement (as defined in section 1348 
of title 18, United States Code): 

‘‘(i) Section 664, 1001, 1027, 1341, 1343, 1348, 
1951, 1952, or 1954 of title 18, United States 
Code. 

‘‘(ii) Sections 411, 501, or 511 of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of 
1974 (29 U.S.C. 1111, 1131, 1141).’’. 

(b) CIVIL FORFEITURE.—Section 981(a)(1) of 
title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(G) Any property, real or personal, that 
constitutes or is derived, directly or indi-
rectly, from proceeds traceable to the com-
mission of a violation of, a criminal con-
spiracy to violated or solicitation to commit 
a crime of violence involving a retirement 
offense (as defined in section 982(a)(9)(B)).’’. 

SENIORS SAFETY ACT OF 1999—SECTION BY 
SECTION ANALYSIS 

SEC. 1. SHORT TITLE. The Act may be 
cited as the Seniors Safety Act of 1999. 

SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. The 
Act enumerates 14 findings on the incidence 
of crimes against seniors, the large percent-
ages of seniors who can expect to spend time 
in nursing homes, the amount of Federal 
money spent on nursing home care and the 
estimated losses due to fraud and abuse in 
the health care industry. 

The purposes of the Act are to combat 
abuse in nursing homes, enhance safeguards 
for pension plans and health benefit pro-
grams, develop strategies for preventing and 
punishing crimes against seniors as well as 
collecting information about such crimes, 
preventing and deterring criminal activity 
that results in economic and physical harm 
to seniors, and ensuring appropriate restitu-
tion. 

SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. Definitions are pro-
vided for the following terms: (1) ‘‘Crime’’ is 
defined as any criminal offense under Fed-
eral or State law; (2) ‘‘Nursing home’’ is de-
fined as any institution or residential care 
facility defined as such for licensing pur-
poses under state law, or the federal equiva-
lent; and (3) ‘‘Seniors’’ is defined as individ-
uals who are more than 55 years old. 

TITLE I—STRATEGIES FOR PREVENTING CRIMES 
AGAINST SENIORS 

SEC. 101. STUDY OF CRIMES AGAINST 
SENIORS. 

The Act directs the Attorney General to 
conduct a study addressing, inter alia, the 
types of crimes and risk factors associated 
with crimes against seniors, and develop new 
strategies to prevent and reduce crimes 
against seniors. The results of this study 

shall be reported to the Senate and House 
Judiciary Committees within 18 months. 

SEC. 102. INCLUSION OF SENIORS IN 
THE NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS SURVEY. 

The Act provides that within two years of 
its enactment, the Attorney General shall 
include in the National Crime Victimization 
Survey (NCVS) statistics relating to crimes 
and risk factors associated with crimes 
against seniors. 
TITLE II—COMBATING CRIMES AGAINST SENIORS 

SEC. 201. ENHANCED SENTENCING PEN-
ALTIES BASED ON AGE OF VICTIM. 

(a) DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED STATES 
SENTENCING COMMISSION. The U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission is directed to review 
and, if appropriate, amend the sentencing 
guidelines to include age as one of the cri-
teria for determining whether a sentencing 
enhancement is appropriate. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS. During its review, 
the Sentencing Commission shall: ensure 
that the guidelines adequately reflect the 
economic and physical harms associated 
with criminal activity targeted at seniors; 
consider providing increased penalties for of-
fenses where the victim was a senior; consult 
with seniors, victims, judiciary, and law en-
forcement representatives; assure reasonable 
consistency with other relevant directives 
and guidelines; account for circumstances 
which may justify exceptions, including any 
circumstances already warranting sen-
tencing enhancements; make any necessary 
conforming changes; and assure that the 
guidelines adequately meet the purposes of 
sentencing. 

(c) REPORT. The sentencing commission 
shall report the results of the review re-
quired under (a) and include any rec-
ommendations for retention or modification 
of the current penalty levels by December 31, 
2000. 

SEC. 202. STUDY AND REPORT ON 
HEALTH CARE FRAUD SENTENCES. 

(a) DIRECTIVE TO THE UNITED STATES 
SENTENCING COMMISSION. The U.S. Sen-
tencing Commission is directed to review 
and, if appropriate, amend the sentencing 
guidelines applicable to health care fraud of-
fenses. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS. During its review, 
the Sentencing Commission shall: ensure 
that the guidelines reflect the serious harms 
associated with health care fraud and the 
need for law enforcement to prevent such 
fraud; consider enhanced penalties for per-
sons convicted of health care fraud; consult 
with representatives of industry, judiciary, 
law enforcement, and victim groups; account 
for mitigating circumstances; assure reason-
able consistency with other relevant direc-
tives and guidelines; make any necessary 
conforming changes; and assure that the 
guidelines adequately meet the purposes of 
sentencing. 

(c) REPORT. The Sentencing Commission 
shall report the results of the review re-
quired under (a) and include any rec-
ommendations for retention or modification 
of the current penalty levels for health care 
fraud offenses, by December 31, 2000. 

SEC. 203. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR 
FRAUD RESULTING IN SERIOUS INJURY 
OR DEATH. 

This section increases the penalties under 
the mail fraud statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1341, and 
the wire fraud statute, 18 U.S.C. § 1343, for 
fraudulent schemes that result in serious in-
jury or death. Existing law provides such an 
enhancement for a narrow class of health 
care fraud schemes (see 18 U.S.C. 1347). This 
provision would extend this penalty enhance-
ment to other forms of fraud under the mail 
and wire fraud statutes that result in death 
or serious injury. The maximum penalty if 
serious bodily harm occurred would be up to 

twenty years; if a death occurred, the max-
imum penalty would be a life sentence. 

SEC. 204. SAFEGUARDING PENSION 
PLANS FROM FRAUD AND THEFT. 

(a) IN GENERAL. This section would add 
new section 1348 to title 18, United States 
Code. 

§1348: Fraud in Relation to Retirement Ar-
rangements: 

(a) This section defines retirement ar-
rangements and provides an exception for 
plans established by the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act (ERISA). 

(b) This section punishes, with up to ten 
years’ imprisonment, the act of defrauding 
retirement arrangements, or obtaining by 
means of false or fraudulent pretenses money 
or property of any retirement arrangement. 
Retirement arrangements would include em-
ployee pension benefit plans under the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act 
(ERISA), qualified retirement plans under 
section 4974(c) of the Internal Revenue Code 
(IRC), medical savings accounts under sec-
tion 220 of the IRC, and funds established 
within the Thrift Savings Fund. This provi-
sion is modeled on existing statutes pun-
ishing bank fraud (see 18 U.S.C. § 1344) and 
health care fraud (see 18 U.S.C. § 1347). Any 
government plan defined under section 3(32) 
of title I of the ERISA, except funds estab-
lished by the Federal Retirement Thrift In-
vestment Board, is exempt from this section. 

(c) The Attorney General is given author-
ity to investigate offenses under the new sec-
tion, but this authority expressly does not 
preclude other appropriate Federal agencies, 
including the Secretary of Labor, from inves-
tigating violations of ERISA. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT. The 
table of sections for chapter 63 of title 18 
United States Code, is modified to list new 
section ‘‘1348. Fraud in relation to retire-
ment arrangements.’’ 

SEC. 205. ADDITIONAL CIVIL PEN-
ALTIES FOR DEFRAUDING PENSION 
PLANS. 

(a) IN GENERAL. This section would au-
thorize the Attorney General to bring a civil 
action for a violation, or conspiracy to vio-
late, new section 18 U.S.C. § 1348, relating to 
retirement fraud. Proof of such a violation 
established by a preponderance of the evi-
dence would subject the violator to a civil 
penalty of the greater of the amount of pecu-
niary gain to the offender, the pecuniary loss 
to the victim, or up to $50,000 in the case of 
an individual, or $100,000 for an organization. 
Imposition of this civil penalty has no effect 
on other possible remedies. 

(b) EXCEPTION. No civil penalties would 
be imposed for conduct involving an em-
ployee pension plan subject to penalties 
under ERISA, 29 U.S.C. § 1132. 

(c) DETERMINATION OF PENALTY 
AMOUNT. In determining the amount of the 
penalty, the court is authorized to consider 
the effect of the penalty on the violator’s 
ability to restore all losses to the victims 
and to pay other important tax or criminal 
penalties. 

SEC. 206. PUNISHING BRIBERY AND 
GRAFT IN CONNECTION WITH EMPLOYEE 
BENEFIT PLANS. 

This section would amend section 1954 of 
title 18, United States Code, by changing the 
title to ‘‘Bribery and graft in connection 
with employee benefit plans,’’ and increasing 
the maximum penalty for bribery and graft 
in regard to the operation of an employee 
benefit plan from 3 to 5 years imprisonment. 
This section also broadens existing law 
under section 1954 to cover corrupt attempts 
to give or accept bribery or graft payments, 
and to proscribe bribery or graft payments 
to persons exercising de facto influence or 
control over employee benefit plans. Finally, 
this amendment clarifies that a violation 
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under section 1954 requires a showing of cor-
rupt intent to influence the actions of the re-
cipient of the bribe or graft. 
TITLE III—PREVENTING TELEMARKETING CRIME. 

SEC. 301. CENTRALIZED COMPLAINT 
AND CONSUMER EDUCATION SERVICE 
FOR VICTIMS OF TELEMARKETING 
FRAUD. 

(a) CENTRALIZED SERVICE. This section 
directs the Commissioner of the Federal 
Trade Commission to establish a ‘‘Better 
Business’’-style hotline to serve as a central 
information clearinghouse for victims of 
telemarketing fraud within one year. As part 
of this service, the FTC is required to estab-
lish procedures for logging in complaints of 
telemarketing fraud victims, providing in-
formation on telemarketing fraud schemes, 
referring complaints to appropriate law en-
forcement officials, and providing complaint 
or prior conviction information about spe-
cific companies. 

(b) CREATION OF FRAUD CONVICTION 
DATABASE. The Attorney General is di-
rected to establish a database of tele-
marketing fraud convictions secured against 
corporations or companies, for the use as de-
scribed in (a). 

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS. Authorization is provided for such 
sums as are necessary to carry out the sec-
tion. 

SEC. 302. BLOCKING OF TELE-
MARKETING SCAMS. 

(a) EXPANSION OF SCOPE OF TELE-
MARKETING FRAUD SUBJECT TO EN-
HANCED CRIMINAL PENALTIES. Section 
2325 of title 18, United States Code, is amend-
ed by replacing the term ‘‘telephone calls’’ 
with ‘‘wire communication utilizing a tele-
phone service’’ to clarify that telemarketing 
fraud schemes executed using cellular tele-
phone services are subject to the enhanced 
penalties for such fraud under 18 U.S.C. § 
2326. 

(b) BLOCKING OR TERMINATION OF 
TELEPHONE SERVICE ASSOCIATED WITH 
TELEMARKETING FRAUD. This section 
adds new section 2328 to title 18, United 
States Code, to authorize the termination of 
telephone service used to carry on tele-
marketing fraud, and is similar to the legal 
authority provided under 18 U.S.C. § 1084(d), 
regarding termination of telephone service 
used to engage in illegal gambling. The new 
section 2328 requires telephone companies, 
upon notification in writing from the De-
partment of Justice that a particular phone 
number is being used to engage in fraudulent 
telemarketing or other fraudulent conduct, 
and after notice to the customer, to termi-
nate the subscriber’s telephone service. The 
common carrier is exempt from civil and 
criminal penalties for any actions taken in 
compliance with any notice received from 
the Justice Department under this section. 
Persons affected by termination may seek an 
appropriate determination in Federal court 
that the service should not be discontinued 
or removed, and the court may direct the De-
partment of Justice to present evidence sup-
porting the notification of termination. Defi-
nitions are provided for ‘‘wire communica-
tion facility’’ and ‘‘reasonable notice to the 
subscriber.’’ 

TITLE IV—PREVENTING HEALTH CARE 
FRAUD. 

SEC. 401. INJUNCTIVE AUTHORITY RE-
LATING TO FALSE CLAIMS AND ILLEGAL 
KICKBACK SCHEMES INVOLVING FED-
ERAL HEALTH CARE PROGRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL. This section extends the 
provisions of 18 U.S.C. § 1345, which author-
izes injunctions against frauds, to authorize 
the Attorney General to take immediate ac-
tion to halt illegal health care fraud kick-
back schemes under the Social Security Act 

(42 U.S.C. § 1320a-7b). Under existing law, (18 
U.S.C. § 1345 (a)(1)(C)), Federal prosecutors 
are able to obtain injunctive relief in con-
nection with a wide variety of Federal health 
care offenses. This authority has proven to 
be extremely valuable in putting a halt to 
fraudulent behavior, but such relief is not 
available in connection with kickback of-
fenses under section 1128B of the Social Se-
curity Act (42 U.S.C. §1320a-7b). Because of 
the large amounts of money involved in 
these kinds of cases, the Attorney General 
should have the authority to enjoin kick-
back schemes while they are in progress. 

(b) CIVIL ACTIONS. This section would 
amend 42 U.S.C. § 1320a-7b by adding a new 
subsection (g) authorizing the Attorney Gen-
eral to seek a civil penalty of up to $50,000 
per violation, or three times the remunera-
tion, whichever is greater, for each offense 
under this section with respect to a Federal 
health care program. This penalty is in addi-
tion to other criminal and civil penalties. 
The procedures are governed by the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure and 31 U.S.C. 3731. If 
one or more of the purposes of the remunera-
tion is unlawful, a violation exists and dam-
ages shall be the full amount of the remu-
neration. 

SEC. 402. AUTHORIZED INVESTIGATIVE 
DEMAND PROCEDURES. 

This section would amend section 3486 of 
title 18, United States Code, to authorize the 
Attorney General or her designee to issue ad-
ministrative subpoenas—called ‘‘authorized 
investigative demands’’—to investigate civil 
health care fraud cases. Under section 248 of 
the Health Insurance Portability and Ac-
countability Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104–191), the 
Attorney General or her designee is author-
ized to issue an administrative subpoena in 
connection with an investigation relating to 
a Federal health care offense, defined under 
18 U.S.C. § 24 to include only criminal of-
fenses. In civil cases, however, the Depart-
ment’s attorneys must rely upon subpoenas 
issued by the office of the Inspector General 
of the Department of Health and Human 
Services or upon civil investigative demands. 
To facilitate the Department of Justice’s 
ability to investigate civil health care fraud 
cases in an effective and efficient manner, 
this provision allows the Attorney General 
or her designee to issue an administrative 
subpoena in connection with any health care 
fraud case, criminal or civil. 

This section also provides privacy safe-
guards for personally identifiable health in-
formation that may be obtained in response 
to an administrative subpoena and divulged 
in the course of a federal investigation. In-
formation provided in response to a grand 
jury subpoena is generally required, under 
Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure, to be kept secret. By contrast, 
this secrecy rule would not apply to informa-
tion obtained in response to an administra-
tive subpoena. This section therefore pro-
tects the privacy and confidentiality of per-
sonally identifiable health information by 
limiting its disclosure to a federal pros-
ecutor in the performance of official duties, 
to other government personnel where nec-
essary to assist in the enforcement of Fed-
eral criminal law, or when directed by a 
court. The section requires that such infor-
mation be destroyed within 90 days from pro-
duction, unless otherwise ordered by a court. 
‘‘Personally identifiable health information’’ 
is defined to mean any information relating 
to the physical or mental condition of an in-
dividual, the provision of, or payments for, 
health care, that either identifies an indi-
vidual or with respect to which there is a 
reasonable basis to believe that the informa-
tion can be used to identify an individual. 

SEC. 403. EXTENDING ANTI-FRAUD 
SAFEGUARDS TO THE FEDERAL EM-
PLOYEES HEALTH BENEFITS PROGRAM. 

This section removes the anti-fraud ex-
emption for the Federal Employee Health 
Benefits (FEHB) Act currently contained in 
section 1128B(f)(1) of the Social Security Act, 
thereby extending anti-fraud and anti-kick-
back safeguards applicable to the Medicare 
and Medicaid program to the FEHB. This 
would allow the Attorney General to use the 
same civil enforcement tools to fight fraud 
perpetrated against the FEHB program as 
are available to other Federal health care 
programs, and to recover civil penalties 
against persons or entities engaged in illegal 
kickback schemes under the anti-kickback 
provisions of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. §1320a-7b). Removal of this exemption 
would allow enhanced penalties for repeat of-
fenders, additional anti-kickback enforce-
ment, enhanced civil monetary penalties, 
and full participation in the Health Care 
Fraud and Abuse Control Account. Civil pen-
alties are particularly important in health 
care fraud, since the complex business ar-
rangements often employed in connection 
with kickback schemes pose difficulties in 
proving the necessary scienter needed to sus-
tain a criminal prosecution. 

SEC. 404. GRAND JURY DISCLOSURE. 

This section would amend section 3322 of 
title 18, United States Code, to authorize fed-
eral prosecutors to seek a court order to 
share grand jury information regarding 
health care offenses, as defined in 18 U.S.C. § 
24, with other federal prosecutors for use in 
civil proceedings or investigations relating 
to fraud or false claims in connection with 
any Federal health care program. Under cur-
rent law, grand jury information may not be 
shared for use by government attorneys in 
civil investigations except ‘‘when so directed 
by a court preliminarily to or in connection 
with a judicial proceeding,’’ and may require 
a hearing at which ‘‘other persons as the 
court may direct’’ are given a ‘‘reasonable 
opportunity to appear and be heard.’’ 
F.R.Cr.P. 6(e)(3)(C)( i) & (D). The important 
policy reasons for protecting the secrecy of 
grand juries and allowing only narrow access 
to grand jury proceedings by Federal civil 
prosecutors are fully set forth in United 
States v. Sells Engineering, Inc., 463 U.S. 418 
(1983). 

Mindful of the reasons for grand jury se-
crecy, the proposed amendment would per-
mit grand jury information regarding health 
care offenses to be shared with Federal civil 
prosecutors, only after ex parte court review 
and a finding that the information would as-
sist in enforcement of federal laws or regula-
tions. Simplifying the sharing of grand jury 
information by avoiding the need for a judi-
cial proceeding or the possibility of a hear-
ing, would avoid subverting the grand jury 
secrecy rule while enhancing the effective-
ness of the Department of Justice’s overall 
health care anti-fraud effort. In particular, 
by facilitating the sharing of information be-
tween criminal investigators and civil pros-
ecutors, this proposal would enable the Jus-
tice Department to proceed more quickly 
and efficiently to recover losses to federal 
health care programs and to prevent wrong-
doers from dissipating illegally obtained as-
sets before the Government can take action 
to recover the government’s losses. Privacy 
safeguards for personally identifiable health 
care information proposed in section 401 of 
this Act would also apply to information 
shared under this new provision. 

SEC 405. INCREASING THE EFFECTIVE-
NESS OF CIVIL INVESTIGATIVE DE-
MANDS IN A FALSE CLAIMS INVESTIGA-
TION. 

This section amends section 3733 of title 31, 
United States Code, to permit the Attorney 
General to delegate authority to issue civil 
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investigative demands to the Deputy Attor-
ney General or an Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral. The Deputy Attorney General and As-
sistant Attorneys General already are au-
thorized under current law to cause such dis-
covery demands to be served. 

In addition, section 3733 is amended to per-
mit a person who initiated an investigation 
or proceeding under 31 U.S.C. § 3730, or such 
person’s counsel (i.e., whistle-blowers who 
have brought a qui tam suit under the False 
Claims Act) to seek permission from a dis-
trict court to obtain information disclosed 
to the Justice Department in response to 
civil investigative demands. Whistle blowers 
who relay information for false claims ac-
tions to the government are often able to 
provide valuable assistance to the govern-
ment in pursuing false claims law investiga-
tions and actions. This assistance may be 
further enhanced if they have an opportunity 
to review information obtained by the Jus-
tice Department in connection with the in-
vestigation. 

TITLE V—PROTECTING RESIDENTS OF NURSING 
HOMES 

SEC. 501. NURSING HOME RESIDENT 
PROTECTION ACT. 

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Nursing 
Home Resident Protection Act of 1999.’’ 

SEC. 502. NURSING HOME RESIDENT 
PROTECTION. 

(a) PROTECTION OF RESIDENTS IN 
NURSING HOMES AND OTHER RESIDEN-
TIAL HEALTH CARE FACILITIES. This sec-
tion would add new section 1349 to title 18, 
United States Code, to punish persons who 
engage in a pattern of willful violations of 
Federal laws, regulations, rules, or State 
laws governing the health, safety, or care of 
individuals residing in residential health 
care facilities, and allows the Attorney Gen-
eral to bring civil penalties against those en-
tities. It also provides additional ‘‘whistle 
blower’’ protection by allowing a person who 
is retaliated against for reporting nursing 
home conditions to bring a civil action for 
damages, attorney’s fees, and other costs. 

(b) AUTHORIZED INVESTIGATIVE DE-
MAND PROCEDURES. This section would 
amend section 3486(a)(1) of title 18, United 
States Code, to authorize the Attorney Gen-
eral or a designated representative to issue 
administrative subpoenas in cases under new 
section 1349 of title 18, United States Code. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENT. The 
table of sections for chapter 63 of title 18 
United States Code, is modified to list new 
section ‘‘1349. Pattern of violations resulting 
in harm to residents of nursing homes and 
related facilities.’’ 
TITLE VI—PROTECTING THE RIGHTS OF ELDERLY 

CRIME VICTIMS 
SEC. 601. USE OF FORFEITED FUNDS TO 

PAY RESTITUTION TO CRIME VICTIMS 
AND REGULATORY AGENCIES. This sec-
tion would amend section 981(e) of title 18, 
United States Code, to allow the use of for-
feited funds to pay restitution to crime vic-
tims and regulatory agencies. 

SEC. 602. VICTIM RESTITUTION. The sec-
tion adds a new subsection ‘‘(r) VICTIM 
RESTITUTION’’ to the Controlled Sub-
stances Act (21 U.S.C. §853) to allow the gov-
ernment to move to dismiss forfeiture pro-
ceedings to allow the defendant to use the 
property subject to forfeiture for the pay-
ment of restitution to victims. If forfeiture 
proceedings are complete and there is no 
other source of restitution available to the 
victims, the Government may return the for-
feited property so it may be used for restitu-
tion. 

SEC. 603. BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS 
NOT USED TO SHIELD ILLEGAL GAINS 
FROM FALSE CLAIMS. 

(a) CERTAIN ACTIONS NOT STAYED BY 
BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS. This section 

provides that an action under the False 
Claims Act may be brought and continued 
despite concurrent bankruptcy proceedings. 

(b) CERTAIN DEBTS NOT DISCHARGE-
ABLE IN BANKRUPTCY. This section pro-
hibits the discharge in bankruptcy of debts 
resulting from judgments or settlements in 
Medicare and Medicaid fraud cases under the 
False Claims Act. Currently, in some cases, 
persons who rip off the Medicare or Medicaid 
system can avoid repaying their ill-gotten 
gains or penalties by filing for bankruptcy. 

(c) REPAYMENT OF CERTAIN DEBTS 
CONSIDERED FINAL. This section adds a 
new §111 to chapter I of title II of the United 
States Code which provides that no debt 
owed for a violation of the False Claims act 
or under a compromise order or other agree-
ment resolving such a debt may be avoided 
under bankruptcy provisions. 

SEC. 604. FORFEITURE FOR RETIRE-
MENT OFFENSES. 

(a) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE. This section 
adds a new subsection to 18 U.S.C. § 982(a) to 
require the forfeiture of proceeds of a crimi-
nal retirement offense, including a violation 
of new section 1348 of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(b) CIVIL FORFEITURE. This section adds 
a new subsection to 18 U.S.C. § 981(a)(1) to 
permit the civil forfeiture of proceeds from a 
criminal retirement offense. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join Senators LEAHY and 
TORRICELLI in introducing The Seniors 
Safety Act. All too often, seniors are 
primary targets for financial exploi-
tation and subjected to neglect and 
physical abuse, and as our country’s 
senior population continues to grow, 
the plague of crimes against the elder-
ly has the potential to spiral out of 
control. The Seniors Safety Act com-
bats this very serious issue by increas-
ing penalties for crimes against sen-
iors, improving law enforcement tools 
necessary to prevent telemarketing 
and healthcare fraud, safeguarding pen-
sion and benefit plans from fraud and 
bribery, and preventing nursing home 
abuse. 

Seniors are often targeted by crimi-
nals because of their lack of mobility, 
isolation, and dependence on others. 
The criminals targeting seniors should 
be subject to enhanced penalties, and 
we must develop new strategies to 
combat their crimes. The Seniors Safe-
ty Act requires the sentencing commis-
sion to review and consider amending 
sentencing guidelines to include age as 
one criterion for enhancing a sentence 
and enhances the penalty for fraudu-
lent schemes that result in serious in-
jury or death. In addition, the bill di-
rects the Attorney General to conduct 
a comprehensive review of crimes 
against seniors in order to develop new 
ways to combat criminals who target 
older Americans. 

Federal investigators estimate that 
senior citizens constitute nearly 80 per-
cent of telemarketing scam victims. In 
1996, the AARP estimated that 14,000 
companies nationwide were illegally 
defrauding citizens of their hard- 
earned money through telemarketing 
schemes. The fraud committed by only 
300 telemarketers exposed by the FBI 
in 1995 resulted in an estimated $58 mil-
lion loss from 52,000 seniors in just two 
years. The Seniors Safety Act puts in 

place important law enforcement tools 
needed to stop telemarketing fraud. 
The Act gives federal officials the abil-
ity to cut off a fraudulent tele-
marketer’s telephone service. It also 
creates a hotline for victims of tele-
marketing fraud. Through the hotline, 
victims can register complaints 
against companies, can receive infor-
mation regarding common fraudulent 
schemes and be referred to the appro-
priate enforcement agency. A database 
of complaints will be established so 
that victims can check for previous 
complaints against a particular com-
pany. 

Health care fraud also disproportion-
ately harms older Americans. The Sen-
iors Safety Act provides important new 
tools to law enforcement officials for 
use in health care fraud investigations. 
The bill authorizes the Attorney Gen-
eral to get injunctions to stop false 
claims and health care kickbacks and 
to issue administrative subpoenas for 
health care offenses. With court per-
mission, the Attorney General would 
also be permitted to share grand jury 
information for use in civil investiga-
tions of health care fraud and abuse. In 
addition, the bill extends existing anti- 
fraud safeguards applicable to Medi-
care and Medicaid to the Federal Em-
ployee Health Benefits Act. 

We must protect the economic secu-
rity of our country’s senior citizens by 
safeguarding pension and employee 
benefit plans from fraud and misuse. 
For this reason, an important provi-
sion of the Seniors Safety Act creates 
a new ‘‘retirement fraud’’ crime mod-
eled on existing bank fraud and health 
care fraud statutes. The bill provides 
for civil penalties for commission of a 
retirement fraud crime, and increases 
the existing penalties for theft or em-
bezzlement and bribery and graft with 
respect to the operation of an employee 
benefit plan. 

In 1997, the Department of Health and 
Human Services reported a 14 percent 
increase in nursing home abuse since 
1994. Our society must provide a safe 
environment for older Americans who 
move into nursing homes. This bill will 
combat nursing home fraud and abuse 
by creating new federal and criminal 
penalties against persons or companies 
who willfully engage in a pattern of 
health and safety violations. The bill 
will also protect persons who report 
health and safety violations by allow-
ing them to bring a civil cause of ac-
tion for acts of retaliation against 
them. 

Finally, we must provide greater pro-
tections for senior crime victims. The 
Seniors Safety Act will do just that by 
requiring criminals to forfeit ill-gotten 
gains and property acquired by de-
frauding pension plans to the victims. 
The bill also prevents criminals from 
using the bankruptcy laws to avoid 
paying judgments by prohibiting judg-
ments or settlements in Medicare or 
Medicaid fraud cases from being dis-
charged in bankruptcy proceedings and 
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allows False Claims Act actions to pro-
ceed despite concurrent bankruptcy 
proceedings. 

These and other provisions in The 
Seniors Safety Act will make a real 
difference—a positive difference—in 
protecting the senior citizens of this 
country. This comprehensive bill is a 
vital part of our ongoing effort to se-
cure the safety of our families and our 
communities, and I encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
give it their full support. 
∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
today, Senator LEAHY, Senator 
DASCHLE, and I introduced the Seniors 
Safety Act of 1999. Senator LEAHY has 
referred to this legislation as ‘‘a new 
safety net for seniors.’’ It is that, but it 
is also much more. Indeed, this bill is a 
potent weapon designed to track down 
and punish those criminals who would 
prey on the trust and good will of 
America’s seniors. This bill puts the 
crooks on notice that crimes against 
seniors, from violent assaults in the 
streets, to abuses in nursing homes, to 
frauds perpetrated over the telephone 
lines, will not be tolerated. 

Seniors represent the most rapidly 
growing sector of our population—in 
the next 50 years, the number of Amer-
icans over the age of 65 will more than 
double. Unless we take action now, the 
frequency and sophistication of crimes 
against seniors will likewise sky-
rocket. The Seniors Safety Act of 1999 
was developed to address, head-on the 
crimes which most directly affect the 
senior community, including tele-
marketing fraud, and abuse and fraud 
in the health care and nursing home in-
dustries. It increases penalties and pro-
vides enhancements to the sentencing 
guidelines for criminals who target 
seniors. It protects seniors against the 
illegal depletion of precious pension 
and employee benefit plan funds 
through fraud, graft, bribery, and helps 
victimized seniors obtain restitution. 
Any finally, this bill authorizes the At-
torney General to study the problem of 
crime against senors, and design new 
techniques to fight it. 

Criminal enterprises that engage in 
telemarketing fraud are some of the 
most insidious predators out there. 
Americans are fleeced out of over $40 
billion dollars every year, and the ef-
fect on seniors is grossly dispropor-
tionate According to the American As-
sociation of Retired Persons, ‘‘The re-
peated victimization of the elderly is 
the cornerstone of illegal tele-
marketing.’’ A study has found that 56 
percent of the names on the target lists 
of fraudulent telemarketers are the 
names of Americans aged 50 or older. 
Of added concern is the fact that many 
of the perpetrators have migrated out 
of the United States for fear of pros-
ecution, and continue to conduct their 
illegal activities from abroad. 

In one heartbreaking story, a re-
cently-widowed New Jersey woman was 
bilked out of $200,000 by a deceitful 
telemarketing firm from Canada, who 
claimed that the woman had won a 

$150,000 sweepsteaks—the price could 
be hers, for a fee. A series of these calls 
followed, convincing this poor woman, 
already in a fragile mind-state after 
her husband’s death, to send more and 
more money for what they claimed was 
an increasingly large prize, which, of 
course, never materialized. 

Our bill authorizes the Attorney Gen-
eral to effectively put these vultures, 
even the international criminals, out 
of business by blocking or terminating 
their U.S. telephone service. In addi-
tion, it authorizes the FTC to create a 
consumer clearinghouse which would 
provide seniors, and others who might 
have questions about the legitimacy of 
a telephone sales pitch, with informa-
tion regarding prior complaints about 
a particular telemarketing company or 
prior fraud convictions. Furthermore, 
this clearing house would give seniors 
who may have been cheated an open 
channel to the appropriate law enforce-
ment authorities. 

In 1997, older Americans were victim-
ized by violent crime over 680,000 
times. The crimes against them range 
from simple assault, to armed robbery, 
to rape. While national crime rates in 
general are falling, seniors have not 
shared in the benefits of that drop. 

This Act singles out criminals who 
prey on the senior population and pe-
nalizes them for the physical and eco-
nomic harm they cause. In addition, we 
intend to place this growing problem in 
the spotlight, an urge Congress and 
federal and state law enforcement 
agencies to continue to develop solu-
tions. To this end, we have authorized 
a comprehensive examination of crimes 
against seniors, and the inclusion of 
data on seniors in the National Crime 
Victims Survey. 

Seniors across the country have 
worked their entire lives, secure in the 
belief that their pensions and health 
benefits would be there to provide for 
them in their retirement years. Far too 
often, seniors wake up one morning to 
find that their hard-earned benefits 
have been stolen. In 1997 alone, $90 mil-
lion in losses to pension funds were un-
covered. Older Americans who depend 
on that money to live are left out in 
the cold, while criminals enjoy the 
fruit of a lifetime of our seniors’ labor. 
The Seniors Safety Act gives federal 
prosecutors another powerful weapon 
to punish pension fund thieves. The 
Act creates new civil and criminal pen-
alties for defrauding pension of benefit 
plans, or obtaining money from them 
under false or fraudulent pretenses. 

The defrauding of Medicare, Med-
icaid, and private health insurers has 
become big business for criminals who 
prey on the elderly. According to a Na-
tional Institutes of Health study, 
losses from fraud and abuse may exceed 
$100 billion per year. Overbilling and 
false claims filing have become ramp-
ant as automated claims processing is 
more prevalent. Similarly, the Depart-
ment of Justice has noted numerous 
cases where unscrupulous nursing 
home operators have simply pocketed 

Medicare funds, rather than providing 
adequate care for their residents. In 
one horrendous case, five diabetic pa-
tients died from malnutrition and lack 
of medical care. In another, a patient 
was burned to death when a mute pa-
tient was placed by untrained staff in a 
tub of scalding water. These terrible 
abuses would never have occurred had 
the facilities spent the federal funds 
they received to implement proper 
health and safety procedures. This bill 
goes after fraud and abuse by providing 
resources and tools for authorities to 
investigate and prosecute offenses in 
civil and criminal courts, and enhances 
the ability of the Justice Department 
to use evidence brought in by qui tam 
(whistleblower) plaintiffs. 

This Act delivers needed protections 
to our seniors. It sends a message to 
the cowardly perpetrators of fraud and 
other crimes against older Americans, 
that their actions will be fiercely pros-
ecuted, whether they be here or abroad. 
And it clearly states that we refuse to 
allow seniors to be victimized by this 
most heinous form of predation. 

By Mr. MOYNIHAN (for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 752. a bill to facilitate the recruit-
ment of temporary employees to assist 
in the conduct of the 2000 decennial 
census of population, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Affairs. 
LEGISLATION TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF LOW 

INCOME CENSUS ENUMERATORS 
∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
to introduce, along with my colleague, 
Senator BINGAMAN, a bill that will en-
courage people receiving public assist-
ance to seek work next year as enu-
merators for the 2000 census. In the 
previous census over 350,000 people 
went from door to door seeking infor-
mation about those who did not return 
the census forms they received in the 
mail. In spite of the best efforts of this 
army of enumerators, some eight mil-
lion people were not counted, and a dis-
proportionate number of them were mi-
norities. 

The Bureau of the Census is going to 
great lengths to improve on the 1990 
count, but finding the tens of millions 
of people who do not return their forms 
is an enormous undertaking. We know 
that many of those who must be sought 
out live in the low income areas of our 
cities, and many others are among the 
rural poor. This bill would allow those 
receiving financial assistance under 
any federal program, TANF and others, 
to be employed as enumerators during 
calendar year 2000 without having their 
income count against their eligibility 
for benefits from those programs. The 
bill further allows these enumerators 
to have their employment count to-
wards eligibility for Social Security, 
Medicare, and other benefit programs. 

Mr. President, encouraging those 
who live in the low income areas of our 
population to serve as enumerators 
will help to open the doors of their 
neighbors and those who live nearby. It 
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will help count more of those most dif-
ficult to count. And it will provide em-
ployment to those who may not be able 
to find it for various reasons that in-
clude lack of transportation to far-off 
jobs. 

This bill will help produce a more ac-
curate census and provide employment 
to those most in need of it. It is a most 
worthwhile piece of legislation and I 
encourage my colleagues to support it. 
I also ask that the text of the bill be 
included in the RECORD. 

The bill follows: 
S. 752 

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 ‘‘Decennial 
Census Improvement Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) the Constitution of the United States 

requires that the number of persons in the 
United States be enumerated every 10 years 
in order to permit the apportionment of rep-
resentatives among the several States; 

(2) information collected through a decen-
nial census of the population conducted 
under section 141 of title 13, United States 
Code, is also used to determine— 

(A) the boundaries of— 
(i) congressional districts within States; 
(ii)(I) the districts for the legislature of 

each State; and 
(II) other political subdivisions within the 

States; and 
(B) the allocation of billions of dollars of 

Federal and State funds; 
(3) the Constitution of the United States 

requires that the enumerations referred to in 
paragraph (2) be made in such manner as the 
Congress ‘‘shall by law direct’’; 

(4) in the 1990 decennial census, the Bureau 
of the Census used a combination of mail 
questionnaires and personal interviews, in-
volving more than 350,000 enumerators, to 
collect the census data; and 

(5) in 1993, the Bureau of the Census con-
cluded that legislation ensuring that pay for 
temporary census enumerators in the 2000 
decennial census would not be used to reduce 
benefits under Federal assistance programs 
would make it easier for the Bureau to hire 
individuals in low-income neighborhoods as 
temporary census enumerators in those 
neighborhoods. 
SEC. 3. MEASURES TO FACILITATE THE RECRUIT-

MENT OF TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES. 
(a) PURPOSES FOR WHICH COMPENSATION 

SHALL NOT BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 23 of title 13, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(d)(1) As used in this subsection, the term 
‘temporary census position’ means a tem-
porary position within the Bureau of the 
Census established for purposes relating to 
the 2000 decennial census of population con-
ducted under section 141 (as determined 
under regulations that the Secretary shall 
prescribe). 

‘‘(2) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, compensation for service performed 
by an individual in a temporary census posi-
tion shall not cause— 

‘‘(A) that individual or any other indi-
vidual to become ineligible for any benefits 
described in paragraph (3)(A); or 

‘‘(B) a reduction in the amount of any ben-
efits described in paragraph (3)(A) for which 
that individual or any other individual 
would otherwise be eligible. 

‘‘(3) This subsection shall— 

‘‘(A) apply with respect to benefits pro-
vided under any Federal program or any 
State or local program financed in whole or 
in part with Federal funds (including the So-
cial Security program under the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) and the Medi-
care program under title XVIII of that Act); 

‘‘(B) apply only with respect to compensa-
tion for service performed during calendar 
year 2000; and 

‘‘(C) not apply if the individual performing 
the service involved is appointed (or first ap-
pointed to any other temporary census posi-
tion) before January 1, 2000.’’. 

(2) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend-
ment made by paragraph (1) shall not affect 
the application of Public Law 101–86 (13 
U.S.C. 23 note), as amended by subsection 
(b). 

(b) EXEMPTION FROM PROVISIONS RELATING 
TO REEMPLOYED ANNUITANTS AND FORMER 
MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES.—Pub-
lic Law 101–86 (13 U.S.C. 23 note) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by striking the title and inserting the 
following: ‘‘An Act to provide that a Federal 
annuitant or former member of a uniformed 
service who returns to Government service, 
under a temporary appointment, to assist in 
carrying out the 2000 decennial census of 
population shall be exempt from certain pro-
visions of title 5, United States Code, relat-
ing to offsets from pay and other benefits.’’; 

(2) in section 1(b), by striking ‘‘the 1990 de-
cennial census’’ and inserting ‘‘the 2000 de-
cennial census’’; and 

(3) in section 4, by striking ‘‘December 31, 
1990.’’ and inserting ‘‘December 31, 2000.’’.∑ 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for himself, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
KERRY, Mr. BRYAN, Mr. JOHN-
SON, Mr. REED, Mr. SCHUMER, 
Mr. BAYH, and Mr. EDWARDS): 

S. 753. A bill to enhance competition 
in the financial services industry by 
providing a prudential framework for 
the affiliation of banks, securities 
firms, and other financial service pro-
viders; and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

THE FINANCIAL SERVICES ACT OF 1999 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, today, 

with the distinguished Ranking Mem-
ber of the Banking Committee, the sen-
ior Senator from Maryland, Mr. SAR-
BANES, we are introducing the ‘‘Finan-
cial Services Act of 1999.’’ We are 
joined by all Democratic members of 
the Banking Committee. 

The President has indicated through 
his Secretary of the Treasury, Robert 
Rubin, that he can support our ap-
proach and sign it into law. 

This bill makes a clear and unambig-
uous statement: we want financial 
services modernization enacted this 
year. 

This should not be a partisan issue. 
Our bill is based on last year’s H.R. 10, 
which enjoyed wide bipartisan support. 
It was approved last year by the Senate 
Banking Committee by a vote of 16 to 
2. Most Republicans supported it. It 
was supported by virtually every major 
financial services industry group. 

A similar bill was adopted by a bipar-
tisan 51 to 8 vote this year in the House 
Banking Committee. 

Sadly, reform efforts suffered a 
major setback this year in the Senate 

Banking Committee when the majority 
forced through a bill on a party line 
vote of 11 to 9. 

Mr. President, financial services re-
form is now on two tracks toward re-
form. There is the veto track, and the 
Banking Committee bill is on it over 
the Community Reinvestment Act and 
other concerns. 

There is also the track toward enact-
ment, which this bill and the House 
Banking bill are on. 

But it can’t be ‘‘take it or leave it’’ 
on either side. We have agreed with the 
distinguished Majority Leader [Mr. 
LOTT] to discuss this issue immediately 
after recess in an effort to find com-
mon ground. 

The choice is clear: it’s either par-
tisan brinksmanship—or bipartisan ac-
complishment. We reject the former 
and stand ready to deliver on the lat-
ter. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, 
today the Democratic members of the 
Senate Banking Committee—myself, 
Senators DODD, KERRY, BRYAN, JOHN-
SON, REED, SCHUMER, BAYH, and ED-
WARD—are joining with the Democratic 
Leader, Senator DASCHLE, in intro-
ducing the Financial Services Act of 
1999. 

Senator DASCHLE and the Democratic 
members of the Senate Banking Com-
mittee strongly support financial serv-
ices modernization legislation. Last 
year, every Democratic member of the 
Committee voted for financial services 
modernization in the form of H.R. 10, 
the Financial Services Act of 1998. 
That bill was reported by the Com-
mittee on a bipartisan vote of 16 to 2. 
In a Committee markup of financial 
services legislation on March 4 of this 
year, every Democratic member of the 
Committee voted for financial services 
modernization in the form of a sub-
stitute amendment that I offered. The 
substitute amendment contained the 
text of last year’s bill with the addi-
tion of a provision that would permit 
banks to conduct expanded financial 
service activities through operating 
subsidiaries. The substitute amend-
ment was defeated on a party line vote 
of 11 to 9. 

The bill being introduced today con-
sists of the substitute amendment that 
was offered in the Banking Committee 
markup. We introduce this legislation 
because it meets certain basic goals. 
These include permitting affiliations 
among firms within the financial serv-
ices industry, preserving the safety and 
soundness of the financial system, pro-
tecting consumers, maintaining the 
separation of banking and commerce, 
and expanding access to credit for all 
communities in our country. Unfortu-
nately, the bill reported out of the Sen-
ate Banking Committee does not meet 
these goals and was opposed by every 
Democratic member of the Committee. 

We are disappointed that the Com-
mittee Majority has abandoned the 
consensus so carefully developed last 
year. The broad, bipartisan margin of 
support enjoyed by last year’s bill re-
flected the compromises struck during 
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the course of its consideration. It was 
not opposed by a single major financial 
services industry association. 

The legislation being introduced 
today reflects compromises among 
Committee Members and among indus-
try groups on a wide range of issues, in-
cluding the Community Reinvestment 
Act, consumer protections, and the 
separation of banking and commerce. 
The decision by the Committee Major-
ity to abandon these compromises has 
resulted in less than unanimous indus-
try support for the Committee-passed 
bill. In addition, civil rights groups, 
community groups, consumer organiza-
tions, and local government officials 
strongly oppose the Committee-passed 
bill. 

We are disappointed as well that the 
Committee Majority has refused to rec-
ognize that enactment of financial 
services legislation entails accommo-
dation of views not only of members of 
the Congress, but in particular the 
view of the White House and the Treas-
ury Department. On March 2, before 
the Committee’s markup, President 
Clinton wrote: 

This Administration has been a strong pro-
ponent of financial legislation that would re-
duce costs and increase access to financial 
services for consumers, businesses, and com-
munities . . . I agree that reform of the laws 
governing our nation’s financial services in-
dustry would promote the public interest. 
However, I will veto the Financial Services 
Modernization Act if it is presented to me in 
its current form. 

The President warned that the bill 
‘‘would undermine the effectiveness of 
the Community Reinvestment Act,’’ 
‘‘would deny financial services firms 
the freedom to organize themselves in 
the way that best serve their cus-
tomers,’’ ‘‘would . . . provide inad-
equate consumer protections,’’ and 
‘‘could expand the ability of depository 
institutions and nonfinancial firms to 
affiliate . . .’’ None of these concerns 
was fully addressed by the Committee 
Majority at markup. Unless the con-
cerns of the Administration are ad-
dressed, it is clear the Committee- 
passed bill will not be enacted into law. 

We believe the bill we are intro-
ducing today is a balanced, prudent ap-
proach to financial services moderniza-
tion legislation. It could not only be 
passed by the Congress, but signed into 
law by the President. It is clearly the 
approach most likely to lead to the en-
actment of financial services mod-
ernization legislation in this Congress. 

By Mr. EDWARDS (for himself 
and Mr. HELMS): 

S. 754. A bill to designate the Federal 
building located at 310 New Bern Ave-
nue in Raleigh, North Carolina, as the 
‘‘Terry Sanford Federal Building’’; read 
the first time. 

THE ‘‘TERRY SANFORD COMMEMORATION ACT’’ 
Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I rise 

today to introduce the ‘‘Terry Sanford 
Commemoration Act of 1999.’’ This 
measure would name the federal build-
ing in Raleigh, North Carolina after a 
great man, Terry Sanford. 

We lost Terry Sanford almost a year 
ago. The loss was great. He served 
North Carolina throughout his entire 
life. He was a Governor, a state Sen-
ator, a U.S. Senator, and a university 
president . He was trained as a lawyer. 
He wrote books, served as a para-
trooper during World Was II, worked as 
an FBI agent and ran for President of 
the United States—twice. 

Senator Sanford died on April 18, 1998 
after a long fight with esophageal can-
cer. 

He was a towering figure, a hero, to 
many North Carolinians. And we miss 
him. 

There is no doubt that when the his-
tory of North Carolina in the 20th Cen-
tury is written, Terry Sanford will oc-
cupy many pages. And he will be given 
a great deal of credit for the great 
strides taken by North Carolina. What-
ever Terry Sanford touched he made 
better. 

Senator Sanford’s mother was a 
school teacher. His love of education 
must have started there. When he was 
governor he did whatever it took to in-
crease funding for education. He even 
talked state legislators into voting for 
a food tax in order to fund education— 
that was not easy. Among other things, 
he helped found the North Carolina 
School for the Arts which was a pio-
neer, and to this day remains a leader 
in arts education. After he finished his 
term as governor, he became President 
of Duke University. And he brought 
unparalleled ambition, vision and en-
ergy to making Duke University great. 

But the list of Senator Sanford’s ac-
complishments does not stop with edu-
cation. He launched innovative anti- 
poverty programs. He helped start the 
North Carolina State Board of Science 
and Technology. He was largely respon-
sible for the creation of an environ-
mental health sciences facility in Re-
search Triangle Park. He helped calm 
the student protests over the Vietnam 
War. 

And finally, in the midst of a turbu-
lent and difficult time, Terry helped us 
find a path across the racial divide. In 
his 1961 inaugural address, he let us 
know and understand that ‘‘no group of 
our citizens can be denied the right to 
participate in the opportunities of 
first-class citizenship.’’ 

He later said: ‘‘The most difficult 
thing I did was the most invisible 
thing. That was to turn the attitude on 
the race.’’ He turned the attitude in 
small and large ways. He invited 
prominent leaders in the African- 
American community to the Gov-
ernor’s Mansion for breakfast to talk 
about how to solve the race problem. 
Many of them later said that they 
never dreamed a day would come when 
their state’s governor would invite 
them to breakfast. He started the Good 
Neighbor Council, which is now the 
North Carolina Human Relations Com-
mission, to give structure and author-
ity to his commitment to creating jobs 
for people regardless of race. 

And the thing about Senator Sanford 
is that he never stopped. Late in life, 

when he was no longer a Senator, Uni-
versity President or Governor, he kept 
coming up with great ideas and kept 
working to see them through to com-
pletion. He was a friend to me. And I 
valued his advice and counsel. 

Naming a building can never capture 
the spirit and heart of a man like 
Terry Sanford. But it is a fitting trib-
ute. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the legislation be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

S. 754 
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 ‘Terry San-
ford Commemoration Act of 1999’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) Terry Sanford served the State of North 

Carolina and the Nation with enthusiasm, 
bravery, and distinction in many important 
ways, including— 

(A) as a paratrooper in World War II; 
(B) as an agent with the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation; 
(C) as a North Carolina State senator; 
(D) as Governor of North Carolina; 
(E) as a professor of public policy at Duke 

University; 
(F) as President of Duke University; 
(G) as a United States Senator from North 

Carolina; 
(H) as a patron of the arts; and 
(I) as a loving and committed husband and 

father. 
(2) Terry Sanford fought tirelessly and self-

lessly throughout his life to improve the 
lives of his fellow citizens through public 
education, racial healing, economic develop-
ment, eradication of poverty, and promotion 
of the arts. 

(3) Terry Sanford exemplified the best 
qualities mankind has to offer. 

(4) Terry Sanford lived an exemplary life 
and is owed a debt of gratitude for his 
untiring service to the State of North Caro-
lina and his fellow Americans. 
SEC. 3. DESIGNATION. 

The Federal building located at 310 New 
Bern Avenue in Raleigh, North Carolina, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘Terry 
Sanford Federal Building’. 
SEC. 4. REFERENCES. 

Any reference in law, map, regulation, doc-
ument, paper, or other record of the United 
States to the Federal building referred to in 
section 3 shall be deemed to be a reference to 
the ‘Terry Sanford Federal Building’. 

By Mr. HATCH (for himself, Mr. 
NICKLES, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. 
BIDEN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. KOHL, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. HELMS, Mr. 
SCHUMER, and Mr. DEWINE): 

S. 755. A bill to extend the period for 
compliance with certain ethical stand-
ards for Federal prosecutors; read the 
first time. 
LEGISLATION TO EXTEND THE PERIOD FOR COM-

PLIANCE WITH CERTAIN ETHICAL STANDARDS 
FOR FEDERAL PROSECUTORS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be joined by a diverse, bipar-
tisan group of Senators in introducing 
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this simple, technical bill to extend the 
effective date of a provision included in 
last year’s omnibus appropriations bill. 
My cosponsors include Senators NICK-
LES, BIDEN, THURMOND, KENNEDY, SES-
SIONS, ABRAHAM, KOHL, SCHUMER, LIE-
BERMAN, DEWINE, and Helms. I urge all 
of my colleagues to support our bill. 

My colleagues will recall that last 
year’s omnibus appropriations bill in-
cluded a provision originating in the 
House, relating to the application of 
state bar rules to federal prosecutors. 
The so-called McDade amendment pro-
posed the addition of a new section, 
Section 530B, to title 28 of the United 
States Code, which would effect the 
ethical standards required of federal 
prosecutors. 

Although I am prepared to, I do not 
want to address the merits of this issue 
today, and our bill does not do so. Suf-
fice it to say, however, that including 
this provision was so controversial 
that a bipartisan majority of the Judi-
ciary Committee opposed its inclusion 
in the omnibus bill. In fact, our strong 
opposition resulted in a six month 
delay in the provision’s effective date 
being included as well. 

When we included this six month 
grace period, the Senate anticipated 
that the time might be used to address 
the serious concerns with the under-
lying measure. Due to arguably unan-
ticipated events, we have not been able 
to do so. Our amendment simply main-
tains the status quo, extending the 
grace period an additional six months. 
A bipartisan group of 12 Senators, in-
cluding myself and 3 former chairmen 
of the Senate Judiciary Committee 
signed a letter, urging the distin-
guished Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber of the Appropriations Committee 
to include this amendment in this sup-
plemental appropriations bill. 

This letter was signed by Senators 
THURMOND, KENNEDY, BIDEN, DEWINE, 
SESSIONS, ABRAHAM, KYL, FEINSTEIN, 
KOHL, NICKLES, WARNER, and myself. I 
ask unanimous consent that the letter 
appear in the RECORD following my re-
marks. 

Let me assure my colleagues, our bill 
will not, as some might suggest, result 
in looser ethical standards for federal 
prosecutors. The same high standards 
that have always applied will continue 
in force. Indeed, I have considerable 
sympathy for the values Section 530B 
seeks to protect. Anyone who at one 
time or another has been the subject of 
unfounded ethical or legal charges 
knows the frustration of clearing one’s 
name. And no one wants more than I to 
ensure that all federal prosecutors are 
held to the highest ethical standards. 
As Justice Sutherland put it in 1935, 
the prosecutor’s job is not just to win 
a case, but to see ‘‘that justice shall be 
done. . . . It is as much his duty to re-
frain from improper methods cal-
culated to produce a wrongful convic-
tion as it is to use every legitimate 
means to bring about a just one.’’ But 
Section 530B, as it was enacted last 
year, is not in my view the way to en-
sure these standards are met. 

Although well-intentioned, section 
530B is not the measured and well tai-
lored law needed to address the legiti-
mate concerns contemplated by Con-
gress, and will have serious unintended 
consequences. Indeed, if allowed to 
take effect in its present form, section 
530B could cripple the ability of the De-
partment of Justice to enforce federal 
law. 

The federal government has a legiti-
mate and important role in the inves-
tigation and prosecution of complex 
multi-state terrorism, drug, fraud or 
organized crime conspiracies, in root-
ing out and punishing fraud against 
federally funded programs such as 
Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Secu-
rity, in appropriate enforcement of the 
federal civil rights laws, in inves-
tigating and prosecuting complex cor-
porate crime, and in punishing environ-
mental crime. 

It is in these very cases that current 
Section 530B, if unchanged, will have 
its most serious adverse effects. Fed-
eral prosecutors in these cases, which 
frequently encompass several states, 
will be subject to the differing state 
and local rules of each of those states. 
Their decisions will be subject to re-
view by the ethics review boards in 
each of these states at the whim of de-
fense counsel, even if the federal pros-
ecutor is not licensed in that state. 

At a minimum, the law will discour-
age the close prosecutorial supervision 
of investigations that ensure that sus-
pect’s rights are not abridged. More 
likely, however, in its current form, 
section 530B will hinder the effective 
investigation and prosecution of viola-
tions of federal law. 

Several important investigative and 
prosecutorial practices, perfectly legal 
and acceptable under federal law and in 
federal court, under current section 
530B will be subject to state bar rules. 
For instance, in many states, federal 
attorneys will not be permitted to 
speak with witnesses alleged to be rep-
resented, especially witnesses to cor-
porate misconduct. The use of under-
cover investigations or federal-court 
authorized wiretaps may be challenged 
as illegal in those states where these 
practices are barred or curtailed by 
state law or rule, hindering federal 
criminal investigations. In other 
states, current section 530B might be 
construed to require—contrary to long- 
established federal grand jury prac-
tice—that prosecutors present excul-
patory evidence to the grand jury. 

In short, current section 530B will 
likely affect adversely enforcement of 
our antitrust laws, our environmental 
laws prohibiting the dumping of haz-
ardous waste, our labor laws, our civil 
rights laws, and the integrity of every 
federal benefits program. 

Despite these potentially severe con-
sequences, this legislation received no 
meaningful consideration in the Senate 
last Congress. Rather, it was included 
without an opportunity for Senate de-
bate in an unamendable omnibus ap-
propriations bill conference report. The 

first Senate consideration of this mat-
ter occurred just this week, with a 
hearing in the Judiciary Committee’s 
Criminal Justice Oversight Sub-
committee. The testimony at that 
hearing shed important light on many 
of the concerns about section 530B that 
I have described. 

Yet, our bill does not repeal section 
530B, or change one letter of it. Our bill 
simply delays its effective date for six 
additional months, to provide the Sen-
ate an appropriate time in which to ad-
dress these matters with our colleagues 
in the House. We believe that it is in 
the best interest of the Congress, the 
Department of Justice, and our state 
and federal courts, to resolve concerns 
over this issue under current law, as 
anticipated by the Congress when it en-
acted the grace period. 

The provisions of the McDade amend-
ment are slated to go into effect on 
April 19, 1999, if no further action is 
taken. I urge my colleagues to support 
the swift enactment of our legislation, 
to provide the time needed to reach a 
reasonable resolution to this complex 
issue. 

By Mr. LUGAR (for himself, Mr. 
KERREY, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. THOM-
AS, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. 
GRAMS, MR. ROBB, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. LOTT, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
ALLARD, Mr. JOHNSON, Mrs. 
HUTCHISON, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. 
GORTON, Mr. BREAUX, Mrs. 
MURRAY, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
CRAPO, Mr. BAUCUS, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. BOND, 
and Mr. ROBERTS): 

S. 757. A bill to provide a framework 
for consideration by the legislative and 
executive branches of unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions in order to ensure co-
ordination of United States policy with 
respect to trade, security, and human 
rights; to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

THE SANCTIONS POLICY REFORM ACT 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to introduce the ‘‘Sanctions 
Policy Reform Act of 1999,’’ a bill that 
would establish a more deliberative, 
commonsense approach to U.S. sanc-
tions policy. I am joined by nearly 
thirty colleagues from both sides of the 
aisle. A companion bipartisan bill was 
introduced in the House of Representa-
tives on March 24, 1999. We introduced 
a similar sanctions reform bill in the 
105th Congress and gained thirty-nine 
co-sponsors in the Senate. 

Our interest in reforming U.S. eco-
nomic sanctions policy stems from a 
number of compelling and disturbing 
findings. The net effect of our self-im-
posed economic sanctions is that they 
deny access to U.S. markets abroad, re-
duce our trade balance, contribute to 
job loss, complicate our foreign policy 
and antagonize friends and allies. Uni-
lateral economic sanctions are truly a 
blunt instrument of foreign policy. 
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Unilateral economic sanctions have 

become a policy of first use, rather 
than last resort, when pursuing a for-
eign policy objective. Sanctions are 
tempting alternatives to careful diplo-
matic negotiations and to the use of 
force to accomplish foreign policy 
goals. Unilateral economic sanctions 
have become more frequent in recent 
years and have been used against more 
countries, both friends and adversaries, 
for an increasing variety of actions 
which we find offensive. 

Unilateral economic sanctions can 
give a competitive edge to foreign com-
panies by precluding U.S. companies 
from exporting. Over time, foreign 
competitors will establish trade con-
nections with a U.S. sanctioned coun-
try, solidify their trade ties and make 
it difficult for U.S. companies to re- 
enter those markets. This is costly to 
the U.S. economy, to American ex-
ports, to American jobs and to our 
overall foreign policy. 

There have been a large number of 
studies on unilateral economic sanc-
tions and they provide startling esti-
mates of the sanctions’ costs. The re-
port of the President’s Export Council, 
for example, cited 75 countries rep-
resenting more than half of the world’s 
population that have been subject to or 
threatened by U.S. unilateral economic 
sanctions. In another study, the Insti-
tute for International Economics con-
cluded that, in 1995, alone, economic 
sanctions cost U.S. exports between 
$15–19 billion, and eliminated upwards 
to 200,000 U.S. jobs, many in high wage 
export sector. More recently, the ad-
ministration revealed the results of its 
internal inventory of U.S. sanctions 
and found that there are now more 
than 280 identifiable sanctions provi-
sions that are either in force or in law. 

Unilateral economic sanctions rarely 
succeed in accomplishing their stated 
foreign policy objectives. Unilateral 
economic sanctions sometimes do more 
damage to our interests than to those 
against whom they are aimed. For this 
reason alone, we should re-think the 
way in which we manage our sanctions 
policy. 

Mr. President, a cardinal principle of 
foreign policy is that when we act 
internationally, our actions should do 
less harm to ourselves than to others. 
Unilateral economic sanctions, unfor-
tunately, often fail this crucial test of 
public policy. 

In fact, Mr President, unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions often impose long- 
term adverse effects on the U.S. econ-
omy. Once foreign competitors estab-
lish a presence in international mar-
kets that are abandoned by the United 
States, the potential losses can mag-
nify. Over time, the cumulative effect 
of sanctions will not only include the 
loss of commercial contracts, but also 
the loss of confidence in American sup-
pliers and in the United States as a re-
liable business partner. The frequent 
resort to unilateral economic sanctions 
to achieve foreign policy goals, how-
ever meritorious these goals may be, 

runs the risk of weakening our export 
performance which has contributed so 
greatly to our economic prosperity. 

Mr. President, unilateral economic 
sanctions give the illusion of action by 
substituting for more decisive action 
or by serving as a palliative for those 
who demand that some action be 
taken—any action—by the United 
States against a country with whom we 
have a disagreement. Yet, the evidence 
is powerful that they rarely attain the 
foreign policy goals they are intended 
to achieve. 

The bill we are introducing today in-
cludes a number of changes from last 
year’s bill which we believe will 
strengthen the cause of sanctions re-
form. These new provisions include lan-
guage that would provide the President 
more flexibility in meeting procedural 
requirements he would otherwise have 
to meet when considering new unilat-
eral economic sanctions. The bill in-
cludes a permanent waiver authority 
on the Nuclear Prevention Prolifera-
tion Act of 1994, the so-called Glenn 
Amendment, which mandates the auto-
matic imposition of sanctions on coun-
tries which detonate a nuclear device 
for weapons development. We also in-
cluded an additional procedural ‘‘speed 
bump’’ to improve the deliberative 
process in the Congress. 

Mr. President, our legislation is pro-
spective. With only one exception, our 
bill does not affect existing U.S. sanc-
tions. The only provision in our bill 
which reaches back to current unilat-
eral economic sanctions gives the 
President permanent authority to 
waive the sanctions in the Nuclear Pro-
liferation Prevention Act, the Glenn 
Amendment. Our bill applies only to 
unilateral sanctions and to those sanc-
tions intended to achieve foreign pol-
icy or national security objectives. It 
would exclude, by definition, U.S. trade 
laws that have well-established proce-
dures and precedents. The bill does not 
address the complex issue of state and 
local sanctions designed to achieve for-
eign policy goals. 

Our proposed legislation does not 
prohibit unilateral economic sanctions 
or prevent a vote in the Congress on 
any proposed new sanction. There are 
situations where other foreign policy 
options have been exhausted and where 
the actions of other countries are so 
outrageous or so threatending to the 
United States and national interests 
that our response, short of the use of 
force, must be firm and unambiguous. 
In such instances, economic sanctions 
may be an appropriate instrument of 
American foreign policy. 

Our legislation seeks to establish 
clear guidelines and informational re-
quirements to help us improve our de-
liberations and to understand better 
the consequences of our actions before 
we implement new economic sanctions. 
We should know before voting or im-
posing any new sanctions what the 
costs and gains to the United States 
and our friends and allies are likely to 
be. There should be an analysis of the 

impact of any new sanctions on our 
reputation as a reliable supplier, the 
other policy options that have been ex-
plored, and whether the proposed sanc-
tions are likely to contribute to the 
foreign policy objectives sought in the 
legislation. Comparable requirements 
are also mandated in the bill for those 
new sanctions contemplated by the 
President under his authorities. 

If the Congress and the President de-
cide to implement new sanctions, our 
bill requires periodic evaluations from 
the President detailing the degree to 
which the sanctions have accomplished 
U.S. goals, the impact they are having 
on our economic, political and humani-
tarian interests, and their effects on 
other foreign policy goals and inter-
ests. 

The bill provides for more active and 
timely consultations between Congress 
and the President. It provides Presi-
dential authority to permit the Presi-
dent to waive the procedural require-
ments he must otherwise meet if he ex-
ercises his current authorities to im-
pose a new sanction. The waiver au-
thority can be exercised if the Presi-
dent determines that it is in the na-
tional interests to do so. 

Our bill includes a sunset provision 
which means that any new unilateral 
economic sanction must expire after 2 
years duration unless the Congress or 
the President acts to re-authorize 
them. Too often sanctions have lin-
gered on the books long after anyone 
remembers and long after they are hav-
ing any effect. 

It includes language on contract 
sanctity to help ensure that the United 
States is a reliable supplier, but it also 
includes appropriate exceptions to pro-
tect against contracts that might oth-
erwise be illegal or contrary to U.S. in-
terests. 

Our bill gives special attention to 
American agriculture because Amer-
ican farmers and ranchers face a dis-
proportionate burden from U.S. eco-
nomic sanctions. Agricultural com-
modities are our most vulnerable ex-
ports because they are the most easily 
replaced by other exporters. American 
exporters lose access to some fourteen 
percent of the world rice market, some 
ten percent of the world wheat market 
and some five percent of the world corn 
market due to our sanctions. 

Because of this, we included discre-
tionary authority in the bill to provide 
for compensatory agricultural assist-
ance if agricultural markets are se-
verely disrupted by the imposition of 
unilateral economic sanctions. No new 
appropriations would be required for 
this authority. The bill opposes the use 
of food and medicines as a tool of for-
eign policy, except in the most severe 
circumstances, and urges that eco-
nomic sanctions be targeted as nar-
rowly as possible on the targeted coun-
try in order to minimize harm to inno-
cent people and humanitarian activi-
ties. 

Let me reiterate that nothing in this 
bill prohibits new unilateral economic 
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sanctions or prevents a vote in the 
Congress on proposed new sanctions. 
The steps detailed in this bill provide 
for better policy procedures and more 
informed analysis so that proposed new 
sanctions are preceded by a more delib-
erative process by which the President 
and the Congress can make reasoned 
and balanced choices affecting the to-
tality of American values and inter-
ests. 

Mr. President, I feel strongly about 
this bill and this issue. It goes to the 
heart of the manner by which we con-
duct our commercial relations abroad 
and the way we manage our overall for-
eign policy. We need to do a better job 
on both. This legislation is designed to 
do just that. 

I hope my colleagues will join me and 
the other original co-sponsors by tak-
ing a close look at this legislation and 
the reforms that we are attempting to 
accomplish. I welcome their support 
and believe that if we deal with the 
unilateral economic sanctions issue in 
a careful and systematic manner, we 
can make a significant positive con-
tribution to the conduct of American 
foreign policy and to our national in-
terest. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be included in the 
RECORD, along with a section-by-sec-
tion description of the bill. 

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

S. 757 
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 ‘‘Sanctions 
Policy Reform Act’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

It is the purpose of this Act to establish an 
effective framework for consideration by the 
legislative and executive branches of unilat-
eral economic sanctions in order to ensure 
coordination of United States policy with re-
spect to trade, security, and human rights. 
SEC. 3. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

It is the policy of the United States— 
(1) to pursue United States interests 

through vigorous and effective diplomatic, 
political, commercial, charitable, edu-
cational, cultural, and strategic engagement 
with other countries, while recognizing that 
the national security interests of the United 
States may sometimes require the imposi-
tion of economic sanctions on other coun-
tries; 

(2) to foster multilateral cooperation on 
vital matters of United States foreign policy, 
including promoting human rights and de-
mocracy, combating international terrorism, 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, 
and international narcotics trafficking, and 
ensuring adequate environmental protection; 

(3) to promote United States economic 
growth and job creation by expanding ex-
ports of goods, services, and agricultural 
commodities, and by encouraging invest-
ment that supports the sale abroad of prod-
ucts and services of the United States; 

(4) to maintain the reputation of United 
States businesses and farmers as reliable 
suppliers to international customers of qual-
ity products and services, including United 
States manufactures, technology products, 
financial services, and agricultural commod-
ities; 

(5) to avoid the use of restrictions on ex-
ports of agricultural commodities as a for-
eign policy weapon; 

(6) to oppose policies of other countries de-
signed to discourage economic interaction 
with countries friendly to the United States 
or with any United States national, and to 
avoid use of such policies as instruments of 
United States foreign policy; and 

(7) when economic sanctions are nec-
essary— 

(A) to target them as narrowly as possible 
on those foreign governments, entities, and 
officials that are responsible for the conduct 
being targeted, thereby minimizing unneces-
sary or disproportionate harm to individuals 
who are not responsible for such conduct; 
and 

(B) to the extent feasible, to avoid any ad-
verse impact of economic sanctions on the 
humanitarian activities of United States and 
foreign nongovernmental organizations in a 
country against which sanctions are im-
posed. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act: 
(1) UNILATERAL ECONOMIC SANCTION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘unilateral eco-

nomic sanction’’ means any prohibition, re-
striction, or condition on economic activity, 
including economic assistance, with respect 
to a foreign country or foreign entity that is 
imposed by the United States for reasons of 
foreign policy or national security, including 
any of the measures described in subpara-
graph (B), except in a case in which the 
United States imposes the measure pursuant 
to a multilateral regime and the other mem-
bers of that regime have agreed to impose 
substantially equivalent measures. 

(B) PARTICULAR MEASURES.—The measures 
referred to in subparagraph (A) are the fol-
lowing: 

(i) The suspension of, or any restriction or 
prohibition on, exports or imports of any 
product, technology, or service to or from a 
foreign country or entity. 

(ii) The suspension of, or any restriction or 
prohibition on, financial transactions with a 
foreign country or entity. 

(iii) The suspension of, or any restriction 
or prohibition on, direct or indirect invest-
ment in or from a foreign country or entity. 

(iv) The imposition of increased tariffs on, 
or other restrictions on imports of, products 
of a foreign country or entity, including the 
denial, revocation, or conditioning of non-
discriminatory (most-favored-nation) trade 
treatment. 

(v) The suspension of, or any restriction or 
prohibition on— 

(I) the authority of the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States to give approval 
to the issuance of any guarantee, insurance, 
or extension of credit in connection with the 
export of goods or services to a foreign coun-
try or entity; 

(II) the authority of the Trade and Devel-
opment Agency to provide assistance in con-
nection with projects in a foreign country or 
in which a particular foreign entity partici-
pates; or 

(III) the authority of the Overseas Private 
Investment Corporation to provide insur-
ance, reinsurance, or financing or conduct 
other activities in connection with projects 
in a foreign country or in which a particular 
foreign entity participates. 

(vi) A requirement that the United States 
representative to an international financial 
institution vote against any loan or other 
utilization of funds to, for, or in a foreign 
country or particular foreign entity. 

(vii) A measure imposing any restriction or 
condition on economic activity of any for-
eign government or entity on the ground 
that such government or entity does busi-
ness in or with a foreign country. 

(viii) A measure imposing any restriction 
or condition on economic activity of any per-
son that is a national of a foreign country, or 
on any government or other entity of a for-
eign country, on the ground that the govern-
ment of that country has not taken meas-
ures in cooperation with, or similar to, sanc-
tions imposed by the United States on a 
third country. 

(ix) The suspension of, or any restriction 
or prohibition on, travel rights or air trans-
portation to or from a foreign country. 

(x) Any restriction on the filing or mainte-
nance in a foreign country of any propri-
etary interest in intellectual property rights 
(including patents, copyrights, and trade-
marks), including payment of patent mainte-
nance fees. 

(C) MULTILATERAL REGIME.—As used in this 
paragraph, the term ‘‘multilateral regime’’ 
means an agreement, arrangement, or obli-
gation under which the United States co-
operates with other countries in restricting 
commerce for reasons of foreign policy or na-
tional security, including— 

(i) obligations under resolutions of the 
United Nations; 

(ii) nonproliferation and export control ar-
rangements, such as the Australia Group, 
the Nuclear Supplier’s Group, the Missile 
Technology Control Regime, and the 
Wassenaar Arrangement; 

(iii) treaty obligations, such as under the 
Chemical Weapons Convention, the Treaty 
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap-
ons, and the Biological Weapons Convention; 
and 

(iv) agreements concerning protection of 
the environment, such as the International 
Convention for the Conservation of Atlantic 
Tunas, the Declaration of Panama referred 
to in section 2(a)(1) of the International Dol-
phin Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 1361 note), 
the Convention on International Trade in 
Endangered Species, the Montreal Protocol 
on Substances that Deplete the Ozone Layer, 
and the Basel Convention on the Control of 
Transboundary Movements of Hazardous 
Wastes. 

(D) ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE.—The term ‘‘eco-
nomic assistance’’ means— 

(i) any assistance under part I or chapter 4 
of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 (including programs under title IV of 
chapter 2 of part I of that Act, relating to 
the Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion), other than— 

(I) assistance under chapter 8 of part I of 
that Act, 

(II) disaster relief assistance, including 
any assistance under chapter 9 of part I of 
that Act, 

(III) assistance which involves the provi-
sion of food (including monetization of food) 
or medicine, or 

(IV) assistance for refugees; and 
(ii) the provision of agricultural commod-

ities, other than food, under the Agricultural 
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 
1954. 

(E) FINANCIAL TRANSACTION.—As used in 
this paragraph, the term ‘‘financial trans-
action’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 1956(c)(4) of title 18, United States 
Code. 

(F) INVESTMENT.—As used in this para-
graph, the term ‘‘investment’’ means any 
contribution or commitment of funds, com-
modities, services, patents, or other forms of 
intellectual property, processes, or tech-
niques, including— 

(i) a loan or loans; 
(ii) the purchase of a share of ownership; 
(iii) participation in royalties, earnings, or 

profits; and 
(iv) the furnishing or commodities or serv-

ices pursuant to a lease or other contract. 
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(G) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘unilateral 

economic sanction’’ does not include— 
(i) any measure imposed to remedy unfair 

trade practices or to enforce United States 
rights under a trade agreement, including 
under section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 
U.S.C. 1337), title VII of that Act (19 U.S.C. 
1671 et seq.), title III of the Trade Act of 1974 
(19 U.S.C. 2411 et seq.), sections 1374 and 1377 
of the Omnibus Trade and Competitiveness 
Act of 1988 (19 U.S.C. 3103 and 3106), and sec-
tion 3 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S.C. 
10b–1); 

(ii) any measure imposed to remedy mar-
ket disruption or to respond to injury to a 
domestic industry for which increased im-
ports are a substantial cause or threat there-
of, including remedies under sections 201 and 
406 of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2251 
and 2436), and textile import restrictions (in-
cluding those imposed under section 204 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1784)); 

(iii) any action taken under title IV of the 
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.), in-
cluding the enactment of a joint resolution 
under section 402(d)(2) of that Act; 

(iv) any measure imposed to restrict im-
ports of agricultural commodities to protect 
food safety or to ensure the orderly mar-
keting of commodities in the United States, 
including actions taken under section 22 of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act (7 U.S.C. 
624); 

(v) any measure imposed to restrict im-
ports of any other products in order to pro-
tect domestic health or safety; 

(vi) any measure authorized by, or imposed 
under, a multilateral or bilateral trade 
agreement to which the United States is a 
signatory, including the Uruguay Round 
Agreements, the North American Free Trade 
Agreement, the United States-Israel Free 
Trade Agreement, and the United States- 
Canada Free Trade Agreement; and 

(vii) any prohibition or restriction on the 
sale, export, lease, or other transfer of any 
defense article, defense service, or design and 
construction service under the Arms Export 
Control Act, or on any financing provided 
under that Act. 

(2) NATIONAL EMERGENCY.—The term ‘‘na-
tional emergency’’ means any unusual or ex-
traordinary threat, which has its source in 
whole or substantial part outside the United 
States, to the national security, foreign pol-
icy, or economy of the United States. 

(3) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term 
‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 102(1) of the Agri-
cultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602(1)). 

(4) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means the Committee on Agri-
culture, the Committee on International Re-
lations, the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services of the House of Representa-
tives, and the Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition, and Forestry, the Committee on 
Finance, and the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate. 

(5) CONTRACT SANCTITY.—The term ‘‘con-
tract sanctity’’, with respect to a unilateral 
economic sanction, refers to the inapplica-
bility of the sanction to— 

(A) a contract or agreement entered into 
before the sanction is imposed, or to a valid 
export license or other authorization to ex-
port; and 

(B) actions taken to enforce the right to 
maintain intellectual property rights, in the 
foreign country against which the sanction 
is imposed, which existed before the imposi-
tion of the sanction. 

(6) UNILATERAL ECONOMIC SANCTION LEGIS-
LATION.—The term ‘‘unilateral economic 
sanction legislation’’ means a bill or joint 
resolution that imposes, or authorizes the 

imposition of, any unilateral economic sanc-
tion. 
SEC. 5. GUIDELINES FOR UNILATERAL ECO-

NOMIC SANCTIONS LEGISLATION. 
It is the sense of Congress that any unilat-

eral economic sanction legislation that is in-
troduced in or reported to a House of Con-
gress on or after the date of enactment of 
this Act should— 

(1) state the foreign policy or national se-
curity objective or objectives of the United 
States that the economic sanction is in-
tended to achieve; 

(2) provide that the economic sanction ter-
minate 2 years after it is imposed, unless 
specifically reauthorized by Congress; 

(3) provide contract sanctity, except that 
contract sanctity shall not be required in 
any case— 

(A) in which execution of the contract is 
contrary to law; 

(B) in which the contract involves assets 
that will be frozen as a consequence of the 
proposed sanction; or 

(C) in which the contract provides for the 
supply of goods or services directly to a spe-
cific person, government agency, or military 
unit that is expressly named as a target of 
the proposed sanction; 

(4) provide authority for the President 
both to adjust the timing and scope of the 
sanction and to waive the sanction, if the 
President determines it is in the national in-
terest to do so; 

(5)(A) target the sanction as narrowly as 
possible on foreign governments, entities, 
and officials that are responsible for the con-
duct being targeted; 

(B) not include restrictions on the provi-
sion of medicine, medical equipment, or 
food; and 

(C) seek to minimize any adverse impact 
on the humanitarian activities of United 
States and foreign nongovernmental organi-
zations in any country against which the 
sanction may be imposed; 

(6) provide, to the extent that the Sec-
retary of Agriculture finds, that— 

(A) the proposed sanction is likely to re-
strict exports of any agricultural commodity 
or is likely to result in retaliation against 
exports of any agricultural commodity from 
the United States; and 

(B) the sanction is proposed to be imposed, 
or is likely to be imposed, on a country or 
countries that constituted, in the preceding 
calendar year, the market for more than 3 
percent of all export sales from the United 
States of an agricultural commodity; and 

(7) provide that the Secretary of Agri-
culture expand agricultural export assist-
ance under United States market develop-
ment, food assistance, or export promotion 
programs to offset the likely damage to in-
comes of producers of the affected agricul-
tural commodity, to the maximum extent 
permitted by law and by the obligations of 
the United States under the Agreement on 
Agriculture referred to in section 101(d)(2) of 
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 
U.S.C. 3511(d)(2)). 
SEC. 6. REQUIREMENTS FOR UNILATERAL ECO-

NOMIC SANCTIONS LEGISLATION. 
(a) PUBLIC COMMENT.—Not later than 15 

days prior to the consideration by the com-
mittee of primary jurisdiction of any unilat-
eral economic sanction legislation, the 
chairman of the committee shall cause to be 
printed in the Congressional Record a notice 
that provides an opportunity for interested 
members of the public to submit comments 
to the committee on the proposed sanction. 

(b) COMMITTEE REPORTS.—In the case of 
any unilateral economic sanction legislation 
that is reported by a committee of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate, the com-
mittee report accompanying the legislation 

shall contain a statement of whether the leg-
islation meets all the guidelines specified in 
paragraphs (1) through (6) of section 5 and, if 
the legislation does not, an explanation of 
why it does not. The report shall also include 
a specific statement of whether the legisla-
tion includes any restrictions on the provi-
sion of medicine, medical equipment, or 
food. 

(c) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES AND SENATE.— 

(1) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES.—A motion in the House of 
Representatives to proceed to the consider-
ation of any unilateral economic sanctions 
legislation shall not be in order unless the 
House has received in advance the appro-
priate report or reports under subsection (d). 

(2) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.—A mo-
tion in the Senate to proceed to the consid-
eration of any unilateral economic sanctions 
legislation shall not be in order unless the 
Senate has received in advance the appro-
priate report or reports under subsection (d). 

(d) REPORTS.— 
(1) REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT.—Not later 

than 30 days after a committee of the House 
of Representatives or the Senate reports any 
unilateral economic sanction legislation or 
the House of Representatives or the Senate 
receives such legislation from the other 
House of Congress, the President shall sub-
mit to the House receiving the legislation a 
report containing— 

(A) an assessment of— 
(i) the likelihood that the proposed unilat-

eral economic sanction will achieve its stat-
ed objective within a reasonable period of 
time; and 

(ii) the impact of the proposed unilateral 
economic sanction on— 

(I) humanitarian conditions, including the 
impact on conditions in any specific coun-
tries on which the sanction is proposed to be 
or may be imposed; 

(II) humanitarian activities of United 
States and foreign nongovernmental organi-
zations; 

(III) relations with United States allies; 
(IV) other United States national security 

and foreign policy interests; and 
(V) countries and entities other than those 

on which the sanction is proposed to be or 
may be imposed; 

(B) a description and assessment of— 
(i) diplomatic and other steps the United 

States has taken to accomplish the intended 
objectives of the unilateral sanction legisla-
tion; 

(ii) the likelihood of multilateral adoption 
of comparable measures; 

(iii) comparable measures undertaken by 
other countries; 

(iv) alternative measures to promote the 
same objectives, and an assessment of their 
potential effectiveness; 

(v) any obligations of the United States 
under international treaties or trade agree-
ments with which the proposed sanction may 
conflict; 

(vi) the likelihood that the proposed sanc-
tion will lead to retaliation against United 
States interests, including agricultural in-
terests; and 

(vii) whether the achievement of the objec-
tives of the proposed sanction outweighs any 
likely costs to United States foreign policy, 
national security, economic, and humani-
tarian interests, including any potential 
harm to United States business, agriculture, 
and consumers, and any potential harm to 
the international reputation of the United 
States as a reliable supplier of products, 
technology, agricultural commodities, and 
services. 

(2) REPORT BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—Not later than 30 days after a 
committee of the House of Representatives 
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or the Senate reports any unilateral eco-
nomic sanction legislation affecting the ex-
port of agricultural commodities from the 
United States or the House of Representa-
tives or the Senate receives such legislation 
from the other House of Congress, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall submit to the 
House receiving the legislation a report con-
taining an assessment of— 

(A) the extent to which any country or 
countries proposed to be sanctioned or likely 
to be sanctioned are markets that accounted 
for, in the preceding calendar year, more 
than 3 percent of all export sales from the 
United States of any agricultural com-
modity; 

(B) the likelihood that exports of agricul-
tural commodities from the United States 
will be affected by the proposed sanction or 
by retaliation by any country proposed to be 
sanctioned or likely to be sanctioned, and 
specific commodities which are most likely 
to be affected; 

(C) the likely effect on incomes of pro-
ducers of the specific commodities identified 
by the Secretary; 

(D) the extent to which the proposed sanc-
tion would permit foreign suppliers to re-
place United States suppliers; and 

(E) the likely effect of the proposed sanc-
tion on the reputation of United States 
farmers as reliable suppliers of agricultural 
commodities in general, and of the specific 
commodities identified by the Secretary. 

(3) REPORT BY THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
OFFICE.—Any bill or joint resolution that im-
poses a unilateral economic sanction shall be 
treated as including a Federal private sector 
mandate for purposes of part B of title IV of 
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658 et seq.) and 
the Congressional Budget Office shall report 
accordingly. The report shall include an as-
sessment of— 

(A) the likely short-term and long-term 
costs of the proposed sanction to the United 
States economy, including the potential im-
pact on United States trade performance, 
employment, and growth; 

(B) the impact the proposed sanction will 
have on the international reputation of the 
United States as a reliable supplier of prod-
ucts, agricultural commodities, technology, 
and services; and 

(C) the impact the proposed sanction will 
have on the economic well-being and inter-
national competitive position of United 
States industries, firms, workers, farmers, 
and communities. 

(e) RULES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES AND SENATE.—This section is enacted 
by Congress— 

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the House of Representatives and the Sen-
ate, respectively, and as such these rules are 
deemed a part of the rules of each House, re-
spectively, and they supersede other rules 
only to the extent that they are inconsistent 
therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same manner 
and to the same extent as in the case of any 
other rule of that House. 
SEC. 7. REQUIREMENTS FOR EXECUTIVE ACTION. 

(a) NOTICE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.— 
(A) NOTICE OF INTENT TO IMPOSE SANC-

TION.—Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of law, the President shall publish notice in 
the Federal Register at least 45 days in ad-
vance of the imposition of any new unilat-
eral economic sanction under any provision 
of law with respect to a foreign country or 
foreign entity, of the President’s intention 
to implement such sanction. The purpose of 

such notice shall be to allow the formulation 
of an effective sanction that advances United 
States national security and economic inter-
ests, and to provide an opportunity for nego-
tiations to achieve the objectives specified in 
the law authorizing imposition of a unilat-
eral economic sanction. 

(B) WAIVER OF ADVANCE NOTICE REQUIRE-
MENT.—The President may waive the provi-
sions of subparagraph (A) in the case of any 
new unilateral economic sanction that in-
volves freezing the assets of a foreign coun-
try or entity (or in the case of any other 
sanction) if the President determines that 
the national interest would be jeopardized by 
the requirements of this section. 

(C) AUTHORITY TO NEGOTIATE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the 
President is authorized to negotiate with the 
foreign government against which a unilat-
eral economic sanction is proposed to resolve 
the underlying reasons for the sanction dur-
ing the 45-day period following the publica-
tion of notice in the Federal Register. 

(2) NEW UNILATERAL ECONOMIC SANCTION.— 
For purposes of this section, the term ‘‘new 
unilateral economic sanction’’ means a uni-
lateral economic sanction imposed pursuant 
to a law enacted after the date of enactment 
of this Act or a sanction imposed after such 
date of enactment pursuant to the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(b) CONSULTATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall con-

sult with the appropriate congressional com-
mittees regarding a proposed new unilateral 
economic sanction, including consultations 
regarding efforts to achieve or increase mul-
tilateral cooperation on the issues or prob-
lems prompting the proposed sanction. 

(2) CLASSIFIED CONSULTATIONS.—The con-
sultations described in paragraph (1) may be 
conducted on a classified basis if disclosure 
would threaten the national security of the 
United States. 

(c) PUBLIC COMMENT.—The President shall 
publish a notice in the Federal Register of 
the opportunity for interested persons to 
submit comments on any proposed new uni-
lateral economic sanction. 

(d) REQUIREMENTS FOR EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
SANCTIONS.—Any new unilateral economic 
sanction imposed by the President— 

(1) shall— 
(A) include an assessment of whether— 
(i) the sanction is likely to achieve a spe-

cific United States foreign policy or national 
security objective within a reasonable period 
of time, which shall be specified; and 

(ii) the achievement of the objectives of 
the sanction outweighs any costs to United 
States national interests; 

(B) provide contract sanctity, except that 
contract sanctity shall not be required in 
any case— 

(i) in which execution of the contract is 
contrary to law; 

(ii) in which the contract involves assets 
that will be frozen as a consequence of the 
proposed sanction; or 

(iii) in which the contract provides for the 
supply of goods or services directly to a spe-
cific person, government agency, or military 
unit that is expressly named as a target of 
the proposed sanction; 

(C) terminate not later than 2 years after 
the sanction is imposed, unless specifically 
extended by the President in accordance 
with this section; 

(D)(i) be targeted as narrowly as possible 
on foreign governments, entities, and offi-
cials that are responsible for the conduct 
being targeted; and 

(ii) seek to minimize any adverse impact 
on the humanitarian activities of United 
States and foreign nongovernmental organi-

zations in a country against which the sanc-
tion may be imposed; and 

(E) not include any restriction on the ex-
port, financing, support, or provision of med-
icine, medical equipment, medical supplies, 
food, or other agricultural commodity (in-
cluding fertilizer), other than restrictions 
imposed in response to national security 
threats, where multilateral sanctions are in 
place, or restrictions involving a country 
where the United States is engaged in armed 
conflict; 

(2) should provide, to the extent that the 
Secretary of Agriculture finds, that— 

(A) a new unilateral economic sanction is 
likely to restrict exports of any agricultural 
commodity from the United States or is like-
ly to result in retaliation against exports of 
any agricultural commodity from the United 
States; and 

(B) the sanction is proposed to be imposed, 
or is likely to be imposed, on a country or 
countries that constituted, in the preceding 
calendar year, the market for more than 3 
percent of all export sales from the United 
States of an agricultural commodity; and 

(3) should provide that the Secretary of 
Agriculture expand agricultural export as-
sistance under United States market devel-
opment, food assistance, and export pro-
motion programs to offset the likely damage 
to incomes of producers of the affected agri-
cultural commodity, to the maximum extent 
permitted by law and by the obligations of 
the United States under the Agreement on 
Agriculture referred to in section 101(d)(2) of 
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19 
U.S.C. 3511(d)(2)). 

(e) REPORT BY THE PRESIDENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Prior to imposing any new 

unilateral economic sanction, the President 
shall provide a report to the appropriate con-
gressional committees on the proposed sanc-
tion. The report shall include the report of 
the International Trade Commission under 
subsection (g) (if timely submitted prior to 
the filing of the report). The report may be 
provided on a classified basis if disclosure 
would threaten the national security of the 
United States. The President’s report shall 
contain the following: 

(A) An explanation of the foreign policy or 
national security objective or objectives in-
tended to be achieved through the proposed 
sanction. 

(B) An assessment of— 
(i) the likelihood that the proposed new 

unilateral economic sanction will achieve its 
stated objectives within the stated period of 
time; and 

(ii) the impact of the proposed new unilat-
eral economic sanction on— 

(I) humanitarian conditions, including the 
impact on conditions in any specific coun-
tries on which the sanction is proposed to be 
imposed; 

(II) humanitarian activities of United 
States and foreign nongovernmental organi-
zations; 

(III) relations with United States allies; 
and 

(IV) other United States national security 
and foreign policy interests, including coun-
tries and entities other than those on which 
the sanction is proposed to be imposed. 

(C) A description and assessment of— 
(i) diplomatic and other steps the United 

States has taken to accomplish the intended 
objectives of the proposed sanction; 

(ii) the likelihood of multilateral adoption 
of comparable measures; 

(iii) comparable measures undertaken by 
other countries; 

(iv) alternative measures to promote the 
same objectives, and an assessment of their 
potential effectiveness; 
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(v) any obligations of the United States 

under international treaties or trade agree-
ments with which the proposed sanction may 
conflict; 

(vi) the likelihood that the proposed sanc-
tion will lead to retaliation against United 
States interests, including agricultural in-
terests; and 

(vii) whether the achievement of the objec-
tives of the proposed sanction outweighs any 
likely costs to United States foreign policy, 
national security, economic, and humani-
tarian interests, including any potential 
harm to United States business, agriculture, 
and consumers, and any potential harm to 
the international reputation of the United 
States as a reliable supplier of products, 
technology, agricultural commodities, and 
services. 

(2) REPORT ON OTHER SANCTIONS.—In the 
case of any unilateral economic sanction 
that is imposed after the date of enactment 
of this Act, other than a new unilateral eco-
nomic sanction described in subsection (a)(2) 
or a sanction that is a continuation of a 
sanction in effect on the date of enactment 
of this Act, the President shall not later 
than 30 days after imposing such sanction 
submit to Congress a report described in 
paragraph (1) relating to such sanction. The 
report may be provided on a classified basis 
if disclosure would threaten the national se-
curity of the United States. 

(f) REPORT BY THE SECRETARY OF AGRI-
CULTURE.—Prior to the imposition of a new 
unilateral economic sanction by the Presi-
dent, the Secretary of Agriculture shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report that shall contain an assess-
ment of— 

(1) the extent to which any country or 
countries proposed to be sanctioned are mar-
kets that accounted for, in the preceding cal-
endar year, more than 3 percent of all export 
sales from the United States of any agricul-
tural commodity; 

(2) the likelihood that exports of agricul-
tural commodities from the United States 
will be affected by the proposed sanction or 
by retaliation by any country proposed to be 
sanctioned, including specific commodities 
which are most likely to be affected; 

(3) the likely effect on incomes of pro-
ducers of the specific commodities identified 
by the Secretary; 

(4) the extent to which the proposed sanc-
tion would permit foreign suppliers to re-
place United States suppliers; and 

(5) the likely effect of the proposed sanc-
tion on the reputation of United States 
farmers as reliable suppliers of agricultural 
commodities in general, and of the specific 
commodities identified by the Secretary. 

(g) REPORT BY THE UNITED STATES INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.—Before impos-
ing a new unilateral economic sanction, the 
President shall make a timely request to the 
United States International Trade Commis-
sion for a report on the likely short-term 
and long-term costs of the proposed sanction 
to the United States economy, including the 
potential impact on United States trade per-
formance, employment, and growth, the 
international reputation of the United 
States as a reliable supplier of products, ag-
ricultural commodities, technology, and 
services, and the economic well-being and 
international competitive position of United 
States industries, firms, workers, farmers, 
and communities. 

(h) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The President 
may waive any of the requirements of sub-
sections (a), (b), (c), (e)(1), (f), and (g), in the 
event that the President determines that 
such a waiver is in the national interest of 
the United States. In the event of such a 
waiver, the requirements waived shall be 
met during the 60-day period immediately 

following the imposition of the new unilat-
eral economic sanction, and the sanction 
shall terminate 90 days after being imposed 
unless such requirements are met. The Presi-
dent may waive any of the requirements of 
paragraphs (1)(B), (1)(D), (1)(E), and (2) of 
subsection (d) in the event that the Presi-
dent determines that the new unilateral eco-
nomic sanction is related to actual or immi-
nent armed conflict involving the United 
States. 

(i) SANCTIONS REVIEW COMMITTEE.— 
(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established 

within the executive branch of Government 
an interagency committee, which shall be 
known as the Sanctions Review Committee, 
which shall have the responsibility of coordi-
nating United States policy regarding uni-
lateral economic sanctions and of providing 
appropriate recommendations to the Presi-
dent prior to any decision regarding the im-
plementation of any unilateral economic 
sanction. The Committee shall be composed 
of the following 11 members, and any other 
member the President considers appropriate: 

(A) The Secretary of State. 
(B) The Secretary of the Treasury. 
(C) The Secretary of Defense. 
(D) The Secretary of Agriculture. 
(E) The Secretary of Commerce. 
(F) The Secretary of Energy. 
(G) The United States Trade Representa-

tive. 
(H) The Director of the Office of Manage-

ment and Budget. 
(I) The Chairman of the Council of Eco-

nomic Advisers. 
(J) The Assistant to the President for Na-

tional Security Affairs. 
(K) The Assistant to the President for Eco-

nomic Policy. 
(2) CHAIR.—The President shall designate 

one of the members specified in paragraph (1) 
to serve as Chair of the Sanctions Review 
Committee. 

(j) INAPPLICABILITY OF OTHER PROVISIONS.— 
This section applies notwithstanding any 
other provision of law. 

SEC. 8. ANNUAL REPORTS. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.—Not later than 6 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, and annually thereafter, unless other-
wise required under existing law, the Presi-
dent shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report detailing with re-
spect to each country or entity against 
which a unilateral economic sanction has 
been imposed— 

(1) the extent to which the sanction has 
achieved foreign policy or national security 
objectives of the United States with respect 
to that country or entity; 

(2) the extent to which the sanction has 
harmed humanitarian interests in that coun-
try, the country in which that entity is lo-
cated, or in other countries; and 

(3) the impact of the sanction on other na-
tional security and foreign policy interests 
of the United States, including relations 
with countries friendly to the United States, 
and on the United States economy. 

(b) REPORT BY THE UNITED STATES INTER-
NATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION.—Not later 
than 6 months after the date of enactment of 
this Act, and annually thereafter, the United 
States International Trade Commission shall 
report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on the costs, individually and in the 
aggregate, of all unilateral economic sanc-
tions in effect under United States law, regu-
lation, or Executive order. The calculation 
of such costs shall include an assessment of 
the impact of such measures on the inter-
national reputation of the United States as a 
reliable supplier of products, agricultural 
commodities, technology, and services. 

SEC. 9. PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY. 
(a) WAIVER AUTHORITY.—The President 

may waive the application of any sanction or 
prohibition (or portion thereof) contained in 
section 101 or 102 of the Arms Export Control 
Act, section 620E(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, or section 2(b)(4) of the Ex-
port Import Bank Act of 1945 if the President 
determines that such a waiver would ad-
vance the purposes of such Acts or the na-
tional security interests of the United 
States. 

(b) CONSULTATION.—Prior to exercising the 
waiver authority provided in subsection (a), 
the President shall consult with the appro-
priate congressional committees. Such con-
sultations may be conducted on a classified 
basis if disclosure would threaten the na-
tional security of the United States. 

(c) REPORTS.—At least once every 6 months 
after exercising the waiver authority in sub-
section (a), the President shall report to 
Congress with respect to the actions taken 
since the submission of the preceding report, 
and the reasons that continuation of any 
waiver under subsection (a) remains in the 
national security interest of the United 
States. 
SEC. 10. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act shall take effect on the date that 
is 20 days after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SANCTIONS POLICY REFORM ACT OF 1999— 
SECTION-BY-SECTION 

Section 1: Short title. The act may be cited 
as the ‘‘Enhancement of Trade, Security and 
Human Rights through Sanctions Reform 
Act’’ 

Section 2: Purpose. The purpose of the Act 
is to establish an effective framework for 
consideration of unilateral economic sanc-
tions and to make unilateral economic sanc-
tions, when imposed, more effective. 

Section 3: Statement of Policy. This sec-
tion sets forth U.S. policy to pursue Amer-
ican security, trade and humanitarian inter-
est through broad-ranging engagement with 
other countries, while recognizing the need 
at times to impose sanctions as a last resort. 
It supports multilateral cooperation as an 
alternative to unilateral U.S. sanctions. It 
seeks to promote U.S. economic growth 
through trade and to maintain America’s 
reputation as a reliable supplier. It opposes 
boycotts and use of agricultural embargoes 
as a foreign policy weapon. It urges that eco-
nomic sanctions be targeted as narrowly as 
possible, to minimize harm to innocent peo-
ple or to humanitarian activities. 

Section 4: Definitions. This section defines 
‘‘unilateral economic sanction’’ as any re-
striction or condition on economic activity 
with respect to a foreign country or entity 
imposed for reasons of foreign policy or na-
tional security. This definition excludes 
multilateral sanctions, where other coun-
tries have agreed to adopt ‘‘substantially 
equivalent’’ measures. The definition also 
excludes U.S. trade laws, Jackson-Vanik, 
and munitions list controls. This section 
also defines ‘‘appropriate committees,’’ and 
‘‘contract sanctity.’’ 

Section 5: Guidelines for Unilateral Eco-
nomic Sanctions Legislation. This section 
provides that any bill or joint resolution im-
posing or authorizing a unilateral economic 
sanction should state the U.S. foreign policy 
or national security objective, terminate 
after two years unless specifically reauthor-
ized, protect contract sanctity, provide Pres-
idential authority to adjust or waive the 
sanction in the national interest, target the 
sanction as narrowly as possible against the 
parties responsible for the offending conduct, 
and provide for expanded export promotion if 
sanctions target a major export market for 
American farmers. 
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Section 6: Requirements for report Accom-

panying the Bill. The committee reporting 
sanctions legislation shall request reports 
from the President and Secretary of Agri-
culture. These reports shall be included in 
the committee report. If the legislation does 
not meet any Section guideline, the com-
mittee report shall explain why not. The 
President’s report shall contain an assess-
ment of the likelihood that the proposed 
sanction will achieve its stated objective 
within a reasonable time. It must weight the 
likely foreign policy, national security, eco-
nomic, and humanitarian benefits against 
the costs of acting unilaterally. The report 
will also assess alternatives, such as prior 
diplomatic and other U.S. steps and com-
parable multilateral measures. 

The Secretary of Agriculture’s report shall 
assess the likely extent of the proposed legis-
lation in terms of market share in affected 
countries, the likelihood that U.S. agricul-
tural exports will be affected, and the impact 
on the reputation of U.S. farmers as reliable 
suppliers. 

Section 6 also considers unilateral sanc-
tions as unfunded federal mandates for pur-
poses of the Unfunded Mandates Act. The 
Congressional Budget Office shall assess the 
likely short- and long-term cost of the pro-
posed sanctions to the U.S. economy. 

Section 7: Requirements for Executive Ac-
tion. The President may impose a unilateral 
sanction no less than 45 days after announc-
ing his intention to do so, during which time 
he shall consult with Congressional commit-
tees and publish a notice in the Federal Reg-
ister seeking public comment. Any Execu-
tive sanction must meet the same guidelines 
that Section 5 applies to the Congress and 
must, in addition, include a clear finding 
that the sanction is likely to achieve a spe-
cific U.S. foreign policy or national security 
objective within a reasonable period of time. 

Sanction 7 also requires—prior to the im-
position of a unilateral sanction—the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Agriculture to pro-
vide to the appropriate Congressional com-
mittees reports that contain the same as-
sessment as required in the reports described 
in Section 6. The President shall also request 
a report by the U.S. International Trade 
Commission on the likely short- and long- 
term costs of the proposed sanctions to the 
U.S. economy, including the potential im-
pact on U.S. competitiveness. 

In case of national emergency, the bill al-
lows the President temporarily to waive 
most Section 7 requirements in order to act 
immediately. If the President acts on an 
emergency basis, the waived requirements 
must be met within sixty days. Finally, the 
President shall establish an interagency 
Sanctions Review Committee to improve co-
ordination of U.S. policy regarding unilat-
eral sanctions. 

Section 8: Annual Reports. The President 
must submit to the appropriate committees 
a report each year detailing the extent to 
which sanctions have achieved U.S. objec-
tives, as well as their impact on humani-
tarian and other U.S. interests, including re-
lations with friendly countries. The U.S. 
International Trade Commission shall report 
to the Congress on the costs, individually 
and in the aggregate, of all unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions in effect under U.S. law, 
regulation, or Executive order, including the 
impact on U.S. competitiveness. 

By Mr. ASHCROFT (for himself, 
Mr. HATCH, Mr. DODD, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. 
GRASSLEY, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
SMITH of New Hampshire, and 
Mr. SCHUMER): 

S. 758. A bill to establish legal stand-
ards and procedures for the fair, 

prompt, inexpensive, and efficient reso-
lution of personal injury claims arising 
out of asbestos exposure, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

FAIRNESS IN ASBESTOS COMPENSATION ACT OF 
1999 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce the Fairness in As-
bestos Compensation Act of 1999. I 
want to thank all of the Senators who 
have cosponsored this bill. This bill is 
a bipartisan effort and the diverse 
group of Senators who support the bill 
reflects a serious effort to solve a seri-
ous problem, not an effort to gain par-
tisan advantage. I particularly want to 
thank Senator DODD for his assistance 
on this bill and Senator HATCH for his 
leadership in introducing similar legis-
lation in the last Congress. 

I am introducing this bill and I sup-
port this bill for a simple reason—it 
makes sense. The problems caused by 
the manufacture and use of asbestos 
are well-documented. Although some 
companies initially denied responsi-
bility and resisted suits to recover for 
asbestos-related injuries in court, the 
injuries associated with asbestos and 
the liability of manufacturers for those 
injuries are now well-established. 

The courts—both state and federal— 
have done an admirable job of estab-
lishing the facts and legal rules con-
cerning asbestos. That is a job the 
courts do well. However, now that the 
basic facts and liability rules have 
been established, the courts are being 
asked simply to process claims. That is 
not a job the courts do particularly 
well. The rules governing court actions 
give parties rights to dispute facts that 
have been conclusively established in 
other proceedings. All the while the 
meter is running for the lawyers on 
both sides. Dollars that could go to 
compensate deserving victims, instead 
go to lawyers and court costs. 

In the asbestos context, these prob-
lems are exacerbated by the finite re-
sources available to compensate vic-
tims. What is more, the legal rules con-
cerning both punitive damages and 
what constitutes a sufficient injury to 
bring suit make for jury awards that 
do not correspond to the seriousness of 
the injury. Someone filing suit because 
of a preliminary manifestation of a 
minor injury, such as pleural thick-
ening, that may never lead to more se-
vere symptoms may receive more com-
pensation than another person with 
more serious asbestos-related injuries. 
None of this is to suggest that it is 
somehow wrong for plaintiffs with a 
minor injury to file suit. To the con-
trary, some state rules concerning 
when injury occurs obligate plaintiffs 
to file suits or risk having their suit 
dismissed as time-barred. What is 
more, in light of the finite number of 
remaining solvent asbestos defendants, 
potential plaintiffs have every incen-
tive to file suit as soon as legally per-
missible. 

The Fairness in Asbestos Compensa-
tion Act of 1999 attempts to address 

these problems by establishing an ad-
ministrative claims systems that aims 
to compensate victims of asbestos ra-
tionally and efficiently. The Act ac-
complishes this goal by classifying 
claimants according to the severity of 
their injuries, ensuring that those with 
more serious injuries receive greater 
awards, securing a compensation fund 
so that victims whose conditions are 
not yet manifest can recover in the fu-
ture, and eliminating the statute of 
limitations and injury rules that force 
plaintiffs into court prematurely. Al-
though I wish I could claim some pride 
of authorship in these mechanisms, 
these basic features were all part of a 
proposed global asbestos settlement 
agreement worked out by representa-
tives of both plaintiffs and defendants. 

The Supreme Court rejected the pro-
posed global asbestos settlement in 
Amchem Products versus Windsor. The 
District Court had certified a settle-
ment class under Rule 23 that included 
extensive medical and compensation 
criteria that both plaintiffs and defend-
ants had accepted. The Supreme Court 
ruled that this type of global, nation-
wide settlement of tort claims brought 
under fifty different state laws could 
not be sustained under Rule 23. The 
Court recognized that such a global 
settlement would conserve judicial re-
sources and likely would promote the 
public interest. Nonetheless, the Court 
concluded that Rule 23 was too thin a 
reed to support this massive settle-
ment, and that if the parties desired a 
nationwide settlement they needed to 
direct their attention to the Congress, 
rather than the Courts. 

I believe the Supreme Court was 
right on both counts—the proposed set-
tlement criteria were in the public in-
terest, but the proposed class simply 
could not be sustained under Rule 23. 
The Rules Enabling Act and the inher-
ent limits on the power of federal 
courts preclude an interpretation of 
Rule 23 that would result in a federal 
court overriding or homogenizing vary-
ing state laws. However, as the Su-
preme Court pointed out, Congress has 
the power to do directly what the 
courts lack the power to do through a 
strained interpretation of Rule 23. 

This bill takes up the challenge of 
the Supreme Court and addresses the 
tragic problem of asbestos. The bill in-
corporates the medical and compensa-
tion criteria agreed to by the parties in 
the Amchem settlement and employs 
them as the basis for a legislative set-
tlement. In the simplest terms, the leg-
islation proposes an administrative 
claims process to compensate individ-
uals injured by asbestos as a substitute 
for the tort system (although individ-
uals retain an ability to opt-in to the 
tort system after using the administra-
tive claims system to narrow the issues 
in dispute). The net effect of this legis-
lation should be to funnel a greater 
percentage of the pool of limited re-
sources to injured plaintiffs, rather 
than to lawyers for plaintiffs and de-
fendants. 
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I want to be clear, however, that I 

am not here to suggest that this is a 
perfect bill. This bill represents a com-
plex solution to a complex problem. A 
number of groups will be affected by 
this legislation, and it may be nec-
essary to make changes to ensure that 
no one is unfairly disadvantaged by 
this legislation. But that said, I am 
confident that we can make the needed 
changes. We have a bipartisan group of 
Senators who have agreed to cosponsor 
this legislation, and the bill represents 
a sufficient improvement in efficiency 
over the existing litigation quagmire 
that there should be ample room to 
work out any differences. 

Finally, let me also note that this 
bill also plays a minor but important 
role in preserving a proper balance in 
the separation of powers. I have been a 
strong and consistent critic of judicial 
activism. Judges who make legal rules 
out of whole cloth in the absence of 
constitutional or statutory text dam-
age the standing of the judiciary and 
our constitutional structure. On the 
other hand, when judges issue opinions 
in which they recognize that a par-
ticular outcome might well be in the 
public interest, but nonetheless is not 
supported by the existing law, they re-
inforce the proper, limited role of the 
judiciary. Too often, federal judges are 
tempted to reach the result they favor 
as a policy matter without regard to 
the law. When judges succumb to that 
temptation, they are justly criticized. 
But when they resist that temptation, 
their self-restraint should be recog-
nized and applauded. The Court in 
Amchem rightly recognized a problem 
that the judiciary acting alone could 
not solve. By offering a legislative so-
lution to that problem the bill provides 
the proper incentives for courts to be 
restrained and reinforces the proper 
roles of Congress and the Judiciary. 

In short, this bill provides a proper 
legislative solution to the asbestos liti-
gation problem. It ensures that, in an 
area in which extensive litigation has 
already established facts and assigned 
responsibility, scarce dollars com-
pensate victims, not lawyers. I want to 
thank my co-sponsors for their work 
on the bill. I look forward to working 
with them to ensure final passage of 
this legislation. The courts have com-
pleted their proper role in ascertaining 
facts and liability. It is time for Con-
gress to step in to provide a better 
mechanism to direct scarce resources 
to deserving victims. 
∑ Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleague, Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, to introduce the ‘‘Fair-
ness in Asbestos Compensation Act of 
1999’’. This legislation would expedite 
the provision of financial compensa-
tion to the victims of asbestos expo-
sure by establishing a nationwide ad-
ministrative system to hear and adju-
dicate their claims. 

Mr. President, millions of American 
workers have been exposed to asbestos 
on the job. Tragically, many have con-
tracted asbestos-related illnesses, 

which can be devastating and deadly. 
Others will surely become similarly af-
flicted. These individuals—who have or 
will become terribly ill due to no fault 
of their own—deserve swift and fair 
compensation to help meet the costs of 
health care, lost income, and other eco-
nomic and non-economic losses. 

Unfortunately, many victims of as-
bestos exposure are not receiving the 
efficient and just treatment they de-
serve from our legal system. Indeed, it 
can be said that the current asbestos 
litigation system is in a state of crisis. 
Today, more than 150,000 lawsuits clog 
the state and federal courts. In 1996 
along, more than 36,000 new suits were 
filed. Those who have been injured by 
asbestos exposure must often wait 
years for compensation. And when that 
compensation finally arrives, it is 
often eaten up by attorneys’ fees and 
other transaction costs. 

In the early 1990’s, an effort was 
made to improve the management of 
federal asbestos litigation. Cases were 
consolidated, and a settlement to re-
solve them administratively was 
agreed to between defendant companies 
and plaintiffs’ attorneys. This settle-
ment also obtained the backing of the 
Building and Construction Trades 
Union of the AFL–CIO. Regrettably, 
the settlement was overturned by the 
Third Circuit Court of Appeals in 1996. 
Though the Court termed the settle-
ment ‘‘arguably a brilliant partial so-
lution’’, it found that the class of peo-
ple created by the settlement—namely, 
those exposed to asbestos—was too 
large and varied to be certified pursu-
ant to Rule 23 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure. The Supreme Court af-
firmed that decision. In its decision, 
the Court effectively invited the Con-
gress to provide for the existence of 
such a settlement as a fair and effi-
cient way to resolve asbestos litigation 
claims. 

Hence this bill. In simple terms, it 
codifies the settlement reached be-
tween companies and the representa-
tives of workers who were exposed to 
asbestos on the job. It would establish 
a body to review claims by those who 
believe that they have become ill due 
to exposure to asbestos. It would pro-
vide workers with mediation and bind-
ing arbitration to promote the fair and 
swift settlement of their claims. It 
would allow plaintiffs to seek addi-
tional compensation if their non-ma-
lignant disease later developed into 
cancer. And it would limit attorneys’ 
fees so as to ensure that a claimant re-
ceives a just portion of any settlement 
amount. 

All in all, Mr. President, this is a 
good bill. However, it is not a perfect 
bill. My office has received comments 
on the bill from representatives of a 
number of parties affected by asbestos 
litigation. I hope and expect that those 
comments will be given the consider-
ation that they deserve by the Judici-
ary Committee and the full Senate as 
this legislation moves forward.∑ 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be an original co-sponsor of 

the legislation, the ‘‘Fairness in Asbes-
tos Compensation Act of 1999,’’ which 
Senator ASHCROFT is introducing 
today. This legislation’s other sponsors 
include: Senator DODD, Senator SES-
SIONS, Senator LIEBERMAN, Senator 
GRASSLEY, Senator TORRICELLI, Sen-
ator SMITH, and Senator SCHUMER. 

State and federal courts are over-
whelmed by up to 150,000 asbestos law-
suits today, and there are new suits 
being filed. Unfortunately, those who 
are truly sick with asbestos and var-
ious asbestos-related cancers and ill-
nesses spend years in court before re-
ceiving any compensation, and then 
usually lose more than half of that 
compensation to attorneys’ fees and 
other costs. One cause of this extraor-
dinary delay in compensation is the 
large number of lawsuits filed by those 
who, without any symptoms or signs of 
asbestos-related illness, bring suits for 
future medical monitoring and fear of 
cancer. 

Mr. President, I am concerned that 
as juries award enormous compensa-
tion and outrageous punitive damages 
to non-impaired plaintiffs, others with 
actual illnesses receive little or no 
compensation. As legal and financial 
resources are tied up and exhausted, it 
is increasingly unclear whether those 
who are truly inflicted with asbestos- 
caused diseases will be able to recover 
anything at all in the years ahead. 

Courts have tried unsuccessfully to 
cope with this problem. The major par-
ties involved attempted to compromise 
on a solution that included prompt 
compensation. The Third Circuit Court 
of Appeals overturned one such com-
promise, known as the Amchem or 
Georgine agreement, on civil proce-
dural rule grounds, but found the set-
tlement to be ‘‘arguably a brilliant 
partial solution.’’ Justice Ruth Bader 
Ginsburg, writing for the Supreme 
Court, upheld the Appellate decision 
and stated, ‘‘[t]he argument is sensibly 
made that a nationwide administrative 
claims processing regime would pro-
vide the most secure, fair and efficient 
means of compensating victims of as-
bestos exposure. Congress, however, 
has not adopted such a solution.’’ The 
Court accurately recognized that Con-
gress is the most appropriate body to 
resolve the asbestos crisis. That is 
what this legislation is aimed to do. 

Mr. President, through the hundreds 
of thousands of cases that already have 
been litigated in the court system, the 
legal and scientific issues relating to 
asbestos litigation have been thor-
oughly explored. This, along with the 
recent court decisions demonstrate 
that the asbestos litigation issue is 
now ripe for a legislative solution. 

This bill we introduce today will cor-
rect the asbestos litigation crisis prob-
lems. It is crafted to reflect as closely 
as possible the original settlement 
agreed to by the involved parties in the 
Amchem settlement. This bill will 
eliminate the asbestos litigation bur-
den in the courts, get fair compensa-
tion for those who currently are sick, 
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and enable the businesses to manage 
their liabilities in order to ensure that 
compensation will be available for fu-
ture claimants. It is important to note 
that no tax-payer money will fund this 
bill. 

We have carefully crafted this legis-
lation so that it is at least as favor-
able—and, in many cases, more favor-
able—to claimants as the original 
Amchem settlement. As this bill 
makes its way through the legislative 
process, I look forward to working with 
Senator ASHCROFT and my colleagues 
to further refine the language in order 
to achieve the maximum public benefit 
from this legislation. 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for him-
self, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. 
BURNS, and Mr. REID): 

S. 759. A bill to regulate the trans-
mission of unsolicited commercial elec-
tronic mail on the Internet, and for 
other purposes. 

INBOX PRIVACY ACT OF 1999 
Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 

rise today to introduce the Inbox Pri-
vacy Act of 1999 on behalf of myself, 
Senators TORRICELLI, BURNS and REID. 
Our legislation provides a solution to 
the burden of junk e-mail, also known 
as spam, that now plagues the Inter-
net. There are five main components to 
this legislation: 

Online marketers must honestly 
identify themselves 

Consumers have the ultimate deci-
sion as to what comes into their inbox 

Consumers and domain owners can 
stop further transmissions of spam to 
those who do not want to receive it 

Internet Service Providers are re-
lieved from the burdens associated 
with spam 

A federal solution is provided to a na-
tionwide problem while giving states, 
ISP’s, and the Federal Trade Commis-
sion authority to go after those who 
flood the Internet with fraudulent 
emails. 

The burden of spam is evident in my 
home state of Alaska. Unlike urban 
and suburban areas of the nation where 
a local telephone call is all it takes to 
log onto the Internet, rural areas of 
Alaska and many other states have no 
such local access. 

Every minute connected to the Inter-
net, whether it is for researching a 
school project, checking a bank bal-
ance, searching for the latest informa-
tion on the weather at the local air-
port, or even shopping online incurs a 
per minute long distance charge. The 
extra financial cost of the longer call 
to download spam may only be a small 
amount on a day to day basis, but over 
the long term this cost is a very real fi-
nancial disincentive to using the Inter-
net. Some estimates place the cost at 
over $200 per year for rural Americans. 

If Internet commerce is to continue 
to expand, all Internet consumers must 
be able to avoid costs for the receipt of 
advertising material such as spam that 
they do not want to receive. As I’ve 
said before, the Internet is not a tool 

for every huckster to sell the Brooklyn 
Bridge. 

Last Congress I was the author of 
Title III of S. 1618 which unanimously 
passed the Senate and was supported 
by a variety of interested Internet 
groups. Some wanted an outright ban 
on such solicitations, but banning non- 
fraudulent Internet commerce is a dan-
gerous precedent to set, particularly 
where the problem today is caused by 
fraudulent marketers. I also recognize 
that there are First Amendment con-
cerns raised by any Internet content 
legislation and am pleased that our ap-
proach has the support of civil liberties 
organizations. 

The most significant difference be-
tween this legislation and Title III of 
S. 1618 is the addition of a domain-wide 
opt-out system that allows Internet do-
main owners to put up an electronic 
stop sign to signify their desire to not 
receive unsolicited commercial email 
to addresses served by their domain. 
However, to ensure that the Internet 
consumer has the ultimate choice, con-
sumers would be able to inform their 
ISP of their continuing desire to re-
ceive junk e-mail. While I doubt that 
there will be too many Internet con-
sumers who want to receive junk e- 
mail, Congress should not make the de-
cision for them by banning junk e-mail 
outright, no matter how annoying it 
may be. Not only should consumers 
have the ultimate choice, but if Con-
gress bans junk e-mail, what else on 
the Internet will we ban next? 

Finally, I have included a state en-
forcement provision that allows all 
states to enforce a national standard 
on junk e-mail. As Congress has seen 
before in the Internet Tax Freedom de-
bate, a unified approach to any Inter-
net legislation is key to promoting the 
development of the Internet. Just as 
having 50 state tax policies on Internet 
transactions represents a poor policy 
decision, so would having 50 state poli-
cies on spam legislation. My approach 
solves this dilemma by setting such a 
national standard that provides for 
even greater protection that what a 
few states have already enacted. By 
setting a national standard, it also 
solves the constitutional dilemma that 
many states face regarding long-arm 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. President, the Inbox Privacy Act 
represents a significant step forward 
for Internet consumers and domain 
owners and I urge its adoption by my 
colleagues. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be in-
cluded in the RECORD. 

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

S. 759 

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 ‘‘Inbox Pri-
vacy Act of 1999’’. 

SEC. 2. TRANSMISSIONS OF UNSOLICITED COM-
MERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON TRANSMISSION TO PER-
SONS DECLINING RECEIPT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—A person may not initiate 
the transmission of unsolicited commercial 
electronic mail to another person if such 
other person submits to the person a request 
that the initiation of the transmission of 
such mail by the person to such other person 
not occur. 

(2) FORM OF REQUEST.—A request under 
paragraph (1) may take any form appropriate 
to notify a person who initiates the trans-
mission of unsolicited commercial electronic 
mail of the request, including an appropriate 
reply to a notice specified in subsection 
(d)(2). 

(3) CONSTRUCTIVE AUTHORIZATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), for purposes of this subsection, a person 
who secures a good or service from, or other-
wise responds electronically to an offer in a 
commercial electronic mail message shall be 
deemed to have authorized the initiation of 
transmissions of unsolicited commercial 
electronic mail from the person who initi-
ated transmission of the message. 

(B) NO AUTHORIZATION FOR REQUEST FOR 
TERMINATION.—A reply to a notice specified 
in subsection (d)(2) shall not constitute au-
thorization for the initiation of trans-
missions of unsolicited commercial elec-
tronic mail under this paragraph. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON TRANSMISSION TO DO-
MAIN OWNERS DECLINING RECEIPT.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), a person may not initiate the 
transmission of unsolicited commercial elec-
tronic mail to any electronic mail addresses 
served by a domain if the domain owner has 
elected not to receive transmissions of such 
mail at the domain in accordance with sub-
section (c). 

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—The prohibition in para-
graph (1) shall not apply in the case of the 
following: 

(A) A domain owner initiating trans-
missions of commercial electronic mail to 
its own domain. 

(B) Any customer of an Internet service 
provider or interactive computer service pro-
vider included on a list under subsection 
(c)(3)(C). 

(c) DOMAIN-WIDE OPT-OUT SYSTEM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—A domain owner may 

elect not to receive transmissions of unsolic-
ited commercial electronic mail at its own 
domain. 

(2) NOTICE OF ELECTION.—A domain owner 
making an election under this subsection 
shall— 

(A) notify the Federal Trade Commission 
of the election in such form and manner as 
the Commission shall require for purposes of 
section 4(c); and 

(B) if the domain owner is an Internet serv-
ice provider or interactive computer service 
provider, notify the customers of its Internet 
service or interactive computer service, as 
the case may be, in such manner as the pro-
vider customarily employs for notifying such 
customers of matters relating to such serv-
ice, of— 

(i) the election; and 
(ii) the authority of the customers to make 

the election provided for under paragraph (3). 
(3) CUSTOMER ELECTION TO CONTINUE RE-

CEIPT OF MAIL.— 
(A) ELECTION.—Any customer of an Inter-

net service provider or interactive computer 
service provider receiving a notice under 
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paragraph (2)(B) may elect to continue to re-
ceive transmissions of unsolicited commer-
cial electronic mail through the domain cov-
ered by the notice, notwithstanding the elec-
tion of the Internet service provider or inter-
active computer service provider under para-
graph (1) to which the notice applies. 

(B) TRANSMITTAL OF MAIL.—An Internet 
service provider or interactive computer 
service provider may not impose or collect 
any fee for the receipt of unsolicited com-
mercial electronic mail under this paragraph 
(other than the usual and customary fee im-
posed and collected for the receipt of com-
mercial electronic mail by its customers) or 
otherwise discriminate against a customer 
for the receipt of such mail under this para-
graph. 

(C) LIST OF CUSTOMERS MAKING ELECTION.— 
(i) REQUIREMENT.—An Internet service pro-

vider or interactive computer service pro-
vider shall maintain a list of each of its cur-
rent customers who have made an election 
under subparagraph (A). 

(ii) AVAILABILITY OF LIST.—Each such pro-
vider shall make such list available to the 
public in such form and manner as the Com-
mission shall require for purposes of section 
4(c). 

(iii) PROHIBITION ON FEE.—A provider may 
not impose or collect any fee in connection 
with any action taken under this subpara-
graph. 

(d) INFORMATION TO BE INCLUDED IN ALL 
TRANSMISSIONS.—A person initiating the 
transmission of any unsolicited commercial 
electronic mail message shall include in the 
body of such message the following informa-
tion: 

(1) The name, physical address, electronic 
mail address, and telephone number of the 
person. 

(2) A clear and obvious notice that the per-
son will cease further transmissions of com-
mercial electronic mail to the recipient of 
the message at no cost to that recipient 
upon the transmittal by that recipient to the 
person, at the electronic mail address from 
which transmission of the message was initi-
ated, of an electronic mail message con-
taining the word ‘‘remove’’ in the subject 
line. 

(e) ROUTING INFORMATION.—A person initi-
ating the transmission of any commercial 
electronic mail message shall ensure that all 
Internet routing information contained in or 
accompanying such message is accurate, 
valid according to the prevailing standards 
for Internet protocols, and accurately re-
flects the routing of such message. 

SEC. 3. DECEPTIVE ACTS OR PRACTICES IN CON-
NECTION WITH SALE OF GOODS OR 
SERVICES OVER THE INTERNET. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO REGULATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Federal Trade Com-

mission may prescribe rules for purposes of 
defining and prohibiting deceptive acts or 
practices in connection with the promotion, 
advertisement, offering for sale, or sale of 
goods or services on or by means of the 
Internet. 

(2) COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL.—The 
rules under paragraph (1) may contain spe-
cific provisions addressing deceptive acts or 
practices in the initiation, transmission, or 
receipt of commercial electronic mail. 

(3) NATURE OF VIOLATION.—The rules under 
paragraph (1) shall treat any violation of 
such rules as a violation of a rule under sec-
tion 18 of the Federal Trade Commission Act 
(15 U.S.C. 57a), relating to unfair or decep-
tive acts or practices affecting commerce. 

(b) PRESCRIPTION.—Section 553 of title 5, 
United States Code, shall apply to the pre-
scription of any rules under subsection (a). 

SEC. 4. FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACTIVI-
TIES WITH RESPECT TO UNSOLIC-
ITED COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC 
MAIL. 

(a) INVESTIGATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

upon notice of an alleged violation of a pro-
vision of section 2, the Federal Trade Com-
mission may conduct an investigation in 
order to determine whether or not the viola-
tion occurred. 

(2) LIMITATION.—The Commission may not 
undertake an investigation of an alleged vio-
lation under paragraph (1) more than 2 years 
after the date of the alleged violation. 

(3) RECEIPT OF NOTICES.—The Commission 
shall provide for appropriate means of re-
ceiving notices under paragraph (1). Such 
means shall include an Internet web page on 
the World Wide Web that the Commission 
maintains for that purpose. 

(b) ENFORCEMENT POWERS.—If as a result of 
an investigation under subsection (a) the 
Commission determines that a violation of a 
provision of section 2 has occurred, the Com-
mission shall have the power to enforce such 
provision as if such violation were a viola-
tion of a rule prescribed under section 18 of 
the Federal Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 
57a), relating to unfair or deceptive acts or 
practices affecting commerce. 

(c) INFORMATION ON ELECTIONS UNDER DO-
MAIN-WIDE OPT-OUT SYSTEM.— 

(1) INITIAL SITE FOR INFORMATION.—The 
Commission shall establish and maintain an 
Internet web page on the World Wide Web 
containing information sufficient to make 
known to the public for purposes of section 2 
the domain owners who have made an elec-
tion under subsection (c)(1) of that section 
and the persons who have made an election 
under subsection (c)(3) of that section. 

(2) ALTERNATIVE SITE.—The Commission 
may from time to time select another means 
of making known to the public the informa-
tion specified in paragraph (1). Any such se-
lection shall be made in consultation with 
the members of the Internet community. 

(d) ASSISTANCE OF OTHER FEDERAL AGEN-
CIES.—Other Federal departments and agen-
cies may, upon request of the Commission, 
assist the Commission in carrying out activi-
ties under this section. 
SEC. 5. ACTIONS BY STATES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Whenever the attorney 
general of a State has reason to believe that 
the interests of the residents of the State 
have been or are being threatened or ad-
versely affected because any person is engag-
ing in a pattern or practice of the trans-
mission of electronic mail in violation of a 
provision of section 2, or of any rule pre-
scribed pursuant to section 3, the State, as 
parens patriae, may bring a civil action on 
behalf of its residents to enjoin such trans-
mission, to enforce compliance with such 
provision or rule, to obtain damages or other 
compensation on behalf of its residents, or to 
obtain such further and other relief as the 
court considers appropriate. 

(b) NOTICE TO COMMISSION.— 
(1) NOTICE.—The State shall serve prior 

written notice of any civil action under this 
section on the Federal Trade Commission 
and provide the Commission with a copy of 
its complaint, except that if it is not feasible 
for the State to provide such prior notice, 
the State shall serve written notice imme-
diately after instituting such action. 

(2) RIGHTS OF COMMISSION.—On receiving a 
notice with respect to a civil action under 
paragraph (1), the Commission shall have the 
right— 

(A) to intervene in the action; 
(B) upon so intervening, to be heard in all 

matters arising therein; and 
(C) to file petitions for appeal. 
(c) ACTIONS BY COMMISSION.—Whenever a 

civil action has been instituted by or on be-

half of the Commission for violation of a pro-
vision of section 2, or of any rule prescribed 
pursuant to section 3, no State may, during 
the pendency of such action, institute a civil 
action under this section against any defend-
ant named in the complaint in such action 
for violation of any provision or rule as al-
leged in the complaint. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION.—For purposes of bring-
ing a civil action under subsection (a), noth-
ing in this section shall prevent an attorney 
general from exercising the powers conferred 
on the attorney general by the laws of the 
State concerned to conduct investigations or 
to administer oaths or affirmations or to 
compel the attendance of witnesses or the 
production of documentary or other evi-
dence. 

(e) VENUE; SERVICE OF PROCESS.—Any civil 
action brought under subsection (a) in a dis-
trict court of the United States may be 
brought in the district in which the defend-
ant is found, is an inhabitant, or transacts 
business or wherever venue is proper under 
section 1391 of title 28, United States Code. 
Process in such an action may be served in 
any district in which the defendant is an in-
habitant or in which the defendant may be 
found. 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The term ‘‘attor-

ney general’’ means the chief legal officer of 
a State. 

(2) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any 
State of the United States, the District of 
Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, the United States Virgin Islands, the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, the Republic of the Marshall Islands, 
the Federated States of Micronesia, the Re-
public of Palau, and any possession of the 
United States. 
SEC. 6. ACTIONS BY INTERNET SERVICE PRO-

VIDERS AND INTERACTIVE COM-
PUTER SERVICE PROVIDERS. 

(a) ACTIONS AUTHORIZED.—In addition to 
any other remedies available under any 
other provision of law, any Internet service 
provider or interactive computer service pro-
vider adversely affected by a violation of sec-
tion 2(b)(1) may, within 1 year after dis-
covery of the violation, bring a civil action 
in a district court of the United States 
against a person who violates such section. 

(b) RELIEF.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—An action may be brought 

under subsection (a) to enjoin a violation re-
ferred to in that subsection, to enforce com-
pliance with the provision referred to in that 
subsection, to obtain damages as specified in 
paragraph (2), or to obtain such further and 
other relief as the court considers appro-
priate. 

(2) DAMAGES.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The amount of damages 

in an action under this section for a viola-
tion specified in subsection (a) may not ex-
ceed $50,000 per day in which electronic mail 
constituting such violation was received. 

(B) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DAMAGES.— 
Damages awarded under this subsection for a 
violation under subsection (a) are in addition 
to any other damages awardable for the vio-
lation under any other provision of law. 

(C) COST AND FEES.—The court may, in 
issuing any final order in any action brought 
under subsection (a), award costs of suit, rea-
sonable costs of obtaining service of process, 
reasonable attorney fees, and expert witness 
fees for the prevailing party. 

(c) VENUE; SERVICE OF PROCESS.—Any civil 
action brought under subsection (a) in a dis-
trict court of the United States may be 
brought in the district in which the defend-
ant or in which the Internet service provider 
or interactive computer service provider is 
located, is an inhabitant, or transacts busi-
ness or wherever venue is proper under sec-
tion 1391 of title 28, United States Code. 
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Process in such an action may be served in 
any district in which the defendant is an in-
habitant or in which the defendant may be 
found. 
SEC. 7. PREEMPTION. 

This Act preempts any State or local laws 
regarding the transmission or receipt of 
commercial electronic mail. 
SEC. 8. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) COMMERCIAL ELECTRONIC MAIL.—The 

term ‘‘commercial electronic mail’’ means 
any electronic mail or similar message 
whose primary purpose is to initiate a com-
mercial transaction, not including messages 
sent by persons to others with whom they 
have a prior business relationship. 

(2) INITIATE A TRANSMISSION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘initiate the 

transmission’’, in the case of an electronic 
mail message, means to originate the elec-
tronic mail message. 

(B) EXCLUSION.—Such term does not in-
clude any intervening action to relay, han-
dle, or otherwise retransmit an electronic 
mail message, unless such action is carried 
out in intentional violation of a provision of 
section 2. 

(3) INTERACTIVE COMPUTER SERVICE PRO-
VIDER.—The term ‘‘interactive computer 
service provider’’ means a provider of an 
interactive computer service (as that term is 
defined in section 230(e)(2) of the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 230(e)(2)). 

(4) INTERNET.—The term ‘‘Internet’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
230(e)(1) of the Communications Act of 1934 
(47 U.S.C. 230(e)(1)). 

INBOX PRIVACY ACT OF 1999 
∑ Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 
thank Senator MURKOWSKI, my distin-
guished colleague from Alaska, with 
whom I have worked many months in 
this effort. I also thank Senator BURNS, 
Chairman of the Communications sub-
committee, who has greatly assisted us 
with this legislation and Senator REID 
for joining with us on this important 
legislation. 

Last year, I recognized the growing 
threat to Internet commerce and com-
munication posed by the proliferation 
of unsolicited junk e-mail, or so-called 
‘‘Spam.’’ Junk e-mail is an unfortunate 
side effect of the burgeoning world of 
Internet communication and com-
merce. While Internet traffic doubles 
every 100 days, as much as 30 percent of 
that traffic is junk e-mail. 

Like many other Americans, I have 
an America Online account and am in-
undated with unsolicited messages, 
peddling every item imaginable. Simi-
larly, I receive junk e-mail daily at my 
official senate e-mail address, along 
with the complaints of dozens of con-
stituents who forward me the Spam 
that they receive. 

The incentive to abuse the Internet 
is obvious. Sending an e-mail to as 
many as 10 million people can cost as 
little as a couple of hundred dollars. 
Today, unsolicited commercial e-mail-
ers are hiding their identities, fal-
sifying their return addresses and re-
fusing to respond to complaints or re-
moval requests. Because the senders of 
these e-mails are generally unknown, 
they avoid any possible retribution 
from consumers. Their actions ap-
proach fraud, but our current law are 
not strong enough to stop them. 

I have long been concerned about ex-
ecutive—indeed any—government regu-
lation of the Internet. Many of the best 
qualities of American life are rep-
resented and enhanced by the Internet, 
and I fear government regulation has 
the possibility to stifle the creativity 
and development of cyberspace. 

However, a failure to address the 
problem of junk e-mail now poses a 
greater threat to the Internet than do 
minimal regulations. The massive 
amount of junk e-mail in an already 
strained system is increasingly respon-
sible for slowdowns, and even break-
downs, of Internet services. For exam-
ple, just last March spammers crashed 
Pacific Bell’s Network, leaving cus-
tomers without service for 24 hours. 

Let me be clear, this legislation is 
not a de facto regulation of the Inter-
net. In fact, it does not go as a com-
plete ban on junk e-mail as some have 
suggested. While I understand the con-
cerns of those who seek a complete 
ban, I believe that the government 
should not hastily pass broad legisla-
tion to regulate the Internet. The 
Inbox Privacy Act will address the 
spam problem by giving citizens and 
Internet service providers the power to 
stop unwanted e-mail. But Congress 
must move quickly to address this sit-
uation before junk e-mail becomes a 
serious impediment to the flow of ideas 
and commerce on the Internet.∑ 

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN): 

S. 760. A bill to include the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, 
the United States Virgin Islands, and 
the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands in the 50 States Com-
memorative Coin Program; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 
COMMEMORATIVE COIN AMENDMENTS ACT OF 1999 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
am joined today by Senator JEFF 
BINGAMAN in introducing the Com-
memorative Coin Amendments Act of 
1999. Our legislation would extend the 
new commemorative quarter program 
to include the District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, and the North-
ern Mariana Islands. As one of the few 
Members of Congress who can remem-
ber when my home state was a terri-
tory and as Chairman of the Energy 
and Natural Resources Committee with 
jurisdiction over the territories of the 
United States, I feel that it is more 
than appropriate for the U.S. Mint to 
recognize the contributions of these six 
entities. 

However, Mr. President, the reason 
for minting these six coins goes beyond 
historical significance. Americans who 
work in the mining and transportation 
industries will benefit from my legisla-
tion. The U.S. Treasury will benefit as 
collectors remove quarters from cir-
culation. The government spends 5 
cents to mint each quarter. Any quar-
ter removed from circulation by collec-

tors earns the U.S. Treasury a profit of 
20 cents. A study by Coopers and 
Lybrand found that the the federal 
Treasury could take in more than $2 
billion dollars for the first fifty quarter 
designs. Six more coins will certainly 
add to that revenue windfall. 

Mr. President, let me turn to the his-
torical reasons for this bill. The Dis-
trict of Columbia was the only land 
designated by the U.S. Constitution. It 
has served as the home of Congress and 
the White House for all but brief peri-
ods of time. Within its boundaries re-
side the Archives of the United States, 
home of the original Constitution and 
Declaration of Independence. The Dis-
trict of Columbia is home to numerous 
monuments honoring important Amer-
icans who have changed the course of 
history as well as events that have 
changed the course of our nation. The 
District of Columbia was where Martin 
Luther King spoke his moving ‘‘I have 
a dream’’ address. And finally, it is the 
place that the world looks to for polit-
ical and economic leadership. 

The inclusion of the territories of the 
United States in this legislation serves 
as an important reminder of our his-
tory. With very few exceptions, such as 
Texas and those States that formed the 
original thirteen Colonies, all of my 
colleagues come from States that at 
one time were territories. Four of us 
actually remember the days when our 
constituents were not represented in 
the Senate and were afforded only a 
non-voting delegate in the House. The 
history of our Nation is written in the 
development of the territories—the so-
cial and economic forces that forged 
our Nation. 

Our current inhabited territories are 
an integral part of that heritage and 
are also a part of our future. Guam, the 
southernmost of the Mariana Islands, 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
were acquired at the conclusion of the 
Spanish- American war, as was the 
Philippines. Their acquisition and sub-
sequent development was the focus of a 
spirited debate in Congress, the Admin-
istration, and eventually in the Su-
preme Court over the nature and appli-
cability of provisions of the Constitu-
tion. Not since the Louisiana Purchase 
a century earlier had there been such a 
debate over the boundaries of the 
United States. Guam, acquired in one 
war, was occupied by Japan in another. 
The sacrifices of the residents of Guam 
prior to liberation led to the granting 
of citizenship and the establishment of 
full local self-government. Former 
President Bush was forced to ditch his 
plane during the conflict in the Mari-
anas and our former colleague, Senator 
Heflin, was wounded in the liberation 
of Guam. 

Puerto Rico, with a population ap-
proaching 4 million and an economy 
larger than many States, has set the 
mark in political self-government for 
those territories that are not fully 
under the Constitution. Puerto Rico 
was the first territory to achieve local 
self-government pursuant to a locally 
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drafted Constitution other than as part 
of either Statehood or Independence. 
Since that time, however, both Amer-
ican Samoa and the Commonwealth of 
the Northern Marianas have adopted 
local constitutions and both Guam and 
the Virgin Islands exercise similar au-
thorities under their Organic legisla-
tion. Puerto Rico has the longest con-
tinually occupied capital in the United 
States, San Juan, and was the site 
where one of its Governors, Ponce de 
Leon, sailed for Florida. 

American Samoa was acquired under 
Treaties of Cession in 1900 and 1904 fol-
lowing the Tripartite Agreement be-
tween Great Britain, Germany, and the 
United States. The history of the Sa-
moas demonstrates both the European 
conflicts in the Pacific as well as the 
emergence of the United States as a 
Pacific power. American Samoa, the 
only territory south of the Equator, 
demonstrates the diversity that marks 
this Nation. American Samoa is the 
only territory where the residents are 
nationals rather than citizens of the 
United States. Past Governors, such as 
Peter Coleman, have been important 
representatives of the United States in 
the Pacific community and respected 
leaders. 

The United States Virgin Islands 
were purchased from Denmark in 1916 
for $25 million. The purchase did not 
provoke the divisive debates that sur-
rounded the Louisiana Purchase nor 
some of the merriment that accom-
panied the purchase of Alaska. The 
Danish heritage continues to be evi-
dent in the capitol at Charlotte Amalie 
on St. Thomas as well as at Christian-
sted National Historic Site on St. 
Croix, the heart of the former Danish 
West Indies. Salt River Bay, on St. 
Croix, is the only known site where 
members of the Columbus expedition 
actually set foot on what is now United 
States soil. 

The Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands is the newest territory 
of the United States. The area had been 
part of a League of Nations Mandate to 
Japan prior to World War II and saw 
some of the fiercest fighting of the Pa-
cific theater, especially on Saipan. The 
attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
which brought the war to an end were 
launched from Tinian. After the war, 
the area became part of a United Na-
tion’s Trust Territory of the Pacific Is-
lands. In 1976 the United States ap-
proved a Covenant to establish a Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands, a document that had been nego-
tiated with representatives of the Mar-
ianas government and approved in a 
local U.N. observed plebescite. Formal 
extension of United States sovereignty 
came with the termination of the 
Trusteeship by the Security Council a 
decade later. As an interesting histor-
ical note, the acquisition of the North-
ern Mariana Islands ends the artificial 
division created in 1898 when the 
United States acquired Guam and 
Spain sold the remainder of its posses-
sions in the Marianas to Germany. 

Mr. President, the District of Colum-
bia and the territories are an impor-
tant part of our heritage and our fu-
ture. They encompass territory where 
our nation’s government resides, where 
Columbus landed in the Virgin Islands, 
and where ‘‘America’s Day Begins’’ in 
the Pacific. It is altogether fitting that 
their unique character and contribu-
tions be recognized by the issuance of 
appropriate coins. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be in-
cluded in the RECORD. 

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

S. 760 
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 ‘‘Commemo-
rative Coin Amendments Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT TO COIN PROGRAM. 

Section 5112(l) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(8) INCLUSION OF NON-STATES.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—During the 1-year period 

beginning at the end of the period described 
in paragraph (1)(A), quarter dollar coins 
shall be minted and issued having designs on 
the reverse side that are emblematic of each 
of the 6 non-States. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABILITY.—The requirements of 
paragraphs (2) through (6) shall apply to 
coins issued in commemoration of the non- 
States, except that, for purposes of this para-
graph— 

‘‘(i) references in those paragraphs to 
‘States’ and ‘the 50 States’ shall be con-
strued to be references to the 6 non-States; 

‘‘(ii) references in these paragraphs to the 
‘10-year period’ shall be construed to be ref-
erences to the 1-year period described in sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph; and 

‘‘(iii) references in those paragraphs to the 
‘50 designs’ shall be construed to be ref-
erences to the 6 designs relating to the non- 
States. 

‘‘(C) ORDER.—Coins shall be minted and 
issued for non-States in the order in which 
they appear in subparagraph (D). 

‘‘(D) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘non-States’ means— 

‘‘(i) the District of Columbia; 
‘‘(ii) the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; 
‘‘(iii) Guam; 
‘‘(iv) American Samoa; 
‘‘(v) the United States Virgin Islands; and 
‘‘(vi) the Commonwealth of the Northern 

Mariana Islands.’’. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: 
S. 762. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of the Interior to conduct a feasibility 
study on the inclusion of the Miami 
Circle in Biscayne National Park; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources. 

MIAMI CIRCLE FEASIBILITY STUDY 
∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, several 
months ago, workers preparing land for 
development at the mouth of the 
Miami River began to notice a mys-
terious circular formation in the lime-
stone bedrock that forms the founda-
tion of the City of Miami. Further ex-
amination revealed that this site, 
where the river meets the bay, was uti-
lized by the prehistoric Tequesta civili-

zation for over 2,000 years, perhaps 
serving as an astronomical tool or as a 
cultural center for their complex mari-
time society. Floridians marveled at 
this clue to our past, and Miami is re-
discovering and rejoicing in the An-
cient Tequesta culture which, so many 
centuries before us, survived and flour-
ished in an environment once domi-
nated by sawgrass and gators, not 
condos and cruise ships. 

I strongly believe that we have a re-
sponsibility to save and study remind-
ers of our heritage. So in order to save 
this particular landmark, I urge you to 
join me in asking the National Park 
Service to examine the feasibility of 
including the Miami Circle as a compo-
nent of Biscayne National Park. This is 
an appropriate way of fulfilling our re-
sponsibility to preserve this histori-
cally significant Tequesta site. Since 
1980, Biscayne National Park has 
stretched from Biscayne Bay near 
Miami to the northernmost Florida 
Keys, covering 180,000 acres, 95 percent 
of which is water. The Park is already 
home to over one hundred known ar-
chaeological sites, the majority of 
which are submerged, as well as ten 
historic structures. Among those ar-
chaeological sites are several smaller, 
‘‘satellite’’ Tequesta camps. Protection 
of the Miami Circle within the bound-
aries of the Park, in conjunction with 
these other camps, would allow for 
comprehensive site comparison, inves-
tigation and study. We must take seri-
ously our responsibility as guardians of 
this cultural landmark and recognize 
that only through conservation and 
analysis will we be able to fully grasp 
the magnitude of this discovery. 

Discussions with experts in the field 
of historic preservation have made me 
aware that the challenges faced by the 
people of the State of Florida in their 
efforts to save the Circle are not unlike 
those encountered during other at-
tempts to save threatened monuments 
to their heritage—be they tornado- 
damaged barns that housed soldiers 
during the Civil War or missing links 
in the Underground Railroad discov-
ered in the course of site preparation 
for development. I’m working with ex-
perts in this field to identify ways that 
the federal government might become 
a partner in these types of emergency 
situations so that sites of cultural sig-
nificance will not fall victim to natural 
occurrences or development. I hope to 
introduce legislation soon that will 
give Americans the opportunity to save 
historic landmarks that they have 
identified in their own communities. 

There is no Federal emergency fund 
or program to save the Miami Circle. 
However, the annexation of the 2.2 acre 
Miami Circle property into Biscayne 
National Park, if found to be appro-
priate in a feasibility study, will save 
the Miami Circle from bulldozers and 
cement pourers, will allow us to gain a 
greater understanding of the Tequesta 
culture, and will be a valuable asset to 
our National Parks System. We will 
not only be preserving a valuable piece 
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of history, but will also provide a fit-
ting gateway to one of our Nation’s 
newest National Parks.∑ 

By Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire 
(for himself, Mr. SHELBY, and 
Mr. HELMS): 

S.J. Res. 16. A joint resolution pro-
posing a constitutional amendment to 
establish limited judicial terms of of-
fice; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH 
LIMITED JUDICIAL TERMS OF OFFICE 

Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise to introduce the Term 
Limits for Judges Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. I 
first introduced this proposal in the 
105th Congress, with Senators SHELBY 
and HELMS as co-sponsors. I am pleased 
that both of those distinguished col-
leagues are joining me again as origi-
nal co-sponsors. 

Mr. President, the Framers of our 
Constitution intended that the judicial 
branch created by Article III would 
have a limited role. In Federalist No. 
78, Alexander Hamilton argued that the 
judicial branch ‘‘will always be the 
least dangerous to the political rights 
of the Constitution.’’ Courts, wrote 
Hamilton, ‘‘have neither force nor will 
but merely judgment’’ and ‘‘can take 
no active resolution whatever.’’ Even 
as he advocated the ratification of the 
Constitution, however, Hamilton also 
issued a warning. ‘‘The courts,’’ he 
said, ‘‘must declare the sense of the 
law; and if they should be disposed to 
exercise will instead of judgment the 
consequence would equally be the sub-
stitution of their pleasure to that of 
the legislative body.’’ 

More than two hundred years after 
Alexander Hamilton issued his warn-
ing, it is abundantly clear that the 
abuse of judicial power that he feared 
has become a reality. In recent years, 
for example, activist judges have re-
peatedly abused their authority by 
blocking the implementation of en-
tirely constitutional measures enacted 
through state ballot referenda simply 
because they disagree with the policy 
judgments of the voters. Activist 
judges have taken control or prisons 
and school districts. Activist judges 
have even ordered tax increases. Worst 
of all, activist judges have created new 
rules to protect criminal defendants 
that result in killers, rapists and other 
violent individuals being turned loose 
to continue preying on society. Former 
U.S. Attorney General Edwin Meese es-
timates that over 100,000 criminal cases 
each year cannot be successfully pros-
ecuted because of these court-created 
rules. 

Mr. President, judicial activism has 
become such a severe problem that 
former U.S. Appeals Court Judge Rob-
ert Bork has proposed that the Con-
stitution should be amended to give 
the Congress the power to overturn Su-
preme Court decisions. I believe, how-
ever, that a better solution is a con-
stitutional amendment providing term 
limits for judges. 

The Term Limits for Judges Amend-
ment would put an end to life tenure 
for judges. Judges at all three levels of 
the Article III judiciary—Supreme 
Court, Appeals Courts, and District 
Courts—would be nominated by the 
President and, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, appointed 
for 10-year terms. After completing 
such a term, a judge would be eligible 
for reappointment, subject to Senate 
confirmation. Since under the Twenty- 
Second Amendment no person can be 
President for more than 10 consecutive 
years, no judge could be appointed 
twice by the same President. Finally, 
judges appointed before the Amend-
ment takes effect would be protected 
by a ‘‘grandfather’’ clause. 

Mr. President, activist judges are 
routinely violating the separation of 
powers by usurping legislative and ex-
ecutive powers. This widespread abuse 
of judicial authority is constitutional 
in dimension and it is serious enough 
to warrant a constitutional response. 
Term limits for judges would establish 
a check on the power of activists 
judges. No longer could they abuse 
their authority with impunity. Under 
the Term Limits for Judges Amend-
ment, judges who abuse their offices by 
imposing their own policy views in-
stead of interpreting the laws in good 
faith could be passed over for new 
terms by the President or rejected for 
reappointment by the Senate. More-
over, the Term Limits for Judges 
Amendment would make the President 
and the Senate more accountable to 
the people for their judicial selections. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have the text of the Term Lim-
its for Judges Amendment printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 16 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States. 

‘‘ARTICLE— 
‘‘The Chief Justice and the judges of both 

the Supreme Court and the inferior courts 
shall hold their offices for the term of ten 
years. They shall be eligible for nomination 
and, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate, for appointment by the Presi-
dent to additional terms. This article shall 
not apply to any Chief Justice or judge who 
was appointed before it becomes operative.’’ 

By Mr. SHELBY: 
S.J. Res. 17. A joint resolution pro-

posing an amendment to the Constitu-
tion of the United States which re-
quires (except during time of war and 
subject to suspension by the Congress) 
that the total amount of money ex-
pended by the United States during 
any fiscal year not exceed the amount 
of certain revenue received by the 
United States during such fiscal year 
and not exceed 20 per centum of the 
gross national product of the United 

States during the previous calendar 
year; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT TO THE 
CONSTITUTION 

∑ Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution. This 
is the same amendment which I have 
introduced in every Congress since the 
97th Congress. Throughout my entire 
tenure in Congress, during the good 
economic times and the bad, I have de-
voted much time and attention to this 
idea because I believe that the most 
significant thing that the federal gov-
ernment can do to enhance the lives of 
all Americans and future generations is 
to ensure that we have a balanced fed-
eral budget. 

Mr. President, our Founding Fathers, 
wise men indeed, had great concerns 
regarding the capability of those in 
government to operate within budg-
etary constraints. Alexander Hamilton 
once wrote that ‘‘. . . there is a general 
propensity in those who govern, found-
ed in the constitution of man, to shift 
the burden from the present to a future 
day.’’ Thomas Jefferson commented on 
the moral significance of this ‘‘shifting 
of the burden from the present to the 
future.’’ He said: ‘‘the question wheth-
er one generation has the right to bind 
another by the deficit it imposes is a 
question of such consequence as to 
place it among the fundamental prin-
ciples of government. We should con-
sider ourselves unauthorized to saddle 
posterity with our debts and morally 
bound to pay them ourselves.’’ 

Mr. President, I completely agree 
with these sentiments. History has 
shown that Hamilton was correct. 
Those who govern have in fact saddled 
future generations with the responsi-
bility of paying for their debts. Over 
the past 30 years, annual deficits be-
came routine and the federal govern-
ment built up massive debt. Further-
more, Jefferson’s assessment of the sig-
nificance of this is also correct: inter-
generational debt shifting is morally 
wrong. 

Mr. President, some may find it 
strange that I am talking about the 
problems of budget deficits and the 
need for a balanced budget amendment 
at a time when the budget is actually 
in balance. However, I raise this issue 
now, as I have time and time again in 
the past, because of the seminal impor-
tance involved in establishing a perma-
nent mechanism to ensure that our an-
nual federal budget is always balanced. 

Mr. President, a permanently bal-
anced budget would have a consider-
able impact in the everyday lives of 
the American people. A balanced budg-
et would dramatically lower interest 
rates thereby saving money for anyone 
with a home mortgage, a student loan, 
a car loan, credit card debt, or any 
other interest rate sensitive payment 
responsibility. Simply by balancing its 
books, the federal government would 
put real money into the hands of hard 
working people. In all practical sense, 
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the effect of such fiscal responsibility 
on the part of the government would be 
the same as a significant tax cut for 
the American people. Moreover, if the 
government demand for capital is re-
duced, more money would be available 
for private sector use, which in turn, 
would generate substantial economic 
growth and create thousands of new 
jobs. 

More money in the pockets of Ameri-
cans, more job creation by the econ-
omy, a simple step could make this re-
ality—a balanced budget amendment. 

Furthermore, a balanced budget 
amendment would also provide the dis-
cipline to keep us on the course to-
wards reducing our massive national 
debt. Currently, the federal govern-
ment pays hundreds of billion of dol-
lars in interest payments on the debt 
each year. This means we spend bil-
lions of dollars each year on exactly, 
nothing. At the end of the year we have 
nothing of substance to show for these 
expenditures. These expenditures do 
not provide better educations for our 
children, they do not make our nation 
safer, they do not further important 
medical research, they do not build 
new roads. They do nothing but pay the 
obligations created by the fiscal irre-
sponsibility of those whose came ear-
lier. In the end, we need to ensure that 
we continue on the road to a balanced 
budget so that we can end the wasteful 
practice of making interest payments 
on the deficit. 

However, Mr. President, opponents of 
a balanced budget amendment act like 
it is something extraordinary. In re-
ality, a balanced budget amendment 
will only require the government to do 
what every American already has to 
do: balance their checkbook. It is sim-
ply a promise to the American people, 
and more importantly, to future gen-
erations of Americans, that the govern-
ment will act responsibility. 

Mr. President, thankfully the budget 
is currently balanced. However, there 
are no guarantees that it will stay as 
such. We could see dramatic changes in 
economic conditions. The drain on the 
government caused by the retirement 
of the Baby Boomers may exceed ex-
pectations. Future leaders may fall 
pray to the ‘‘general propensity . . . to 
shift the burden’’ that Alexander Ham-
ilton wrote about so long ago. We need 
to establish guarantees for future gen-
erations. The balanced budget amend-
ment is the best such mechanism avail-
able.∑ 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 39 
At the request of Mr. STEVENS, the 

names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE), the Senator 
from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE), the Senator 
from Colorado (Mr. CAMPBELL), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. REID), the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. LUGAR), the 
Senator from Washington (Mrs. MUR-
RAY), the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 

MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI), the Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. CLELAND), the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. BURNS), the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. BOXER), the 
Senator from Oregon (Mr. WYDEN), the 
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBER-
MAN), the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from New 
Mexico (Mr. DOMENICI), the Senator 
from Nevada (Mr. BRYAN), the Senator 
from Nebraska (Mr. HAGEL), and the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) were added as cosponsors of S. 
39, a bill to provide a national medal 
for public safety officers who act with 
extraordinary valor above the call of 
duty, and for other purposes. 

S. 51 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 51, a bill to reauthorize 
the Federal programs to prevent vio-
lence against women, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 60 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
60, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide equitable 
treatment for contributions by employ-
ees to pension plans. 

S. 74 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
AKAKA) and the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. FEINGOLD) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 74, a bill to amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 to 
provide more effective remedies to vic-
tims of discrimination in the payment 
of wages on the basis of sex, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 216 

At the request of Mr. MOYNIHAN, the 
names of the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) and the Senator from Okla-
homa (Mr. NICKLES) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 216, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal 
the limitation on the use of foreign tax 
credits under the alternative minimum 
tax. 

S. 247 

At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
247, a bill to amend title 17, United 
States Code, to reform the copyright 
law with respect to satellite retrans-
missions of broadcast signals, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 332 

At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 
name of the Senator from Montana 
(Mr. BURNS) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 332, a bill to authorize the exten-
sion of nondiscriminatory treatment 
(normal trade relations treatment) to 
the products of Kyrgyzstan. 

S. 376 

At the request of Mr. BURNS, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. FRIST), the Senator from West 

Virginia (Mr. ROCKEFELLER), and the 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. ABRAHAM) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 376, a 
bill to amend the Communications Sat-
ellite Act of 1962 to promote competi-
tion and privatization in satellite com-
munications, and for other purposes. 

S. 394 

At the request of Mr. DORGAN, the 
names of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) and the Senator 
from Montana (Mr. BURNS) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 394, a bill to amend 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act to permit a State to 
register a Canadian pesticide for dis-
tribution and use within that State. 

S. 409 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
names of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), and the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. LAUTEN-
BERG) were added as cosponsors of S. 
409, a bill to authorize qualified organi-
zations to provide technical assistance 
and capacity building services to mi-
croenterprise development organiza-
tions and programs and to disadvan-
taged entrepreneurs using funds from 
the Community Development Finan-
cial Institutions Fund, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 439 

At the request of Mr. BRYAN, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
439, a bill to amend the National Forest 
and Public Lands of Nevada Enhance-
ment Act of 1988 to adjust the bound-
ary of the Toiyabe National Forest, Ne-
vada. 

S. 443 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. BOXER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 443, a bill to regulate the 
sale of firearms at gun shows. 

S. 472 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 472, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
certain medicare beneficiaries with an 
exemption to the financial limitations 
imposed on physical, speech-language 
pathology, and occupational therapy 
services under part B of the medicare 
program, and for other purposes. 

S. 505 

At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator from Maine 
(Ms. SNOWE), and the Senator from 
Kentucky (Mr. MCCONNELL) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 505, a bill to give 
gifted and talented students the oppor-
tunity to develop their capabilities. 

S. 531 

At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) and the Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. LOTT) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 531, a bill to authorize 
the President to award a gold medal on 
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behalf of the Congress to Rosa Parks in 
recognition of her contributions to the 
Nation. 

S. 541 
At the request of Ms. COLLINS, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. COCHRAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 541, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to make cer-
tain changes related to payments for 
graduate medical education under the 
medicare program. 

S. 593 
At the request of Mr. COVERDELL, the 

name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. LOTT) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 593, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to increase max-
imum taxable income for the 15 per-
cent rate bracket, to provide a partial 
exclusion from gross income for divi-
dends and interest received by individ-
uals, to provide a long-term capital 
gains deduction for individuals, to in-
crease the traditional IRA contribution 
limit, and for other purposes. 

S. 595 
At the request of Mr. DOMENICI, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 595, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to establish a 
graduated response to shrinking do-
mestic oil and gas production and surg-
ing foreign oil imports, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 608 
At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 

names of the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) and the Senator from 
Kansas (Mr. BROWNBACK) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 608, a bill to amend the 
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982. 

S. 625 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 625, a bill to amend title 
11, United States Code, and for other 
purposes. 

S. 645 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
645, a bill to amend the Clean Air Act 
to waive the oxygen content require-
ment for reformulated gasoline that re-
sults in no greater emissions of air pol-
lutants than reformulated gasoline 
meeting the oxygen content require-
ment. 

S. 660 
At the request of Mr. BINGAMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 660, a bill to amend title XVIII 
of the Social Security Act to provide 
for coverage under part B of the medi-
care program of medical nutrition 
therapy services furnished by reg-
istered dietitians and nutrition profes-
sionals. 

S. 661 
At the request of Mr. ABRAHAM, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 

of S. 661, a bill to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit taking 
minors across State lines in cir-
cumvention of laws requiring the in-
volvement of parents in abortion deci-
sions. 

S. 662 
At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 

names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. CONRAD) and the Senator 
from Indiana (Mr. BAYH) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 662, a bill 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 feder-
ally funded screening program. 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was withdrawn as a 
cosponsor of S. 662, supra. 

S. 681 
At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 681, a bill to amend the 
Public Health Service Act and Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security 
Act of 1974 to require that group and 
individual health insurance coverage 
and group health plans provide cov-
erage for a minimum hospital stay for 
mastectomies and lymph node dissec-
tions performed for the treatment of 
breast cancer. 

S. 689 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
689, a bill to authorize appropriations 
for the United States Customs Service 
for fiscal years 2000 and 2001, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 692 
At the request of Mr. KYL, the names 

of the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY), the Senator from California (Mrs. 
FEINSTEIN), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mr. GORTON), the Senator from 
Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. NICKLES), the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), 
the Senator from Florida (Mr. MACK), 
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. COVER-
DELL), the Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SANTORUM), and the Senator from 
Nevada (Mr. REID) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 692, a bill to prohibit 
Internet gambling, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 693 
At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 693, a bill to assist in the enhance-
ment of the security of Taiwan, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 706 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 706, a bill to create a National 
Museum of Women’s History Advisory 
Committee. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 19 
At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 

name of the Senator from Arkansas 

(Mr. HUTCHINSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of Senate Resolution 19, A res-
olution to express the sense of the Sen-
ate that the Federal investment in bio-
medical research should be increased 
by $2,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2000. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 26 

At the request of Mr. MURKOWSKI, the 
name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of Senate Resolution 26, a resolution 
relating to Taiwan’s Participation in 
the World Health Organization. 

AMENDMENT NO. 154 

At the request of Mr. CONRAD his 
name was added as a cosponsor of 
Amendment No. 154 proposed to S. Con. 
Res. 20, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal years 2000 through 2009. 

AMENDMENT NO. 167 

At the request of Mr. SCHUMER the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. KOHL) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 167 proposed to S. Con. 
Res. 20, an original concurrent resolu-
tion setting forth the congressional 
budget for the United States Govern-
ment for fiscal years 2000 through 2009. 

AMENDMENT NO. 172 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY the 
names of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. DODD), the Senator from Iowa (Mr. 
HARKIN), the Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. REED), the Senator from New 
Jersey (Mr. TORRICELLI), and the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) were 
added as cosponsors of amendment No. 
172 proposed to S. Con. Res. 20, an 
original concurrent resolution setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2009. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 23—PROVIDING FOR A CON-
DITIONAL ADJOURNMENT OR RE-
CESS OF THE SENATE AND THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Mr. LOTT submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was con-
sidered and agreed to: 

S. CON. RES. 23 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, March 25, 1999, Friday, 
March 26, 1999, Saturday, March 27, 1999, or 
Sunday, March 28, 1999, on a motion offered 
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its 
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until noon on Monday, 
April 12, 1999, or until such time on that day 
as may be specified by its Majority Leader or 
his designee in the motion to recess or ad-
journ, or until noon on the second day after 
Members are notified to reassemble pursuant 
to section 2 of this concurrent resolution, 
whichever occurs first; and that when the 
House adjourns on the legislative day of 
Thursday, March 25, 1999, or Friday, March 
26, 1999, on a motion offered pursuant to this 
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader 
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 12:30 
p.m. on Monday, April 12, 1999, for morning- 
hour debate, or until noon on the second day 
after Members are notified to reassemble 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3518 March 25, 1999 
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first. 

SEC.2. The Majority Leader of the Senate 
and the Speaker of the House, acting jointly 
after consultation with the Minority Leader 
of the Senate and the Minority Leader of the 
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble 
whenever, in their opinion, the public inter-
est shall warrant it. 

f 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLU-
TION 24—TO EXPRESS THE 
SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE 
NEED FOR THE UNITED STATES 
TO DEFEND THE AMERICAN AG-
RICULTURAL AND FOOD SUPPLY 
SYSTEM FROM INDUSTRIAL SAB-
OTAGE AND TERRORIST 
THREATS 

Mr. LUGAR submitted the following 
concurrent resolution; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

S. CON. RES. 24 

Whereas the President has begun to imple-
ment programs to protect the critical infra-
structures of the United States from attack; 

Whereas the American agricultural and 
food supply system, a highly technological 
and efficient system for growing, processing, 
distributing, and marketing food and other 
agricultural products for the world market, 
is vulnerable to threats and attacks, particu-
larly threats and attacks employing weap-
ons, technologies, and materials of mass de-
struction; 

Whereas the American agricultural and 
food supply system has not been included in 
counterterrorism planning; 

Whereas critical infrastructure protection 
efforts must include response planning for 
potential threats and attacks on the Amer-
ican agricultural and food supply system; 

Whereas the Department of Agriculture 
must play an active role in the coun 
terterrorism and critical infrastructure pre-
paredness plans of the United States; and 

Whereas a successful strategy for protec-
tion of the American agricultural and food 
supply system must also include cooperation 
with State and local authorities and the pri-
vate sector: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) the United States should take steps 
that are necessary to protect the American 
agricultural and food supply system from at-
tacks, particularly attacks employing weap-
ons, technologies, and materials of mass de-
struction; and 

(2) the Department of Agriculture should 
take the lead in protecting the American ag-
ricultural and food supply system. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 75—RECON-
STITUTING THE SENATE ARMS 
CONTROL OBSERVER GROUP AS 
THE SENATE NATIONAL SECU-
RITY WORKING GROUP AND RE-
VISING THE AUTHORITY OF THE 
GROUP 

Mr. LOTT submitted the following 
resolution; which was considered and 
agreed to: 

S. RES. 75 

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 105 of the 
One Hundred First Congress, agreed to April 
13, 1989, as amended by Senate Resolution 149 
of the One Hundred Third Congress, agreed 

to October 5, 1993, is further amended as fol-
lows: 

(1) In subsection (a) of the first section, by 
striking paragraph (1) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) the Senate Arms Control Observer 
Group, which was previously constituted and 
authorized by the authority described in 
paragraph (2), is hereby reconstituted and re-
authorized as the Senate National Security 
Working Group (hereafter in this resolution 
referred to as the ‘Working Group’).’’. 

(2) By striking ‘‘Observer Group’’ each 
place it appears in the resolution, except 
paragraph (3) of subsection (a) of the first 
section, and inserting ‘‘Working Group’’. 

(3) By striking ‘‘Group’’ in the second sen-
tence of section 3(a) and inserting ‘‘Working 
Group’’. 

(4) By striking paragraph (3) of subsection 
(a) of the first section and inserting the fol-
lowing:, 

‘‘(3)(A) The members of the Working Group 
shall act as official observers on the United 
States delegation to any negotiations, to 
which the United States is a party, on any of 
the following: 

‘‘(i) Reduction, limitation, or control of 
conventional weapons, weapons of mass de-
struction, or the means for delivery of any 
such weapons. 

‘‘(ii) Reduction, limitation, or control of 
missile defenses. 

‘‘(iii) Export controls. 

‘‘(B) In addition, the Working Group is en-
couraged to consult with legislators of for-
eign nations, including the members of the 
State Duma and Federal Council of the Rus-
sian Federation and, as appropriate, legisla-
tors of other foreign nations, regarding mat-
ters described in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) The Working Group is not authorized 
to investigate matters relating to espionage 
or intelligence operations against the United 
States, counterintelligence operations and 
activities, or other intelligence matters 
within the jurisdiction of the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence under Senate Resolu-
tion 400 of the Ninety-Fourth Congress, 
agreed to on May 19, 1976.’’. 

(5) In paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of the 
first section— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Five’’ in the matter pre-

ceding clause (i) and inserting ‘‘Seven’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘two’’ in clause (ii) and in-

serting ‘‘three’’; and 
(iii) by striking ‘‘two’’ in clause (iii) and 

inserting ‘‘three’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘Six’’ 

and inserting ‘‘Five’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (D), by striking 

‘‘Seven’’ and inserting ‘‘Six’’. 
(6) In section 2(b)(3), by striking ‘‘five’’. 
(7) In the second sentence of section 3(a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘$380,000’’ and inserting 

‘‘$500,000’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘except that not more 

than’’ and inserting ‘‘of which not more 
than’’. 

(8) By striking section 4. 
(9) By amending the title to read as fol-

lows: ‘‘Resolution reconstituting the Senate 
Arms Control Observer Group as the Senate 
National Security Working Group, and revis-
ing the authority of the Group.’’. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2000 

ROTH (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 176 

Mr. ROTH (for himself, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. FRIST, Mr. KERREY, Mr. GRAMM, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. HATCH, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. MACK, Mr. MURKOWSKI, 
Mr. GRAMS, and Mr. ASHCROFT) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 20) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2009; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

THE MODERNIZATION AND IM-
PROVEMENT OF THE MEDICARE 
PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The health insurance coverage provided 
under the medicare program under title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395 et seq.) is an integral part of the finan-
cial security for retired and disabled individ-
uals, as such coverage protects those individ-
uals against the financially ruinous costs of 
a major illness. 

(2) Expenditures under the medicare pro-
gram for hospital, physician, and other es-
sential health care services that are provided 
to nearly 39,000,000 retired and disabled indi-
viduals will be $232,000,000,000 in fiscal year 
2000. 

(3) During the nearly 35 years since the 
medicare program was established, the Na-
tion’s health care delivery and financing sys-
tem has undergone major transformations. 
However, the medicare program has not kept 
pace with such transformations. 

(4) Former Congressional Budget Office Di-
rector Robert Reischauer has described the 
medicare program as it exists today as fail-
ing on the following 4 key dimensions 
(known as the ‘‘Four I’s’’): 

(A) The program is inefficient. 
(B) The program is inequitable. 
(C) The program is inadequate. 
(D) The program is insolvent. 
(5) The President’s budget framework does 

not devote 15 percent of the budget surpluses 
to the medicare program. The federal budget 
process does not provide a mechanism for 
setting aside current surpluses for future ob-
ligations. As a result, the notion of saving 15 
percent of the surplus for the medicare pro-
gram cannot practically be carried out. 

(6) The President’s budget framework 
would transfer to the Federal Hospital Insur-
ance Trust Fund more than $900,000,000,000 
over 15 years in new IOUs that must be re-
deemed later by raising taxes on American 
workers, cutting benefits, or borrowing more 
from the public, and these new IOUs would 
increase the gross debt of the Federal Gov-
ernment by the amounts transferred. 

(7) The Congressional Budget Office has 
stated that the transfers described in para-
graph (6), which are strictly 
intragovernmental, have no effect on the 
unified budget surpluses or the on-budget 
surpluses and therefore have no effect on the 
debt held by the public. 

(8) The President’s budget framework does 
not provide access to, or financing for, pre-
scription drugs. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 S3519 March 25, 1999 
(9) The Comptroller General of the United 

States has stated that the President’s medi-
care proposal does not constitute reform of 
the program and ‘‘is likely to create a public 
misperception that something meaningful is 
being done to reform the Medicare pro-
gram’’. 

(10) The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 en-
acted changes to the medicare program 
which strengthen and extend the solvency of 
that program. 

(11) The Congressional Budget Office has 
stated that without the changes made to the 
medicare program by the Balanced Budget 
Act of 1997, the depletion of the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund would now be im-
minent. 

(12) The President’s budget proposes to cut 
medicare program spending by $19,400,000,000 
over 10 years, primarily through reductions 
in payments to providers under that pro-
gram. 

(13) While the recommendations by Sen-
ator John Breaux and Representative Wil-
liam Thomas received the bipartisan support 
of a majority of members on the National Bi-
partisan Commission on the Future of Medi-
care, all of the President’s appointees to that 
commission opposed the bipartisan reform 
plan. 

(14) The Breaux-Thomas recommendations 
provide for new prescription drug coverage 
for the neediest beneficiaries within a plan 
that substantially improves the solvency of 
the medicare program without transferring 
new IOUs to the Federal Hospital Insurance 
Trust Fund that must be redeemed later by 
raising taxes, cutting benefits, or borrowing 
more from the public. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions contained 
in this budget resolution assume the fol-
lowing: 

(1) This resolution does not adopt the 
President’s proposals to reduce medicare 
program spending by $19,400,000,000 over 10 
years, nor does this resolution adopt the 
President’s proposal to spend $10,000,000,000 
of medicare program funds on unrelated pro-
grams. 

(2) Congress will not transfer to the Fed-
eral Hospital Insurance Trust Fund new IOUs 
that must be redeemed later by raising taxes 
on American workers, cutting benefits, or 
borrowing more from the public. 

(3) Congress should work in a bipartisan 
fashion to extend the solvency of the medi-
care program and to ensure that benefits 
under that program will be available to bene-
ficiaries in the future. 

(4) The American public will be well and 
fairly served in this undertaking if the medi-
care program reform proposals are consid-
ered within a framework that is based on the 
following 5 key principles offered in testi-
mony to the Senate Committee on Finance 
by the Comptroller General of the United 
States: 

(A) Affordability. 
(B) Equity. 
(C) Adequacy. 
(D) Feasibility. 
(E) Public acceptance. 
(5) The recommendations by Senator 

Breaux and Congressman Thomas provide for 
new prescription drug coverage for the need-
iest beneficiaries within a plan that substan-
tially improves the solvency of the medicare 
program without transferring to the Federal 
Hospital Insurance Trust Fund new IOUs 
that must be redeemed later by raising 
taxes, cutting benefits, or borrowing more 
from the public. 

(6) Congress should move expeditiously to 
consider the bipartisan recommendations of 
the Chairmen of the National Bipartisan 
Commission on the Future of Medicare. 

(7) Congress should continue to work with 
the President as he develops and presents his 
plan to fix the problems of the medicare pro-
gram. 

KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 177 

Mr. KENNEDY proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

Increase the levels of Federal revenues in 
section 101(1)(A) by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000. 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000. 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000. 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000. 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000. 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000. 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000. 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000. 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Change the levels of Federal revenues in 

section 101(1)(B) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $25,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $13,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $18,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $31,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $57,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $58,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $59,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $56,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels of total budget authority 

and outlays in section 101(2) and section 
101(3) by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0; 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0; 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000; 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000; 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000; 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000; 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000; 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000; 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000; and 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 
Increase the levels of surpluses in section 

101(4) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000. 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000. 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000. 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000. 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000. 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000. 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000. 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000. 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of public debt in sec-

tion 101(5) by the following amounts: 
(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000. 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000. 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000. 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000. 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000. 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000. 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000. 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000. 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of debt held by the pub-

lic in section 101(6) by the following 
amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $3,000,000,000. 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $26,000,000,000. 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $15,000,000,000. 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $21,000,000,000. 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $35,000,000,000. 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $63,000,000,000. 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $68,000,000,000. 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $72,000,000,000. 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $73,000,000,000. 
Decrease the levels of budget authority 

and outlays in section 103(18) for function 
900, Net Interest, by the following amounts: 

(1) Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
(2) Fiscal year 2001: $0. 
(3) Fiscal year 2002: $1,000,000,000. 
(4) Fiscal year 2003: $2,000,000,000. 
(5) Fiscal year 2004: $3,000,000,000. 
(6) Fiscal year 2005: $4,000,000,000. 
(7) Fiscal year 2006: $6,000,000,000. 
(8) Fiscal year 2007: $10,000,000,000. 
(9) Fiscal year 2008: $13,000,000,000. 
(10) Fiscal year 2009: $17,000,000,000. 
Reduce the levels in section 104(1) by which 

the Senate Committee on Finance is in-
structed to reduce revenues by the following 
amounts: 

(1) $0 in fiscal year 2000. 
(2) $59,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2004. 
(3) $320,000,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

years 2000 through 2009. 
On page 46, strike section 204. 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON EXTENDING 
THE SOLVENCY OF MEDICARE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that the sav-
ings from the amendment reducing tax 
breaks for the wealthiest taxpayers should 
be reserved to strengthen and extend the sol-
vency of the Medicare program. 

DORGAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 178 

Mr. DORGAN (for himself, Mr. 
DASCHLE, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mr. KERREY, Mrs. LINCOLN, 
Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. LEAHY) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 43, strike beginning with line 3 
through line 6, page 45, and insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. 201. RESERVE FUND FOR AN UPDATED 

BUDGET FORECAST. 
(a) CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE UP-

DATED BUDGET FORECAST FOR FISCAL YEARS 
2000–2004.—Pursuant to section 202(e)(2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974, the 
Congressional Budget Office shall update its 
economic and budget forecast for fiscal years 
2000 through 2004 by July 15, 1999. 

(b) REPORTING A SURPLUS.—If the report 
provided pursuant to subsection (a) esti-
mates an on-budget surplus for fiscal year 
2000 or additional surpluses beyond those as-
sumed in this resolution in following fiscal 
years, the Chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget shall make the appropriate ad-
justments to revenue and spending as pro-
vided in subsection (c). 

(c) ADJUSTMENTS.—The Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget shall take the 
amount of the on-budget surplus for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2004 estimated in the re-
port submitted pursuant to subsection (a) 
and in the following order in each of the fis-
cal years 2000 through 2004— 

(1) increase the allocation to the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition and 
Forestry by $6,000,000,000 in budget authority 
and outlays in each of the fiscal years 2000 
through 2004; 

(2) reduce the on-budget revenue aggregate 
by that amount for fiscal year 2000; 

(3) provide for or increase the on-budget 
surplus levels used for determining compli-
ance with the pay-as-you-go requirements of 
section 202 of H. Con. Res. 67 (104th Congress) 
by that amount for fiscal year 2000; and 

(4) adjust the instruction in sections 104(1) 
and 105(1) of this resolution to— 

(A) reduce revenues by that amount for fis-
cal year 2000; and 

(B) increase the reduction in revenues for 
the period of fiscal years 2000 through 2004 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3520 March 25, 1999 
and for the period of fiscal years 2000 
through 2009 by that amount. 

(d) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—Revised ag-
gregates and other levels under subsection 
(c) shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as aggre-
gates and other levels contained in this reso-
lution. 
SEC. 202. RESERVE FUND FOR AGRICULTURE. 

(a) ADJUSTMENT.—If legislation is reported 
by the Senate Committee on Agriculture, 
Nutrition and Forestry that provides risk 
management and income assistance for agri-
culture producers, the Chairman of the Sen-
ate Committee on the Budget may increase 
the allocation of budget authority and out-
lays to that Committee by an amount that 
does not exceed— 

(1) $6,500,000,000 in budget authority and in 
outlays for fiscal year 2000; 

(2) $36,000,000,000 in budget authority and 
$35,165,000,000 in outlays for the period of fis-
cal years 2000 through 2004; and 

(3) $36,000,000,000 in budget authority and in 
outlays for the period of fiscal years 2000 
through 2009. 

MCCAIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 179–181 
(Ordered to lie on the table.) 
Mr. MCCAIN submitted three amend-

ments intended to be proposed by him 
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 179 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY EARNINGS TEST. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Social Security Earnings Test is un-

fair and discriminates against America’s 
senior citizens; 

(2) low-income senior citizens who do not 
have significant savings or a private pension 
plan are hit hardest by the Social Security 
earnings test while wealthier senior citizens 
are not affected by this unfair penalty; 

(3) according to the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, ‘‘retaining older workers is a priority 
in labor intensive industries, and will be-
come even more critical as we approach the 
year 2000’’ and yet our Nation foolishly pre-
vents diligent, knowledgeable and experi-
enced workers out of the American work 
force just because they are 65 years old; 

(4) our laws should encourage work, not 
discourage individual productivity; and 

(5) eliminating the earnings test and per-
mitting our Nation’s elderly to work and im-
prove their standard of living will also help 
increase our national prosperity. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that— 

(1) the Social Security earnings test should 
be repealed immediately; and 

(2) the Senate Finance Committee should 
include a full repeal of the Social Security 
Earnings Test in any Social Security reform 
legislation. 

∑ Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, today I 
am offering an amendment to the 
Budget Resolution which would help 
our nation’s senior citizens by requir-
ing the repeal of the Social Security 
earnings test. 

As many of my colleagues know, the 
Social Security earnings test penalizes 
Americans between the ages of 65 and 
70 for working and remaining produc-
tive after retirement. Under this unfair 
law, a senior citizen loses $1 of Social 
Security benefits for every $3 earned 
over the established limit, which is 
$15,500 in 1999. 

Due to this cap on earnings, our sen-
ior citizens are burdened with a 33.3 
percent tax on their earned income. 
Combined with Federal, State, local 
and other Social Security taxes, this 
amounts to an outrageous 55 to 65 per-
cent tax bite, and sometimes it can be 
even higher. 

What is most disturbing about the 
earnings test is the tremendous burden 
it places upon our low-income senior 
citizens. Most of the older Americans 
penalized by the earnings test need to 
work in order to cover basic expenses: 
food, housing and health care. Our na-
tion’s low-income seniors are hit hard-
est by the earnings test, while most 
wealthy seniors escape unscathed. This 
is because supplemental ‘‘unearned’’ 
income from stocks, investments and 
savings is not affected by the earnings 
test. 

This is simply wrong and must be 
stopped. 

In 1996, Congress took a step in the 
right direction when we passed the 
‘‘Senior Citizens Right to Work Act’’ 
increasing the earnings threshold for 
senior citizens from $11,520 to $30,000 by 
the year 2002. I was proud to be the 
sponsor of this legislation which helped 
alleviate the unfair economic penalties 
placed on hard working senior citizens. 

While raising the limit was impor-
tant it is time that we finally elimi-
nate the Social Security earnings test 
and permit our nation’s elderly to 
work and improve their standard of liv-
ing while increasing our national pros-
perity.∑ 

AMENDMENT NO. 180 
At the end of title III, insert the following: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOCIAL SE-
CURITY EARNINGS TEST. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Social Security Earnings Test is un-

fair and discriminates against America’s 
senior citizens; 

(2) low-income senior citizens who do not 
have significant savings or a private pension 
plan are hit hardest by the Social Security 
earnings test while wealthier senior citizens 
are not affected by this unfair penalty; 

(3) according to the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, ‘‘retaining older workers is a priority 
in labor intensive industries, and will be-
come even more critical as we approach the 
year 2000’’ and yet our Nation foolishly pre-
vents diligent, knowledgeable and experi-
enced workers out of the American work 
force just because they are 65 years old; 

(4) our laws should encourage work, not 
discourage individual productivity; and 

(5) eliminating the earnings test and per-
mitting our Nation’s elderly to work and im-
prove their standard of living will also help 
increase our national prosperity. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that— 

(1) the Social Security earnings test should 
be repealed immediately; and 

(2) the Senate Finance Committee should 
include a full repeal of the Social Security 
Earnings Test in any Social Security reform 
legislation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 181 
At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. ll. BUDGET FOR EMBASSY SECURITY. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) terrorism, both foreign and domestic, 

poses a grave threat to United States inter-

ests abroad and to the well-being of United 
States citizens at home; 

(2) since the bombing of United States Em-
bassies in Lebanon and Kuwait in 1983 and 
the truck bomb destruction of the United 
States facility in Saudi Arabia in 1996, the 
issue of physical security of United States 
diplomatic missions and military facilities 
abroad has been a growing concern to the 
United States Government and to the public 
it represents; 

(3) the August 1998 bombings of the United 
States Embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar 
es Salaam, Tanzania, further illuminated the 
vulnerability of United States diplomatic 
missions to acts of terrorism directed 
against the United States; 

(4) the report of the Secretary of State’s 
Advisory Panel on Overseas Security of June 
1985 specified certain measures that the 
United States should take to reduce the 
prospects of repeated bombings of United 
States Embassies abroad such as occurred in 
Lebanon and Kuwait in 1983; 

(5) the Accountability Review Boards 
chaired by Admiral William J. Crowe, Jr. 
warned of continuing vulnerabilities to 
United States diplomatic missions cause by 
the failure of the United States Government 
to take necessary actions to reduce that vul-
nerability; 

(6) the Accountability Review Boards rec-
ommended that the United States Govern-
ment allocate the sum of $15,000,000,000 be 
spent over 10 years to address the 
vulnerabilities of United States diplomatic 
missions abroad; and 

(7) the Administration has budgeted less 
than half the amount recommended by the 
Accountability Review Boards for improving 
the security of United States diplomatic 
missions abroad. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that budget levels in this concur-
rent resolution assume that— 

(1) the President should propose a budget 
for embassy security consistent with the rec-
ommendations set forth by the Account-
ability Review Boards and including meas-
ures recommended by the 1985 Advisory 
Panel on Overseas Security; and 

(2) the Secretary of State should provide 
Congress within 60 days of adoption of this 
concurrent resolution a comprehensive re-
port on the Secretary’s plans for imple-
menting the recommendations of the Ac-
countability Review Boards and the 1985 Ad-
visory Panel on Overseas Security. 

∑ Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to offer an amendment to the 
Budget Resolution that expresses the 
sense of Congress that the President 
should propose a budget for embassy 
security consistent with the rec-
ommendations set forth by the Ac-
countability Review Boards, otherwise 
known as the Crowe Commission, and 
include measures recommended by the 
1985 Advisory Panel on Overseas Secu-
rity, also known as the Inman Commis-
sion. It further directs the Secretary of 
State to provide to Congress within 60 
days of passage of the resolution a 
comprehensive report on its plans for 
implementing the recommendations of 
these two commissions. 

Our embassies and consulates abroad 
are sovereign United States territory, 
representing our country’s presence 
around the world, advancing our for-
eign policy interests, and protecting 
American citizens traveling overseas 
on business and pleasure. The people 
who work in and visit our embassies 
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deserve a level of physical security 
commensurate with the threat they 
face from terrorist organizations and 
individuals seeking to express their 
hostility to the United States through 
destruction of the most visible symbol 
of U.S. global presence. Their destruc-
tion, as occurred in Beirut and Kuwait 
City in 1983 and in Nairobi and Dar es 
Salaam in 1998, as well as the targeting 
of other U.S. military and diplomatic 
facilities overseas, is a direct attack on 
the United States. 

It is for this reason that the Admin-
istration’s five-year budget proposal 
for embassy security is so dis-
appointing and irresponsible. Rep-
resenting less than one-half the 
amount recommended by the Crowe 
Commission, it sends a worrisome sig-
nal to our representatives around the 
world about how we view their physical 
well-being, and invites further attacks 
on soft targets. The threat of terrorist 
attack on our embassies is very real. 
Such attacks not only result in the 
death of U.S. and host country citizens, 
but also carry with them the potential 
for destabilization of countries in 
which the attack occurs. My amend-
ment seeks to address the large dis-
parity between what is required and 
what is provided. I urge my colleagues 
to support its passage.∑ 

ROBB (AND GRAHAM) AMENDMENT 
NO. 182 

Mr. ROBB (for himself and Mr. GRA-
HAM) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 46, strike section 204. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5, and 

strike lines 15 through 19. Insert at the ap-
propriate place the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the provi-
sions of this resolution assume that the sav-
ings from this amendment shall be used to 
reduce publicly held debt and to strengthen 
and extend the solvency of the Medicare pro-
gram. 

LAUTENBERG (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 183 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for himself, Mr. 
ROBB, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, and Mr. REID) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MODERN-

IZING AMERICA’S SCHOOLS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-

lowing: 
(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 safety code violations; and 
12,000,000 children attend schools with leaky 
roofs. 

(3) The General Accounting Office has 
found that the problem of crumbling schools 
transcends demographic and geographic 
boundaries. At 38 percent of urban schools, 30 
percent of rural schools, and 29 percent of 
suburban schools, at least 1 building is in 
need of extensive repair or should be com-
pletely replaced. 

(4) The condition of school facilities has a 
direct effect 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. 46 percent of schools lack adequate 
electrical wiring to support the full-scale use 
of technology. More than a third of schools 
lack the requisite electrical power. 56 per-
cent 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 that 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 tech-
nology, or the cost of building additional fa-
cilities 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 the budgetary levels in 
this budget resolution assume that Congress 
will enact measures to assist school districts 
in modernizing their facilities, including— 

(1) legislation to allow States and school 
districts to issue at least $24,800,000,000 worth 
of zero-interest bonds to rebuild and mod-
ernize our Nation’s schools, and to provide 

Federal income tax credits to the purchasers 
of those bonds in lieu of interest payments; 
and 

(2) appropriate funding for the Education 
Infrastructure Act of 1994 during the period 
2000 through 2004, which would provide 
grants to local school districts for the repair, 
renovation and construction of public school 
facilities. 

LAUTENBERG AMENDMENT NO. 184 

Mr. LAUTENBERG proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . BUDGET-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND NATURAL RE-
SOURCES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue 
and spending aggregates and other appro-
priate budgetary levels and limits may be 
adjusted and allocations may be revised for 
legislation to improve the quality of our na-
tion’s air, water, land, and natural resources, 
provided that, to the extent that this con-
current resolution on the budget does not in-
clude the costs of that legislation, the enact-
ment of that legislation will not (by virtue 
of either contemporaneous or previously- 
passed reinstatement or modification of ex-
pired excise or environmental taxes) increase 
the deficit or decrease the surplus for— 

(1) fiscal year 2000; 
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through 

2004; or 
(3) the period of fiscal years 2005 through 

2009. 
(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.— 
(1) Adjustments for legislation.—Upon the 

consideration of legislation pursuant to sub-
section (a), the Chairman of the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate may file with 
the Senate appropriately-revised allocations 
under section 302(a) of the Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974 and revised functional 
levels and aggregates to carry out this sec-
tion. These revised allocations, functional 
levels, and aggregates shall be considered for 
the purposes of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 as allocations, functional levels, 
and aggregates contained in this resolution. 

(2) Adjustments for amendments.—If the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate submits an adjustment under this 
section for legislation in furtherance of the 
purpose described in subsection (a), upon the 
offering of an amendment to that legislation 
that would necessitate such submission, the 
Chairman shall submit to the Senate appro-
priately-revised allocations under section 
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
and revised functional levels and aggregates 
to carry out this section. These revised allo-
cations, functional levels, and aggregates 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions, functional levels, and aggregates con-
tained in this resolution. 

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The 
appropriate committees shall report appro-
priately-revised allocations pursuant to sec-
tion 302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 to carry out this section. 

DURBIN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 185 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. DURBIN 
for himself, Mr. BYRD, and Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) proposed an amendment to the con-
current resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 47, strike section 205 and insert 
the following: 
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SEC. 205. EMERGENCY DESIGNATION POINT OF 

ORDER. 
(a) DESIGNATIONS.— 
(1) GUIDANCE.—In making a designation of 

a provision of legislation as an emergency 
requirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) or 
252(e) of the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, the committee 
report and any statement of managers ac-
companying that legislation shall analyze 
whether a proposed emergency requirement 
meets all the criteria in paragraph (2). 

(2) CRITERIA.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The criteria to be consid-

ered in determining whether a proposed ex-
penditure or tax change is an emergency re-
quirement are whether it is— 

(i) necessary, essential, or vital (not mere-
ly useful or beneficial); 

(ii) sudden, quickly coming into being, and 
not building up over time; 

(iii) an urgent, pressing, and compelling 
need requiring immediate action; 

(iv) subject to subparagraph (B), unfore-
seen, unpredictable, and unanticipated; and 

(v) not permanent, temporary in nature. 
(B) UNFORESEEN.—An emergency that is 

part of an aggregate level of anticipated 
emergencies, particularly when normally es-
timated in advance, is not unforeseen. 

(3) JUSTIFICATION FOR FAILURE TO MEET CRI-
TERIA.—If the proposed emergency require-
ment does not meet all the criteria set forth 
in paragraph (2), the committee report or the 
statement of managers, as the case may be, 
shall provide a written justification of why 
the requirement should be accorded emer-
gency status. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—When the Senate is con-

sidering a bill, resolution, amendment, mo-
tion, or conference report, upon a point of 
order being made by a Senator against any 
provision in that measure designated as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) or 252(e) of the Balanced Budget 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
and the Presiding Officer sustains that point 
of order, that provision along with the lan-
guage making the designation shall be 
stricken from the measure and may not be 
offered as an amendment from the floor. 

(2) GENERAL POINT OF ORDER.—A point of 
order under this subsection may be raised by 
a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(3) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—If a point of 
order is sustained under this subsection 
against a conference report the report shall 
be disposed of as provided in section 313(d) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

DURBIN AMENDMENTS NOS. 186–187 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. DURBIN) 
proposed two amendments to the con-
current resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 186 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE PROVI-

SIONS OF THIS RESOLUTION AS-
SUME THAT IT IS THE POLICY OF 
THE UNITED STATES TO PROVIDE AS 
SOON AS IS TECHNOLOGICALLY POS-
SIBLE AN EDUCATION FOR EVERY 
AMERICAN CHILD THAT WILL EN-
ABLE EACH CHILD TO EFFECTIVELY 
MEET THE CHALLENGES OF THE 21st 
CENTURY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) Pell Grants require an increase of $5 bil-

lion per year to fund the maximum award es-
tablished in the Higher Education Act 
Amendments of 1998; 

(2) IDEA needs at least $13 billion more per 
year to fund the federal commitment to fund 

40% of the excess costs for special education 
services; 

(3) Title I needs at least $4 billion more per 
year to serve all eligible children; 

(4) over $11 billion over the next six years 
will be required to hire 100,000 teachers to re-
duce class size to an average of 18 in grades 
1–3; 

(5) according to the General Accounting 
Office, it will cost $112 billion just to bring 
existing school buildings up to good overall 
condition. According to GAO, one-third of 
schools serving 14 million children require 
extensive repair or replacement of one or 
more of their buildings. GAO also found that 
almost half of all schools lack even the basic 
electrical wiring needed to support full-scale 
use of computers; 

(6) the federal share of education spending 
has declined from 11.9% in 1980 to 7.6% in 
1998; 

(7) federal spending for education has de-
clined from 2.5% of all federal spending in 
FY 1980 to 2.0% in FY 1999; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that it is the policy of the 
United States to provide as soon as is tech-
nologically possible an education for every 
American child that will enable each child to 
effectively meet the challenges of the 21st 
century. 

AMENDMENT NO. 187 
At the end of Title II, insert the following: 

‘‘SEC. . DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND TO 
FOSTER THE EMPLOYMENT AND 
INDEPENDENCE OF INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In the Senate, revenue 
and spending aggregates and other appro-
priate budgetary levels and limits may be 
adjusted and allocations may be revised for 
legislation that finances disability programs 
designed to allow individuals with disabil-
ities to become employed and remain inde-
pendent, provided that, to the extent that 
this concurrent resolution on the budget 
does not include the costs of that legislation, 
the enactment of that legislation will not in-
crease (by virtue of either contemporaneous 
or previously-passed deficit reduction) the 
deficit in this resolution for— 

(1) fiscal year 2000; 
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through 

2004; or 
(3) the period of fiscal years 2005 through 

2009. 
(b) REVISED ALLOCATIONS.— 
(1) ADJUSTMENTS FOR LEGISLATION.—Upon 

the consideration of legislation pursuant to 
subsection (a), the Chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget of the Senate may file 
with the Senate appropriately-revised allo-
cations under section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and revised func-
tional levels and aggregates to carry out this 
section. These revised allocations, functional 
levels, and aggregates shall be considered for 
the purposes of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 as allocations, functional levels, 
and aggregates contained in this resolution. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR AMENDMENTS.—If the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget of 
the Senate submits an adjustment under this 
section for legislation in furtherance of the 
purpose described in subsection (a), upon the 
offering of an amendment to that legislation 
that would necessitate such submission, the 
Chairman shall submit to the Senate appro-
priately-revised allocations under section 
302(a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
and revised functional levels and aggregates 
to carry out this section. These revised allo-
cations, functional levels, and aggregates 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions, functional levels, and aggregates con-
tained in this resolution. 

(c) REPORTING REVISED ALLOCATIONS.—The 
appropriate committees shall report appro-
priately-revised allocations pursuant to sec-
tion 302(b) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 to carry out this section.’’ 

DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 188 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. DORGAN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

EXEMPTION OF AGRICULTURAL 
COMMODITIES AND PRODUCTS, 
MEDICINES, AND MEDICAL PROD-
UCTS FROM UNILATERAL ECONOMIC 
SANCTIONS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) prohibiting or otherwise restricting the 

donation or sale of agricultural commodities 
or products, medicines, or medical products 
in order to unilaterally sanction a foreign 
government for actions or policies that the 
United States finds objectionable unneces-
sarily harms innocent populations in the tar-
geted country and rarely causes the sanc-
tioned government to alter its actions or 
policies; 

(2) for the United States as a matter of pol-
icy to deny access to agricultural commod-
ities or products, medicines, or medical prod-
ucts by innocent men, women, and children 
in other countries weakens the international 
leadership and moral authority of the United 
States; and 

(3) unilateral sanctions on the sale or do-
nation of agricultural commodities or prod-
ucts, medicines, or medical products need-
lessly harm agricultural producers and work-
ers employed in the agricultural or medical 
sectors in the United States by foreclosing 
markets for the commodities, products, or 
medicines. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that the President 
should— 

(1) subject to paragraph (2), exempt agri-
cultural commodities and products, medi-
cines, and medical products from any unilat-
eral economic sanction imposed on a foreign 
government; and 

(2) apply the sanction to the commodities, 
products, or medicines if the application is 
necessary— 

(A) for health or safety reasons; or 
(B) due to a domestic shortage of the com-

modities, products, or medicines. 

DORGAN AMENDMENT NO. 189 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. DORGAN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

CAPITAL GAINS TAX FAIRNESS FOR 
FAMILY FARMERS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) one of the most popular provisions in-

cluded in the Taxpayer Relief Act of 1997 per-
mits many families to exclude from Federal 
income taxes up to $500,000 of gain from the 
sale of their principal residences; 

(2) under current law, family farmers are 
not able to take full advantage of this 
$500,000 capital gains exclusion that families 
living in urban or suburban areas enjoy on 
the sale of their homes; 

(3) for most urban and suburban residents, 
their homes are their major financial asset 
and as a result such families, who have 
owned their homes through many years of 
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appreciation, can often benefit from a large 
portion of this new $500,000 capital gains ex-
clusion; 

(4) most family farmers plow any profits 
they make back into the whole farm rather 
than into the house which holds little or no 
value; 

(5) unfortunately, farm families receive lit-
tle benefit from this capital gains exclusion 
because the Internal Revenue Service sepa-
rates the value of their homes from the value 
of the land the homes sit on; 

(6) we should recognize in our tax laws the 
unique character and role of our farm fami-
lies and their important contributions to our 
economy, and allow them to benefit more 
fully from the capital gains tax exclusion 
that urban and suburban homeowners al-
ready enjoy; and 

(7) we should expand the $500,000 capital 
gains tax exclusion to cover sales of the 
farmhouse and the surrounding farmland 
over their lifetimes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that if we pass tax relief meas-
ures in accordance with the assumptions in 
the budget resolution, we should ensure that 
such legislation removes the disparity be-
tween farm families and their urban and sub-
urban counterparts with respect to the new 
$500,000 capital gains tax exclusion for prin-
cipal residence sales by expanding it to cover 
gains from the sale of farmland along with 
the sale of the farmhouse. 

KERRY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 190 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KERRY 
for himself, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. 
REED, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
KERREY, and Mr. CONRAD) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. 1-YEAR DELAY OF PORTION OF CER-

TAIN TAX PROVISIONS NECESSARY 
TO AVOID FUTURE BUDGET DEFI-
CITS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
shall provide in any reconciliation legisla-
tion provided pursuant to sections 104 and 
105— 

(1) a provision requiring the Congressional 
Budget Office to report to Congress on June 
30 of each year (beginning in 2000) on the es-
timated Federal budget revenue impact over 
the next 1, 5, and 10-fiscal year period of that 
portion of any tax provision included in such 
reconciliation legislation which has not gone 
into effect in the taxable year in which such 
report is made, and 

(2) in any tax provision to be included in 
such reconciliation legislation a provision 
delaying for 1 additional taxable year that 
portion of such provision which did not go 
into effect before a trigger year. 

(b) TRIGGER YEAR.—For purposes of sub-
section (a)(2), the term ‘‘trigger year’’ means 
the 1st fiscal year in which the projected 
Federal on-budget surplus for the 1, 5, or 10- 
fiscal year period, as determined by the re-
port under subsection (a)(1), is exceeded by 
the amount of the aggregate reduction in 
revenues for such period resulting from the 
enactment of all of the tax provisions in the 
reconciliation legislation described in sub-
section (a). 

TORRICELLI (AND DURBIN) 
AMENDMENT NO. 191 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. 
TORRICELLI, for himself, and Mr. DUR-

BIN) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

FUNDING FOR THE URBAN PARKS 
AND RECREATION RECOVERY 
(UPARR) PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) every analysis of national recreation 

issues in the last 3 decades has identified the 
importance of close-to-home recreation op-
portunities, particularly for residents in 
densely-populated urban areas; 

(2) the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
grants program under the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 460l– 
4 et seq.) was established partly to address 
the pressing needs of urban areas; 

(3) the National Urban Recreation Study of 
1978 and the President’s Commission on 
Americans Outdoors of 1987 revealed that 
critical urban recreation resources were not 
being addressed; 

(4) older city park structures and infra-
structures worth billions of dollars are at 
risk because government incentives favored 
the development of new areas over the revi-
talization of existing resources, ranging from 
downtown parks established in the 19th cen-
tury to neighborhood playgrounds and sports 
centers built from the 1920’s to the 1950’s; 

(5) the Urban Parks and Recreation Recov-
ery (UPARR) program, established under the 
Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act of 
1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501 et seq.), authorized 
$725,000,000 to provide matching grants and 
technical assistance to economically dis-
tressed urban communities; 

(6) the purposes of the UPARR program is 
to provide direct Federal assistance to urban 
localities for rehabilitation of critically 
needed recreation facilities, and to encour-
age local planning and a commitment to 
continuing operation and maintenance of 
recreation programs, sites, and facilities; 
and 

(7) funding for UPARR is supported by a 
wide range of organizations, including the 
National Association of Police Athletic 
Leagues, the Sporting Goods Manufacturers 
Association, the Conference of Mayors, and 
Major League Baseball. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that Congress considers 
the UPARR program to be a high priority, 
and should appropriate such amounts as are 
necessary to carry out the Urban Parks and 
Recreation Recovery (UPARR) program es-
tablished under the Urban Park and Recre-
ation Recovery Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C. 2501 et 
seq.). 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 192 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KENNEDY 
for himself, Mr. DODD, Mr. MURRAY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Ms. MIKUL-
SKI, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. REED, Mr. 
FEINGOLD, Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. 
LEVIN) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution— 

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,108,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,467,563,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2003: $1,548,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,604,382,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,668,856,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,703,047,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,756,420,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,826,649,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,890,274,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,539,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$40,713,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$14,724,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$29,767,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$42,040,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$87,666,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$114,980,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$129,560,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$155,436,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,474,165,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,506,259,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,580,072,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,633,179,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,688,032,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,717,635,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,773,679,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,835,769,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,896,955,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,108,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,467,563,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,548,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,601,483,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,659,025,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,688,217,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,736,657,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,801,829,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,862,458,000,000. 
On page 23, strike beginning with line 14 

through page 25, line 3, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,373,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $84,420,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,249,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $86,077,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,442,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $92,893,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $86,110,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,948,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $91,867,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $99,653,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $96,488,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $98,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $98,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $106,245,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $98,893,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,174,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,241,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $103,037,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,818,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $91,744,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$621,426,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 
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KENNEDY AMENDMENT NO. 193 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KEN-
NEDY) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 43, strike beginning with line 13 
through line page 44, line 10, and insert the 
following: for fiscal year 2000 or increases in 
the surplus for any of the outyears, the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
shall make the adjustments as provided in 
subsection (c). 

(c) ADJUSTMENTS.—The Chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget shall take a por-
tion of the amount of increases in the on- 
budget surplus for fiscal years 2000 through 
2004 estimated in the report submitted pur-
suant to subsection (a) and— 

(1) increase the allocation by these 
amounts to the Committee on Health, Edu-
cation, Labor and Pensions only for legisla-
tion that promotes early educational devel-
opment and well-being of children for fiscal 
years 2000 through 2004; and 

(2) provide for or increase the on-budget 
surplus levels used for determining compli-
ance with the pay-as-you-go requirements of 
section 202 of H. Con. Res. 67 (104th Congress) 
by those amounts for fiscal year 2000 through 
2004. 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 194 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KENNEDY 
for himself, Mr. DODD, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. 
TORRICELLI, Mr. REED, Mr. FEINGOLD, 
Mr. LIEBERMAN, and Mr. LEVIN) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution— 

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,108,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,467,563,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,548,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,604,382,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,668,856,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,703,047,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,756,420,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,826,649,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,890,274,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: ¥$0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,539,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$40,713,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$14,724,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$29,767,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$42,040,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$87,666,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$114,980,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$129,560,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$155,436,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,474,165,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,506,259,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,580,072,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,633,179,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,688,032,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,717,635,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,773,679,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,835,769,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2009: $1,896,955,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,108,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,467,563,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,548,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,601,483,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,659,025,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,688,217,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,736,657,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,801,829,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,862,458,000,000. 
On page 23, strike beginning with line 14 

through page 25, line 3, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,373,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $84,420,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,249,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $86,077,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $78,442,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $92,893,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $86,170,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $78,948,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $91,867,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $99,653,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $96,488,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $98,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $98,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,245,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $98,893,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,174,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,241,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $103,037,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,818,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $91,744,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$621,426,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

KENNEDY (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 195 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KENNEDY 
for himself, Mr. WELLSTONE, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

AN INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM 
WAGE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the min-
imum hourly wage under section 6 of the 
Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
206) should be increased by 50 cents on Sep-
tember 1, 1999, and again on September 1, 
2000, to bring the minimum hourly wage to 
$6.15 an hour, and that such section should 
apply to the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands. 

KENNEDY (AND ROCKEFELLER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 196 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. KENNEDY 
for himself and Mr. ROCKEFELLER) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. RESERVE FUND FOR MEDICARE PRE-

SCRIPTION DRUG BENEFITS. 
(a) ADJUSTMENT.—If legislation is consid-

ered that modernizes and strengthens the 
medicare program under title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) 
and includes a benefit under such title pro-
viding affordable prescription drug coverage 
for all medicare beneficiaries, the Chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget may change 
committee allocations, revenue aggregates, 
and spending aggregates if such legislation 
will not cause an on-budget deficit for— 

(1) fiscal year 2000; 
(2) the period of fiscal years 2000 through 

2004; or 
(3) the period of fiscal years 2005 through 

2009. 
(b) BUDGETARY ENFORCEMENT.—The revi-

sion of allocations and aggregates made 
under this section shall be considered for the 
purposes of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 as allocations and aggregates contained 
in this resolution. 

LIEBERMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 197 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. LIEBER-
MAN for himself, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, and Mr. ABRAHAM) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF SENATE REGARDING ASSET- 

BUILDING FOR THE WORKING POOR. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-

lowing: 
(1) 33 percent of all American households 

and 60 percent of African American house-
holds have no or negative financial assets. 

(2) 46.9 percent of all children in America 
live in households with no financial assets, 
including 40 percent of Caucasian children 
and 75 percent of African American children. 

(3) In order to provide low-income families 
with more tools for empowerment, incen-
tives which encourage asset-building should 
be established. 

(4) Across the Nation, numerous small pub-
lic, private, and public-private asset-building 
incentives, including individual development 
accounts, are demonstrating success at em-
powering low-income workers. 

(5) Middle and upper income Americans 
currently benefit from tax incentives for 
building assets. 

(6) The Federal Government should utilize 
the Federal tax code to provide low-income 
Americans with incentives to work and build 
assets in order to escape poverty perma-
nently. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the provisions of this resolution 
assume that Congress should modify the 
Federal tax law to include provisions which 
encourage low-income workers and their 
families to save for buying a first home, 
starting a business, obtaining an education, 
or taking other measures to prepare for the 
future. 

FEINSTEIN (AND BOXER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 198 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN for herself and Mrs. BOXER) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution. S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SCAAP 

FUNDING. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-

lowing: 
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(1) The Federal Government has the re-

sponsibility for ensuring that our Nation’s 
borders are safe and secure. 

(2) States and localities, particularly in 
high immigrant States, face dispropor-
tionate costs in implementing our Nation’s 
immigration policies, particularly in the 
case of incarcerating criminal illegal aliens. 

(3) Federal reimbursements have contin-
ually failed to cover the actual costs borne 
by States and localities in incarcerating 
criminal illegal aliens. In fiscal year 1999, 
the costs to States and localities for incar-
cerating criminal aliens reached over 
$1,700,000,000, but the Federal Government 
reimbursed States only $585,000,000. 

(4) In fiscal year 1998, the State of Cali-
fornia spent approximately $577,000,000 for 
the incarceration and parole supervision of 
criminal alien felons, but received just 
$244,000,000 in reimbursements. The State of 
Texas spent $133,000,000, but the Federal Gov-
ernment provided only a $53,000,000 reim-
bursement. The State of Arizona incurred 
$38,000,000 in costs, but only received 
$15,000,000 in reimbursements. The State of 
New Mexico incurred $3,000,000 in cost, but 
only received $1,000,000 in reimbursements. 

(5) The current Administration request of 
$500,000,000 is significantly below last year’s 
Federal appropriation, despite the fact that 
more aliens are now being detained in State 
and local jails. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the State Criminal Alien 
Assistance program budget proposal should 
increase to $970,000,000 and that the budget 
resolution appropriately reflects sufficient 
funds to achieve this objective. 

BINGAMAN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 199 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. Binga-
man for himself, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. GRAHAM, 
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mr. MOYNIHAN, and Mr. LIE-
BERMAN) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following: 
SEC. . BUDGETING FOR THE DEFENSE SCIENCE 

AND TECHNOLOGY PROGRAM. 
‘‘It is the sense of the Senate that the 

budgetary levels for National Defense (func-
tion 050) for fiscal years 2000 through 2008 as-
sume funding for the Defense Science and 
Technology program that is consistent with 
Section 214 of the Strom Thurmond National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1999, which expresses a sense of the Congress 
that for each of those fiscal years it should 
be an objective of the Secretary of Defense 
to increase the budget request for the De-
fense Science and Technology program by at 
least 2 percent over inflation.’’. 

WYDEN AMENDMENT NO. 200 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. WYDEN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 53, line 4, after ‘‘may change com-
mittee allocations’’ insert ‘‘, revenue aggre-
gates for legislation that increases taxes on 
tobacco or tobacco products (only),’’. 

DODD (AND OTHERS) AMENDMENT 
NO. 201 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. DODD, for 
himself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. KENNEDY, 

and Mr. REED) proposed an amendment 
to the concurrent resolution, S. Con. 
Res. 20, surpa; as follows: 

On page 3, strike beginning with line 5 
through page 5, line 14, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 
the enforcement of this resolution— 

(A) The recommended levels of Federal 
revenues are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,401,979,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,033,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,466,653,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,547,102,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,602,574,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,666,629,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,700,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,755,630,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,826,369,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,890,274,000,000. 
(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 

levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $0. 
Fiscal year 2001: ¥$6,614,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: ¥$41,623,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: ¥$16,216,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: ¥$31,574,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$44,267,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$90,119,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$115,770,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$129,840,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$155,436,000,000. 
(2) NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.—For purposes 

of the enforcement of this resolution, the ap-
propriate levels of total new budget author-
ity are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,426,931,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,472,665,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,504,559,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,578,337,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,630,879,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,685,232,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,717,635,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,773,679,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,835,769,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,896,955,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2000: $1,408,292,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: $1,436,033,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: $1,466,653,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: $1,547,102,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: $1,599,675,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,656,798,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,685,764,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,735,867,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,801,549,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,862,458,000,000. 
On page 23, strike beginning with line 14 

through page 25, line 3, and insert the fol-
lowing: 

Fiscal year 2000: 
(A) New budget authority, $67,373,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $63,994,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2001: 
(A) New budget authority, $82,920,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $66,174,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2002: 
(A) New budget authority, $84,377,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $77,532,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2003: 
(A) New budget authority, $91,158,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $84,618,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2004: 
(A) New budget authority, $95,249,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $90,059,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $96,853,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $98,462,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $96,345,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,245,000,000. 

(B) Outlays, $98,103,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $102,174,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $99,961,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $103,037,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $100,818,000,000. 
On page 42, strike lines 1 through 5 and in-

sert the following: 
(1) to reduce revenues by not more than $0 

in fiscal year 2000, $96,028,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and 
$631,461,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2000 through 2009; and 

BIDEN AMENDMENT NO. 202 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. BIDEN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert 
the following new section 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON IMPORTANCE 

OF FUNDING FOR EMBASSY SECU-
RITY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) Enhancing security at U.S. diplomatic 

missions overseas is essential to protect U.S. 
government personnel serving on the front 
lines of our national defense; 

(2) 80 percent of U.S. diplomatic missions 
do not meet current security standards; 

(3) the Accountability Review Boards on 
the Embassy Bombings in Nairobi and Dar 
Es Salaam recommended that the Depart-
ment of State spend $1.4 billion annually on 
embassy security over each of the next ten 
years; 

(4) the amount of spending recommended 
for embassy security by the Accountability 
Review Boards is approximately 36 percent of 
the operating budget requested for the De-
partment of State in Fiscal Year 2000; and 

(5) the funding requirements necessary to 
improve security for United States diplo-
matic missions and personnel abroad cannot 
be borne within the current budgetary re-
sources of the Department of State; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in 
this budget resolution assume that as the 
Congress contemplates changes in the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 to reflect pro-
jected on-budget surpluses, provisions simi-
lar to those set forth in Section 314(b) of that 
Act should be considered to ensure adequate 
funding for enhancements to the security of 
U.S. diplomatic missions. 

HARKIN (AND SPECTER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 203 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for HARKIN for 
himself and Mr. SPECTER) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

Page 3, line 9: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 10: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 11: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 12: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 13: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 14: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 15: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 16: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 17: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 3, line 18: reduce the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 
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Page 4, line 4: change the figure by 

¥$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 5: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 6: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 7: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 8: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 9: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 10: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 11: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 12: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 13: reduce the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 17: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 18: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 19: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 20: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 21: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 22: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 23: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 24: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 4, line 25: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 1: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 5: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 6: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 7: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 8: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 9: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 10: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 11: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 12: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 13: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 5, line 14: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 7: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 8: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 11: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 12: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 15: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 16: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 19: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 20: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 23: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 25, line 24: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 26, line 2: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 26, line 3: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 26, line 6: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 
Page 26, line 7: increase the figure by 

$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 10: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 11: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 14: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 15: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 18: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

Page 26, line 19: increase the figure by 
$1,400,000,000. 

BIDEN (AND HATCH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 204 

Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Mr. BIDEN, 
for himself and Mr. HATCH) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title II, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. EXTENSION OF VIOLENT CRIME RE-

DUCTION TRUST FUND. 
(a) DISCRETIONARY LIMITS.—In the Senate, 

in this section, and for the purposes of allo-
cations made for the discretionary category 
pursuant to section 302(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974, 

(1) with respect to fiscal year 2001— 
(A) the Chairman of the Budget Committee 

shall make the necessary adjustments in the 
discretionary spending limits to reflect the 
changes in (B); and 

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $6,025,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $5,718,000,000 in outlays; 

(2) with respect to fiscal year 2002— 
(A) the Chairman of the Budget Committee 

shall make the necessary adjustments in the 
discretionary spending limits to reflect the 
changes in (B); and 

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $6,169,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $6,020,000,000 in outlays; and 

(3) with respect to fiscal year 2003— 
(A) the Chairman of the Budget Committee 

shall make the necessary adjustments in the 
discretionary spending limits to reflect the 
changes in (B); and 

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $6,316,000,000 in new budget authority 
and $6,161,000,000 in outlays; 

(4) with respect to fiscal year 2004— 
(A) the Chairman of the Budget Committee 

shall make the necessary adjustments in the 
discretionary spending limits to reflect the 
changes in (B); and 

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $6,458,000 in new budget authority and 
$6,303,000,000 in outlays; and 

(5) with respect to fiscal year 2005— 
(A) the Chairman of the Budget Committee 

shall make the necessary adjustments in the 
discretionary spending limits to reflect the 
changes in (B); and 

(B) for the violent crime reduction cat-
egory: $6,616,000 in new budget authority and 
$6,452,000,000 in outlays; 
as adjusted in strict conformance with sec-
tion 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 and section 
314 of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER IN THE SENATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider— 

(A) a revision of this resolution or any con-
current resolution on the budget for any of 
the fiscal years 2000 through 2005 (or amend-
ment, motion, or conference report on such a 
resolution) that provides discretionary 
spending in excess of the discretionary 
spending limit or limits for such fiscal year; 
or 

(B) any bill or resolution (or amendment, 
motion, or conference report on such bill or 
resolution) for any of the fiscal years 2000 

through 2005 that would cause any of the 
limits in this section (or suballocations of 
the discretionary limits made pursuant to 
section 302(b) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974) to be exceeded. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—This section shall not 
apply if a declaration of war by Congress is 
in effect or if a joint resolution pursuant to 
section 258 of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 has 
been enacted. 

(c) WAIVER.—This section may be waived 
or suspended in the Senate only by the af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. 

(d) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this section shall be limited to 1 
hour, to be equally divided between, and con-
trolled by, the appellant and the manager of 
the concurrent resolution, bill, or joint reso-
lution, as the case may be. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired in the Senate to sustain an appeal of 
the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(e) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.— 
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, new entitle-
ment authority, revenues, and deficits for a 
fiscal year shall be determined on the basis 
of estimates made by the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate. 

LANDRIEU AMENDMENT NO. 205 
Mr. LAUTENBERG (for Ms. LAN-

DRIEU) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 46, after line 10, add a new sub-
section (c) that reads as follows: 

(c) LIMITATION.—This reserve fund will 
only be available for the following types of 
tax relief: 

(1) Tax relief to help working families af-
ford child care, including assistance for fam-
ilies with a parent staying out of the work-
force in order to care for young children; 

(2) Tax relief to help individuals and their 
families afford the expense of long-term 
health care; 

(3) Tax relief to ease the tax code’s mar-
riage penalties on working families; 

(4) Any other individual tax relief targeted 
exclusively for families in the bottom 90 per-
cent of the family income distribution; 

(5) The extension of the Research and Ex-
perimentation tax credit, the Work Oppor-
tunity tax credit, and other expiring tax pro-
visions, a number of which are important to 
help American businesses compete in the 
modern international economy and to help 
bring the benefits of a strong economy to 
disadvantaged individuals and communities; 
and, 

(6) Tax incentives to help small businesses 
offer pension plans to their employees, and 
other proposals to increase pension access, 
portability, and security.’’ 

HATCH (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 206 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. HATCH for 
himself, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. KENNEDY, and 
Mr. THURMOND) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING SUP-

PORT FOR FEDERAL, STATE AND 
LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AND 
FOR THE VIOLENT CRIME REDUC-
TION TRUST FUND 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that:— 
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‘‘(1) Our Federal, State and local law en-

forcement officers provide essential services 
that preserve and protect our freedom and 
safety, and with the support of federal assist-
ance such as the Local Law Enforcement 
Block Grant program, the Juvenile Account-
ability Incentive Block Grant Program, the 
COPS Program, and the Byrne Grant pro-
gram, state and local law enforcement offi-
cers have succeeded in reducing the national 
scourge of violent crime, illustrated by a 
violent crime rate that has dropped in each 
of the past four years; 

‘‘(2) Assistance, such as the Violent Of-
fender Incarceration/Truth in Sentencing In-
centive Grants, provided to State corrections 
systems to encourage truth in sentencing 
laws for violent offenders has resulted in 
longer time served by violent criminals and 
safer streets for law abiding people across 
the Nation; 

‘‘(3) Through a comprehensive effort by 
state and local law enforcement to attack vi-
olence against women, in concert with the 
efforts of dedicated volunteers and profes-
sionals who provide victim services, shelter, 
counseling and advocacy to battered women 
and their children, important strides have 
been made against the national scourge of 
violence against women; 

‘‘(4) Despite recent gains, the violent crime 
rate remains high by historical standards; 

‘‘(5) Federal efforts to investigate and pros-
ecute international terrorism and complex 
interstate and international crime are vital 
aspects of a National anticrime strategy, and 
should be maintained; 

‘‘(6) The recent gains by Federal, State and 
local law enforcement in the fight against 
violent crime and violence against women 
are fragile, and continued financial commit-
ment from the Federal Government for fund-
ing and financial assistance is required to 
sustain a build upon these gains; and 

‘‘(7) The Violent Crime Reduction Trust 
Fund, enacted as a part of the Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 1994, 
funds the Violent Crime Control and Law 
Enforcement Act of 1994, the Violence 
Against Women Act of 1994, and the 
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty 
Act of 1996, without adding to the federal 
budget deficit. 

‘‘(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the provisions and the 
functional totals underlying this resolution 
assume that the Federal Government’s com-
mitment to fund Federal law enforcement 
programs and programs to assist State and 
local efforts to combat violent crime, such 
as the Local Law Enforcement Block Grant 
Program, the Juvenile Accountability Incen-
tive Block Grant Program, the Violent Of-
fender Incarceration/Truth in Sentencing In-
centive Grants program, the Violence 
Against Women Act, the COPS Program, and 
the Byrne Grant program, shall be main-
tained, and that funding for the Violent 
Crime Reduction Trust Fund shall continue 
to at least fiscal year 2005.’’ 

HATCH AMENDMENT NO. 207 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. HATCH) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON MERGER EN-

FORCEMENT BY DEPARTMENT OF 
JUSTICE. 

‘‘(a) FINDINGS.—Congress find that— 
‘‘(1) The Antitrust Division of the Depart-

ment of Justice is charged with the civil and 
criminal enforcement of the antitrust laws, 
including review of corporate mergers likely 

to reduce competition in particular markets, 
with a goal to promote and protect the com-
petitive process; 

‘‘(2) the Antitrust Division requests a 16 
percent increase in funding for fiscal year 
2000; 

‘‘(3) justification for such an increase is 
based, in part, increasingly numerous and 
complex merger filings pursuant to the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976; 

‘‘(4) the Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Im-
provements Act of 1976 sets value threshold 
which trigger the requirement for filing 
premerger notification; 

‘‘(5) the number of merger filings under the 
Hart-Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements 
Act of 1976, which the Department, in con-
junction with the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, is required to review, increased by 38 
percent in fiscal year 1998; 

‘‘(6) the Department expects the number of 
merger filings to increase in fiscal years 1999 
and 2000; 

‘‘(7) the value thresholds, which relate to 
both the size of the companies involved and 
the size of the transaction, under the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976 have not been adjusted since passage of 
that Act. 

‘‘(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that the Antitrust Division will 
have adequate resources to enable it to meet 
its statutory requirements, including those 
related to reviewing and investigating in-
creasingly numerous and complex mergers, 
but that Congress should make modest, 
budget neutral, adjustments to the Hart- 
Scott-Rodino Antitrust Improvements Act of 
1976 to account for inflation in the value 
thresholds of the Act, and in so doing, ensure 
that the Antitrust Division’s resources are 
focused on matters and transactions most 
deserving of the Division’s attention. 

ENZI AMENDMENT NO. 208 
Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ENZI) pro-

posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON ELIMINATING 

THE MARRIAGE PENALTY AND 
ACROSS THE BOARD INCOME TAX 
RATE CUTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—THE SENATE FINDS THAT— 
(1) The institution of marriage is the cor-

nerstone of the family and civil society; 
(2) Strengthening of the marriage commit-

ment and the family is an indispensable step 
in the renewal of America’s culture; 

(3) The Federal income tax punishes mar-
riage by imposing a greater tax burden on 
married couples than on their single coun-
terparts; 

(4) America’s tax code should give each 
married couple the choice to be treated as 
one economic unit, regardless of which 
spouse earns the income; and 

(5) All American taxpayers are responsible 
for any budget surplus and deserve broad- 
based tax relief after the Social Security 
Trust fund has been protected. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that— 

(1) Congress should eliminate the marriage 
penalty in a manner that treats all married 
couples equally, regardless of which spouse 
earns the income; and 

(2) Congress should implement an equal; 
across the board reduction in each of the 
current federal income tax rates as soon as 
there is a non-Social Security surplus. 

SHELBY AMENDMENT NO. 209 
Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SHELBY) pro-

posed an amendment to the concurrent 

resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING RE-

FORM OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE 
CODE OF 1986. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-

ferred to in this section as the ‘‘tax code’’) is 
unnecessarily complex and burdensome, con-
sisting of 2,000 pages of tax code, and result-
ing in 12,000 pages of regulations and 200,000 
pages of court proceedings; 

(2) the complexity of the tax code results 
in taxpayers spending approximately 
5,400,000,000 hours and $200,000,000,000 on tax 
compliance each year; 

(3) the impact of the complexity of the tax 
code is inherently inequitable, rewarding 
taxpayers which hire professional tax pre-
parers and penalizing taxpayers which seek 
to comply with the tax code without profes-
sional assistance; 

(4) the percentage of the income of an aver-
age family of four that is paid for taxes has 
grown significantly, comprising nearly 40 
percent of the family’s earnings, a percent-
age which represents more than a family 
spends in the aggregate on food, clothing, 
and housing; 

(5) the total amount of Federal, State, and 
local tax collections in 1998 increased ap-
proximately 5.7 percent over such collections 
in 1997; 

(6) the tax code penalizes saving and in-
vestment by imposing tax on these impor-
tant activities twice while promoting con-
sumption by only taxing income used for 
consumption once; 

(7) the tax code stifles economic growth by 
discouraging work and capital formation 
through high tax rates; 

(8) Congress and the President have found 
it necessary on several occasions to enact 
laws to protect taxpayers from abusive ac-
tions and procedures of the Internal Revenue 
Service in enforcement of the tax code; and 

(9) the complexity of the tax code is large-
ly responsible for the growth in size of the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that — 

(1) the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 needs 
comprehensive reform; and 

(2) Congress should move expeditiously to 
consider comprehensive proposals to reform 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. 

SESSIONS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 210 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SESSIONS for 
himself, Mr. ABRAHAM, and Mr. GRA-
HAM) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

TAX INCENTIVES FOR EDUCATION 
SAVINGS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) families in the United States have ac-

crued more college debt in the 1990s than 
during the previous 3 decades combined; and 

(2) families should have every resource 
available to them to meet the rising cost of 
higher education. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that additional tax incen-
tives should be provided for education sav-
ings, including— 

(1) excluding from gross income distribu-
tions from qualified State tuition plans; and 
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(2) providing a tax deferral for private pre-

paid tuition plans in years 2000 through 2003 
and excluding from gross income distribu-
tions from such plans in years 2004 and after. 

SANTORUM AMENDMENT NO. 211 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SANTORUM) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

DAVIS-BACON. 
It is the Sense of the Senate that in car-

rying out the assumptions in this budget res-
olution, the Senate will consider reform of 
the Davis-Bacon Act as an alternative to re-
peal. 

SANTORUM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 212 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SANTORUM 
for himself, Mr. LEAHY, and Mr. 
TORRICELLI) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE 106TH 

CONGRESS, 1ST SESSION SHOULD 
REAUTHORIZE FUNDS FOR THE 
FARMLAND PROTECTION PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings— 

(1) Nineteen states and dozens of localities 
have spent nearly $1 billion to protect over 
600,000 acres of important farmland; 

(2) The Farmland Protection Program has 
provided cost-sharing for nineteen states and 
dozens of localities to protect over 123,000 
acres on 432 farms since 1996; 

(3) The Farmland Protection Program has 
generated new interest in saving farmland in 
communities around the country; 

(4) The Farmland Protection Program rep-
resents an innovative and voluntary partner-
ship, rewards local ingenuity, and supports 
local priorities; 

(5) The Farmland Protection Program is a 
matching grant program that is completely 
voluntary in which the federal government 
does not acquire the land or easement; 

(6) Funds authorized for the Farmland Pro-
tection Program were expended at the end of 
Fiscal Year 1998, and no funds were appro-
priated in Fiscal Year 1999; 

(7) The United States is losing two acres of 
our best farmland to development every 
minute of every day; 

(8) These lands produce three quarters of 
the fruits and vegetables and over one half of 
the dairy in the United States; 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the functional totals con-
tained in this resolution assume that the 
106th Congress, 1st Session will reauthorize 
funds for the Farmland Protection Program. 

DEWINE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 213 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. DEWINE for 
himself, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. SESSIONS, 
and Mr. ABRAHAM) proposed an amend-
ment to the concurrent resolution, S. 
Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

SUPPORT FOR STATE AND LOCAL 
LAW ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) the President’s budget request for fiscal 

year 2000 proposes significant reductions in 

Federal support for State and local law en-
forcement efforts to combat crime by elimi-
nating more than $1,000,000,000 from State 
and local law enforcement programs that di-
rectly support the Nation’s communities, in-
cluding— 

(A) zero funding for Local Law Enforce-
ment Block Grants, for which $523,000,000 was 
made available for fiscal year 1999; 

(B) a reduction from the amount made 
available for fiscal year 1999 of $645,000,000 
for State prison grants (including Violent Of-
fender Incarceration Grants and Truth-in- 
Sentencing Incentive Grants); 

(C) a reduction from the amount made 
available for fiscal year 1999 of more than 
$85,000,000 from the State Criminal Alien In-
carceration Program, which reimburses 
States for the incarceration of illegal aliens; 

(D) a reduction in funding for the popular 
Byrne grant program under part E of title I 
of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968; and 

(E) elimination of funding for Juvenile Ac-
countability Block Grants, which have pro-
vided $500,000,000 over the last 2 years to 
communities attempting to control the 
plague of youth violence; 

(2) as national crime rates are beginning to 
fall as a result of State and local efforts, 
with Federal support, it is unwise to ignore 
the responsibility of the Federal Government 
to communities still overwhelmed by crime; 

(3) Federal support is crucial to the provi-
sion of critical crime fighting services and 
the effective administration of justice in the 
States, such as the approximately 600 quali-
fied State and local crime laboratories and 
medical examiners’ offices, which deliver 
over 90 percent of the forensic services in the 
United States; 

(4) dramatic increases in crime rates over 
the last decade have generally exceeded the 
capacity of State and local crime labora-
tories to process their forensic examinations, 
resulting in tremendous backlogs that pre-
vent the swift administration of justice and 
impede fundamental individual rights, such 
as the right to a speedy trial and to excul-
patory evidence; 

(5) last year, Congress passed the Crime 
Identification Technology Act of 1998, which 
authorizes $250,000,000 each year for 5 years 
to assist State and local law enforcement 
agencies in integrating their anticrime tech-
nology systems into national databases, and 
in upgrading their forensic laboratories and 
information and communications infrastruc-
tures upon which these crime fighting sys-
tems rely; and 

(6) the Federal Government must continue 
efforts to significantly reduce crime by at 
least maintaining Federal funding for State 
and local law enforcement, and wisely tar-
geting these resources. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that— 

(1) the amounts made available for fiscal 
year 2000 to assist State and local law en-
forcement efforts will be— 

(A) greater than the amounts proposed in 
the President’s budget request for fiscal year 
2000; and 

(B) comparable to amounts made available 
for that purpose for fiscal year 1999; 

(2) the amounts made available for fiscal 
year 2000 for crime technology programs 
should be used to further the purposes of the 
program under section 102 of the Crime Iden-
tification Technology Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C. 
14601); and 

(3) Congress should consider legislation 
that specifically addresses the backlogs in 
State and local crime laboratories and med-
ical examiners’ offices. 

DEWINE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 214 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. DEWINE for 
himself, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. COVERDELL, 
Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. SANTORUM, 
Mr. GRAMS, Mr. BURNS, and Mr. HUTCH-
INSON) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR COUNTER-NARCOTICS 
INITIATIVES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) from 1985–1992, the Federal Govern-

ment’s drug control budget was balanced 
among education, treatment, law enforce-
ment, and international supply reduction ac-
tivities and this resulted in a 13-percent re-
duction in total drug use from 1988 to 1991; 

(2) since 1992, overall drug use among teens 
aged 12 to 17 rose by 70 percent, cocaine and 
marijuana use by high school seniors rose 80 
percent, and heroin use by high school sen-
iors rose 100 percent; 

(3) during this same period, the Federal in-
vestment in reducing the flow of drugs out-
side our borders declined both in real dollars 
and as a proportion of the Federal drug con-
trol budget; 

(4) while the Federal Government works 
with State and local governments and nu-
merous private organizations to reduce the 
demand for illegal drugs, seize drugs, and 
break down drug trafficking organizations 
within our borders, only the Federal Govern-
ment can seize and destroy drugs outside of 
our borders; 

(5) in an effort to restore Federal inter-
national eradication and interdiction efforts, 
in 1998, Congress passed the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act which author-
ized an additional $2,600,000,000 over 3 years 
for international interdiction, eradication, 
and alternative development activities; 

(6) Congress appropriated over $800,000,000 
in fiscal year 1999 for anti-drug activities au-
thorized in the Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act; 

(7) the President’s Budget Request for fis-
cal year 2000 would invest $100,000,000 less 
than what Congress appropriated in fiscal 
year 1999; 

(8) the President’s Budget Request for fis-
cal year 2000 contains no funding for the 
Western Hemisphere Drug Elimination Act’s 
top 5 priorities, namely, including funds for 
an enhanced United States Customs Service 
air interdiction program, counter-drug intel-
ligence programs, security enhancements for 
our United States-Mexico border, and a 
promising eradication program against coca, 
opium, poppy, and marijuana; and 

(9) the proposed Drug Free Century Act 
would build upon many of the initiatives au-
thorized in the Western Hemisphere Drug 
Elimination Act, including additional fund-
ing for the Department of Defense for 
counter-drug intelligence and related activi-
ties. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that— 

(1) funding for Federal drug control activi-
ties should be at a level higher than that 
proposed in the President’s budget request 
for fiscal year 2000; and 

(2) funding for Federal drug control activi-
ties should allow for investments in pro-
grams authorized in the Western Hemisphere 
Drug Elimination Act and in the proposed 
Drug Free Century Act. 

GORTON AMENDMENT NO. 215 
Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GORTON ) pro-

posed an amendment to the concurrent 
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resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

AUTISM. 
(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Infantile autism and autism spectrum 

disorders are biologically-based neuro-
developmental diseases that cause severe im-
pairments in language and communication 
and generally manifest in young children 
sometime during the first two years of life. 

(2) Best estimates indicate that 1 in 500 
children born today will be diagnosed with 
an autism spectrum disorder and that 400,000 
Americans have autism or an autism spec-
trum disorder. 

(3) There is little information on the preva-
lence of autism and other pervasive develop-
mental disabilities in the United States. 
There have never been any national preva-
lence studies in the United States, and the 
two studies that were conducted in the 1980s 
examined only selected areas of the country. 
Recent studies in Canada, Europe, and Japan 
suggest that the prevalence of classic autism 
alone may be 300 percent to 400 percent high-
er than previously estimated. 

(4) Three quarters of those with infantile 
autism spend their adult lives in institutions 
or group homes, and usually enter institu-
tions by the age of 13. 

(5) The cost of caring for individuals with 
autism and autism spectrum disorder is 
great, and is estimated to be $13.3 billion per 
year solely for direct costs. 

(6) The rapid advancements in biomedical 
science suggest that effective treatments 
and a cure for autism are attainable if— 

(A) there is appropriate coordination of the 
efforts of the various agencies of the Federal 
Government involved in biomedical research 
on autism and autism spectrum disorders; 

(B) there is an increased understanding of 
autism and autism spectrum disorders by the 
scientific and medical communities involved 
in autism research and treatment; and 

(C) sufficient funds are allocated to re-
search. 

(7) The discovery of effective treatments 
and a cure for autism will be greatly en-
hanced when scientists and epidemiologists 
have an accurate understanding of the preva-
lence and incidence of autism. 

(8) Recent research suggests that environ-
mental factors may contribute to autism. As 
a result, contributing causes of autism, if 
identified, may be preventable. 

(9) Finding the answers to the causes of au-
tism and related developmental disabilities 
may help researchers to understand other 
disorders, ranging from learning problems, 
to hyperactivity, to communications deficits 
that affect millions of Americans. 

(10) Specifically, more knowledge is needed 
concerning— 

(A) the underlying causes of autism and 
autism spectrum disorders, how to treat the 
underlying abnormality or abnormalities 
causing the severe symptoms of autism, and 
how to prevent these abnormalities from oc-
curring in the future; 

(B) the epidemiology of, and the identifica-
tion of risk factors for, infantile autism and 
autism spectrum disorders; 

(C) the development of methods for early 
medical diagnosis and functional assessment 
of individuals with autism and autism spec-
trum disorders, including identification and 
assessment of the subtypes within the au-
tism spectrum disorders, for the purpose of 
monitoring the course of the disease and de-
veloping medically sound strategies for im-
proving the outcomes of such individuals; 

(D) existing biomedical and diagnostic 
data that are relevant to autism and autism 

spectrum disorders for dissemination to 
medical personnel, particularly pediatri-
cians, to aid in the early diagnosis and treat-
ment of this disease; and 

(E) the costs incurred in educating and car-
ing for individuals with autism and autism 
spectrum disorders. 

(11) In 1998, the National Institutes of 
Health announced a program of research on 
autism and autism spectrum disorders. A 
sufficient level of funding should be made 
available for carrying out the program. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying this resolution assume that additional 
resources will be targeted towards autism re-
search through the National Institutes of 
Health and the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. 

ROBERTS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 216 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ROBERTS for 
himself, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Mr. 
SANTORUM) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AC-

CESS TO ITEMS AND SERVICES 
UNDER MEDICARE PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Total hospital operating margins with 
respect to items and services provided to 
medicare beneficiaries are expected to de-
cline from 4.3 percent in fiscal year 1997 to 
0.1 percent in fiscal year 1999. 

(2) Total operating margins for small rural 
hospitals are expected to decline from 4.2 
percent in fiscal year 1998 to negative 5.6 per-
cent in fiscal year 2002, a 233 percent decline. 

(3) The Congressional Budget Office re-
cently has estimated that the amount of sav-
ings to the medicare program in fiscal years 
1998 through 2002 by reason of the amend-
ments to that program contained in the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 is $88,500,000 more 
than the amount of savings to the program 
by reason of those amendments that the 
Congressional Budget Office estimated for 
those fiscal years immediately prior to the 
enactment of that Act. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the provisions contained in this 
budget resolution assume that the Senate 
should— 

(1) consider whether the amendments to 
the medicare program contained in the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1997 have had an adverse 
impact on access to items and services under 
that program; and 

(2) if it is determined that additional re-
sources are available, additional budget au-
thority and outlays shall be allocated to ad-
dress the unintended consequences of change 
in medicare program policy made by the Bal-
anced Budget Act, including inpatient and 
outpatient hospital services, to ensure fair 
and equitable access to all items and serv-
ices under the program. 

FITZGERALD AMENDMENT NO. 217 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. FITZGERALD) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. lllHONEST REPORTING OF THE DEFICIT. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 
in this resolution assume the following: 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Effective for fiscal year 
2001, the President’s budget and the budget 
report of CBO required under section 202(e) of 

the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 and the 
concurrent resolution on the budget should 
include— 

(A) the receipts and disbursements totals 
of the on-budget trust funds, including the 
projected levels for at least the next 5 fiscal 
year; and 

(B) the deficit or surplus excluding the on 
budget trust funds, including the projected 
levels for at least the next 5 fiscal years. 

(2) ITEMIZATION.—Effective for fiscal year 
2001, the President’s budget and the budget 
report of CBO required under section 202(e) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 should 
include an itemization of the on-budget trust 
funds for the budget year, including receipts, 
outlays, and balances. 

HELMS AMENDMENT NO. 218 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. HELMS) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place in the concurrent 
resolution, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS BUDGET. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) The Administration has attacked the 
Senate budget resolution which stays within 
the caps set in the Balanced Budget Agree-
ment reached with the President in 1997. The 
Administration accuses the Senate of taking 
a ‘‘meat axe’’ to American leadership, and 
placing a ‘‘foreign policy straitjacket’’ on 
the United States. In fact, the fiscal year 
2000 budget continues to fund programs and 
projects that advance United States inter-
ests, while eliminating funding for wasteful 
or duplicative programs and activities. 

(2) The Administration claims that the 
Senate resolution would cut funds for inter-
national affairs in fiscal year 2000 by 15.3 per-
cent. The reality is that the reduction is a 
five percent decrease from spending in fiscal 
year 1999. Much of the decrease is a result of 
savings from reductions assumed by the 
President in his budget: the President as-
sumes savings from ‘‘one time costs’’ in the 
fiscal year 1999 budget, as well as fiscal year 
2000 budget reductions for OPIC, P.L. 480 
Programs, and historic levels of foreign as-
sistance to Israel and Egypt . When adjusted 
for arrearages, the Senate Resolution is only 
a decrease of $.9 billion in budget authority 
and $.02 billion in outlays from the fiscal 
year 1999 levels. 

(3) The Administration threatens the budg-
et will hinder consular services and abandon 
our citizens who travel abroad and leave 
them to fend for themselves. The reality is 
that most consular services today are sup-
plemented heavily by machine readable visa, 
expedited passport, and other fees. The State 
Department is able to retain these fees due 
to congressional authorization for the reten-
tion of these fees rather then returning them 
to the general fund of the Treasury. Due to 
this authority, in fiscal year 2000, the State 
Department expects to have at least 
$374,000,000 to expend from fee collections. 
These funds are in addition to the budget au-
thority provided by the Senate budget reso-
lution. 

(4) The Administration argues that this 
budget will pull the plug on U.S. contribu-
tions to UNICEF and Child Survival. In fact, 
the United States provided more than 
$122,000,000 or 27 percent of all UNICEF fund-
ing in 1997, according to the State Depart-
ment’s most recent statistics (of course, this 
does not include private donations of United 
States citizens). At the same time, the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment is requesting a funding increase 
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of $119,000,000 for development assistance and 
$15,000,000 for operating expenses even as the 
General Accounting Office reports that the 
Agency for International Development can-
not explain how its programs are performing 
or whether they are achieving their intended 
goals. 

(5) The Administration argues that this 
budget will reduce the United States com-
mitment to the war on drugs. In fiscal year 
1999, Congress appropriated funds for drug 
interdiction programs far exceeding the Ad-
ministration’s request; moreover, the com-
prehensive Western Hemisphere Drug Elimi-
nation Act enacted in October 1998 author-
izes nearly $1,000,000,000 in new funds, equip-
ment, and technology to correct the dan-
gerous imbalance in the Administration’s 
anti-drug strategy that has underfunded and 
continues to underfund interdiction pro-
grams. (The President’s fiscal year 2000 budg-
et continues to short-change anti-drug ac-
tivities by the Customs Service and the 
Coast Guard.) 

(6) The Administration argues that this 
budget will erode support for peace in the 
Middle East, Bosnia, and Northern Ireland. 
However, funding for peacekeeping continues 
to skyrocket. However, the cost of peace-
keeping has become a burden on the 050 de-
fense budget rather than the 150 foreign af-
fairs budget since the failure of the United 
Nations mission in Bosnia. Last year, the 
United States expended $4,277,500,000 on 
peacekeeping and related activities in Bos-
nia, Iraq, other Middle East peacekeeping, 
and in Africa. This amount does not include 
funds for humanitarian and development ac-
tivities. 

(7) The Administration argues that this 
budget will force the United States to close 
its embassies and turn its back on American 
interests. The budget will instead force the 
Executive branch to take on greater cost- 
based decisionmaking. According to the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, ‘‘more needs to be 
done to create a well-tuned platform for con-
ducting foreign affairs. Achieving this goal 
will require the State Department to make a 
strong commitment to management im-
provement, modernization, and ‘cost-based’ 
decisionmaking.’’ The General Accounting 
Office reports that ‘‘one of State’s long- 
standing shortcomings has been the absence 
of an effective financial management system 
that can assist managers in making ‘cost- 
based’ decisions.’’ 

(8) Prior to the start of fiscal year 2000, the 
United States Information Agency and the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will 
be integrated into the State Department. In 
addition the Secretary of State will have 
more direct oversight over the Agency for 
International Development, and certain 
functions of that agency will be merged into 
the State Department. To date, no savings 
have been identified as a result of this merg-
er. The General Accounting Office identifies 
potential areas for reduction of duplication 
as a result of integration in the areas of 
legal affairs, congressional liaison, press and 
public affairs, and management. In addition 
the General Accounting Office notes that in 
the State Department strategic plan, it has 
not adequately reviewed overlapping issues 
performed by State Department functional 
bureaus and other United States agencies. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that the budget levels of this resolu-
tion assume that enactment of the Foreign 
Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998 
provides a unique opportunity for the State 
Department to achieve management im-
provements and cost reductions, and that: 

(1) The Senate believes that savings can be 
achieved by simply eliminating wasteful and 
duplicative programs, not the programs cited 
by the Administration, which generally re-

ceive broad bipartisan support. Just a few 
abuses that could be eliminated to achieve 
reductions include the following: 

(A) $25,000,000 for UNFPA while UNFPA 
works hand-in-glove with the brutal Com-
munist Chinese dictators to abuse women 
and children under the coercive one-child- 
per-family population control policy. 

(B) $35,000,000 for the Inter-American Foun-
dation, which funded groups in Ecuador 
clearly identified by the State Department 
as terrorist organizations that kidnaped 
Americans and threatened their lives, as well 
as the lives and safety of other United States 
citizens, while extorting money from them. 

(C) $105,000,000 proposed for Haiti, which 
has abandoned democracy in favor of dicta-
torship and where United States taxpayer 
funds have been used, according to the Inter-
national Planned Parenthood Federation’s 
annual report, for ‘‘a campaign to reach voo-
doo followers with sexual and reproductive 
health information..by performing short 
song-prayers about STDs [sexually trans-
mitted diseases] and the benefits of family 
planning during voodoo ceremonies’’. 

(D) $60,000,000 over ten years to the Amer-
ican Center for International Labor Soli-
darity (ACILS), which is AFL-CIOs inter-
national nongovernment division. 100% of 
ACILS’s funding is from taxpayers while 
AFL-CIO contributed $40,956,828 exclusively 
to Democratic candidates in the 1998 Federal 
election cycle. 

(E) In fiscal year 1999, $200,000 in foreign 
aid to Canada to underwrite seminars on 
gender sensitivity for peacekeepers. 

(F) In fiscal year 1999, the United States 
provided the International Labor Organiza-
tion with $54,774,408. Work produced by that 
organization included a report advocating 
recognition of the sex trade as a flourishing 
economic enterprise and called for recogni-
tion of the trade in official statistics. 

(G) According to the General Accounting 
Office, ‘‘USAID has spent, by its own ac-
count, $92,000,000 to develop and maintain 
the NMS [new management system], the sys-
tem does not work as intended and has cre-
ated problems in mission operations and mo-
rale.’’ 

(H) In fiscal year 1999, the State Depart-
ment is attempting to send $28,000,000 to fund 
the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty Organi-
zation, which is an organization established 
by a treaty the United States has not rati-
fied. 

(I) Despite sensitive deadlines in the Mid-
dle East Peace Process looming, the United 
Nations is calling for a conference under the 
auspices of the Fourth Geneva Convention. 
No conference has been held under that Con-
vention since its inception in 1947. The topic 
for discussion is Israeli Settlements in the 
West Bank and Gaza. The United States op-
poses this conference yet contributes 25 per-
cent of the United Nations budget. 

(J) The United States has spent more than 
$3,000,000,000 to ‘‘restore democracy in 
Haiti.’’ The reality is that there has been no 
Prime Minister or Cabinet in Haiti for 19 
months; the Parliament has been effectively 
dissolved; local officials serve at the whim of 
President Preval; the privatization process is 
stalled; political murders remain unsolved; 
drug trafficking is rampant. In short, bil-
lions of dollars in foreign aid have bought us 
no leverage with the Haitians. 

(K) As a result of consolidation of United 
States foreign affairs agencies, 1,943 per-
sonnel will be transferred into the State De-
partment prior to the start of fiscal year 
2000. The fiscal year 2000 budget does not 
identify a reduction in a single staff posi-
tion. 

(2) Additional funds that may become 
available from elimination of some foreign 
assistance programs, management effi-

ciencies as a result of reorganization of the 
foreign affairs agencies, and new estimates 
on the size of the budget surplus should be 
designated for United States embassy up-
grades. 

SPECTER (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 219 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SPECTER for 
himself, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. SESSIONS, and Mr. ASHCROFT) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR INTENSIVE FIREARMS 
PROSECUTION PROGRAMS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) gun violence in America, while declin-

ing somewhat in recent years, is still unac-
ceptably high; 

(2) keeping firearms out of the hands of 
criminals can dramatically reduce gun vio-
lence in America; 

(3) States and localities often do not have 
the investigative or prosecutorial resources 
to locate and convict individuals who violate 
their firearms laws. Even when they do win 
convictions, states and localities often lack 
the jail space to hold such convicts for their 
full prison terms; 

(4) there are a number of federal laws on 
the books which are designed to keep fire-
arms out of the hands of criminals. These 
laws impose mandatory minimum sentences 
upon individuals who use firearms to commit 
crimes of violence and convicted felons 
caught in possession of a firearm; 

(5) the federal government does have the 
resources to investigate and prosecute viola-
tions of these federal firearms laws. The fed-
eral government also has enough jail space 
to hold individuals for the length of their 
mandatory minimum sentences; 

(6) an effort to aggressively and consist-
ently apply these federal firearms laws in 
Richmond, Virginia, has cut violent crime in 
that city. This program, called Project Exile, 
has produced 288 indictments during its first 
two years of operation and has been credited 
with contributing to a 15% decrease in vio-
lent crimes in Richmond during the same pe-
riod. In the first three-quarters of 1998, homi-
cides with a firearm in Richmond were down 
55% compared to 1997; 

(7) the Fiscal Year 1999 Commerce-State- 
Justice Appropriations Act provided $1.5 mil-
lion to hire additional federal prosecutors 
and investigators to enforce federal firearms 
laws in Philadelphia. The Philadelphia 
project—called Operation Cease Fire—start-
ed on January 1, 1999. Since it began, the 
project has resulted in 31 indictments of 52 
defendants on firearms violations. The 
project has benefited from help from the 
Philadelphia Police Department and the Bu-
reau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms which 
was not paid for out of the $1.5 million grant; 

(8) Senator Hatch has introduced legisla-
tion to authorize Project CUFF, a federal 
firearms prosecution program; 

(9) the Administration has requested $5 
million to conduct intensive firearms pros-
ecution projects on a national level; 

(10) given that at least $1.5 million is need-
ed to run an effective program in one Amer-
ican city—Philadelphia—$5 million is far 
from enough funding to conduct such pro-
grams nationally. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that Function 750 in the budget 
resolution assumes that $50,000,000 will be 
provided in fiscal year 2000 to conduct inten-
sive firearms prosecution projects to combat 
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violence in the twenty-five American cities 
with the highest crime rates. 

SPECTER (AND GRAHAM) 
AMENDMENT NO. 220 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SPECTER for 
himself and Mr. GRAHAM) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON WOMEN’S AC-

CESS TO OBSTETRIC AND GYNECO-
LOGICAL SERVICES. 

(A) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
In the 105th Congress, the House of Rep-

resentatives acted favorably on The Patient 
Protection Act (H.R. 4250), which included 
provisions which required health plans to 
allow women direct access to a participating 
physician who specializes in obstetrics and 
gynecological services. 

Women’s health historically has received 
little attention. 

Access to an obstetrician-gynecologist im-
proves the health care of a woman by pro-
viding routine and preventive health care 
throughout the women’s lifetime, encom-
passing care of the whole patient, while also 
focusing on the female reproductive system. 

60 percent of all office visits to obstetri-
cian-gynecologists are for preventive care. 

Obstetrician-gynecologists are uniquely 
qualified on the basis of education and expe-
rience to provide basic women’s health care 
services. 

While more than 36 States have acted to 
promote residents’ access to obstetrician- 
gynecologists, patients in other States or in 
Federally-governed health plans are not pro-
tected from access restrictions or limita-
tions. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions in this con-
current resolution on the budget assume 
that the Congress shall enact legislation 
that requires health plans to provide women 
with direct access to a participating provider 
who specializes in obstetrics and gyneco-
logical services. 

JEFFORDS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 221 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. JEFFORDS for 
himself, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. GRAMS) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

FOSTERING THE EMPLOYMENT AND 
INDEPENDENCE OF INDIVIDUALS 
WITH DISABILITIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) Health care is important to all Ameri-
cans. 

(2) Health care is particularly important to 
individuals with disabilities and special 
health care needs who often cannot afford 
the insurance available to them through the 
private market, are uninsurable by the plans 
available in the private sector, or are at 
great risk of incurring very high and eco-
nomically devastating health care costs. 

(3) Americans with significant disabilities 
often are unable to obtain health care insur-
ance that provides coverage of the services 
and supports that enable them to live inde-
pendently and enter or rejoin the workforce. 
Coverage for personal assistance services, 
prescription drugs, durable medical equip-
ment, and basic health care are powerful and 
proven tools for individuals with significant 

disabilities to obtain and retain employ-
ment. 

(4) For individuals with disabilities, the 
fear of losing health care and related serv-
ices is one of the greatest barriers keeping 
the individuals from maximizing their em-
ployment, earning potential, and independ-
ence. 

(5) Individuals with disabilities who are 
beneficiaries under title II or XVI of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq., 1381 
et seq.) risk losing medicare or medicaid cov-
erage that is linked to their cash benefits, a 
risk that is an equal, or greater, work dis-
incentive than the loss of cash benefits asso-
ciated with working. 

(6) Currently, less than 1⁄2 of 1 percent of 
social security disability insurance (SSDI) 
and supplemental security income (SSI) 
beneficiaries cease to receive benefits as a 
result of employment. 

(7) Beneficiaries have cited the lack of ade-
quate employment training and placement 
services as an additional barrier to employ-
ment. 

(8) If an additional 1⁄2 of 1 percent of the 
current social security disability insurance 
(SSDI) and supplemental security income 
(SSI) recipients were to cease receiving bene-
fits as a result of employment, the savings to 
the Social Security Trust Funds in cash as-
sistance would total $3,500,000,000 over the 
worklife of the individuals. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that the Work Incentives Im-
provement Act of 1999 (S. 331, 106th Congress) 
will be passed by the Senate and enacted 
early this year, and thereby provide individ-
uals with disabilities with the health care 
and employment preparation and placement 
services that will enable those individuals to 
reduce their dependency on cash benefit pro-
grams. 

JEFFORDS (AND OTHER) 
AMENDMENT NO. 222 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. JEFFORDS for 
himself, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. CHAFEE, 
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. DODD, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. REID, Ms. SNOWE, Mr. 
WELLSTONE, and Mr. BINGAMAN) pro-
posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing new section: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON LIHEAP. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that: 
(1) Home energy assistance for working 

and low-income families with children, the 
elderly on fixed incomes, the disabled, and 
others who need such aid is a critical part of 
the social safety net in cold-weather areas 
during the winter, and a source of necessary 
cooling aid during the summer. 

(2) LIHEAP is a highly targeted, cost-effec-
tive way to help millions of low-income 
Americans pay their home energy bills. More 
than two-thirds of LIHEAP-eligible house-
holds have annual incomes of less than 
$8,000, approximately one-half have annual 
incomes below $6,000; and 

(3) LIHEAP funding has been substantially 
reduced in recent years, and cannot sustain 
further spending cuts if the program is to re-
main a viable means of meeting the home 
heating and other energy-related needs of 
low-income families, especially those in 
cold-weather states. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The assump-
tions underlying this budget resolution as-
sume that it is the sense of the Senate that 
the funds made available for LIHEAP for 

Fiscal Year 2000 will not be less than the cur-
rent services for LIHEAP in Fiscal Year 1999. 

HUTCHISON (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 223 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mrs. HUTCHISON 
for herself, Mr. KYL, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, 
Ms. SNOWE, and Mr. GRAMM) proposed 
an amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as fol-
lows: 

At the end of title III, insert the following: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE ON SOUTHWEST 

BORDER LAW ENFORCEMENT FUND-
ING. 

(A) FINDINGS.— 
(1) The Federal Government has not effec-

tively secured the Southwest Border of the 
United States. According to the Drug En-
forcement Administration, 50 to 70 percent of 
illegal drugs enter the United States through 
Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and California. 
According to the State Department’s 1999 
International Narcotics Strategy Report, 60 
percent of the Columbian cocaine sold in the 
United States passes through Mexico before 
entering the United States. 

(2) General Barry McCaffrey, Director of 
the Office of National Drug Control Policy, 
has stated that 20,000 Border Patrol agents 
are needed to secure the United States’ 
southern and northern borders. Currently, 
the Border Patrol has approximately 8,000 
agents. 

(3) The Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996, re-
quires the Attorney General to increase by 
not less than 1,000 the number of positions 
for full-time, active duty Border Patrol 
agents in fiscal years 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
and 2001. The Administration’s fiscal year 
2000 budget provides no funding to hire addi-
tional full-time Border Patrol agents. 

(4) The U.S. Customs Service plays an inte-
gral role in the detection, deterrence, disrup-
tion and seizure of illegal drugs as well as 
the facilitation of trade across the South-
west Border of the United States. Customs 
requested 506 additional inspectors in its fis-
cal year 2000 budget submission to the Office 
of Management and Budget. In their fiscal 
year 2000 budget request to Congress, how-
ever, the Administration provides no funding 
to hire additional, full-time Customs Service 
inspectors. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in 
this budget resolution assume full funding 
for the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service to hire 1,000 full-time, active-duty 
Border Patrol agents in fiscal year 2000, as 
authorized by the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996. Further, it is the sense of the Senate 
that the budgetary levels in this budget reso-
lution assume funding for the Customs Serv-
ice to hire necessary staff and purchase 
equipment for drug interdiction and traffic 
facilitation at United States land border 
crossings, including 506 full-time, active- 
duty Customs inspectors. 

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 224 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ASHCROFT, 
Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr. BOND) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING 

SOUTH KOREA’S INTERNATIONAL 
TRADE PRACTICES ON PORK AND 
BEEF. 

FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that: 
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Asia is the largest regional export market 

for America’s farmers and ranchers, tradi-
tionally purchasing approximately 40 per-
cent of all U.S. agricultural exports; 

The Department of Agriculture forecasts 
that over the next year American agricul-
tural exports to Asian countries will decline 
by several billion dollars due to the Asian fi-
nancial crisis; 

The United States is the producer of the 
safest agricultural products from farm to 
table, customizing goods to meet the needs 
of customers worldwide, and has established 
the image and reputation as the world’s best 
provider of agricultural products; 

American farmers and ranchers, and more 
specifically, American pork and beef pro-
ducers, are dependent on secure, open, and 
competitive Asian export markets for their 
products; 

United States pork and beef producers not 
only have faced the adverse effects of depre-
ciated and unstable currencies and lowered 
demand due to the Asian financial crisis, but 
also have been confronted with South Ko-
rea’s pork subsidies and its failures to keep 
commitments on market access for beef; 

It is the policy of the United States to pro-
hibit South Korea from using United States 
and International Monetary Fund assistance 
to subsidize targeted industries and compete 
unfairly for market share against U.S. prod-
ucts; 

The South Korean Government has been 
subsidizing its pork exports to Japan, result-
ing in a 973 percent increase in its exports to 
Japan since 1992, and a 71 percent increase in 
the last year; 

Pork already comprises 70 percent of South 
Korea’s agriculture exports to Japan, yet the 
South Korean Government has announced 
plans to invest 100,000,000,000 won in its agri-
cultural sector in order to flood the Japanese 
market with even more South Korean pork; 

The South Korean Ministry of Agriculture 
and Fisheries reportedly has earmarked 
25,000,000,000 won for loans to Korea’s pork 
processors in order for them to purchase 
more Korean pork and to increase exports to 
Japan; 

Any export subsidies on pork, including 
those on exports from South Korea to Japan, 
would violate South Korea’s international 
trade agreements and may be actionable 
under the World Trade Organization; 

South Korea’s subsidiaries are hindering 
U.S. pork and beef producers from capturing 
their full potential in the Japanese market, 
which is the largest export market for U.S. 
pork and beef, importing nearly $700,000,000 
of U.S. pork and over $1,500,000,000 of U.S. 
beef last year alone; 

Under the United States-Korea 1993 Record 
of Understanding on Market Access for Beef, 
which was negotiated pursuant to a 1989 
GATT Panel decision against Korea, South 
Korea was allowed to delay full liberaliza-
tion of its beef market (in an exception to 
WTO rules) if it would agree to import in-
creasing minimum quantities of beef each 
year until the year 2001; 

South Korea fell woefully short of its beef 
market access commitment for 1998; and, 

United States pork and beef producers are 
not able to compete fairly with Korean live-
stock producers, who have a high cost of pro-
duction, because South Korea has violated 
trade agreements and implemented protec-
tionist policies: Now, therefore, be it 

It is the sense of the Congress that Con-
gress: 

(1) Believes strongly that while a stable 
global marketplace is in the best interest of 
America’s farmers and ranchers, the United 
States should seek a mutually beneficial re-
lationship without hindering the competi-
tiveness of American agriculture; 

(2) Calls on South Korea to abide by its 
trade commitments; 

(3) Calls on the Secretary of the Treasury 
to instruct the United States Executive Di-
rector of the International Monetary Fund 
to promote vigorously policies that encour-
age the opening of markets for beef and pork 
products by requiring South Korea to abide 
by its existing international trade commit-
ments and to reduce trade barriers, tariffs, 
and export subsidies; 

(4) Calls on the President and the Secre-
taries of Treasury and Agriculture to mon-
itor and report to Congress that resources 
will not be used to stabilize the South Ko-
rean market at the expense of U.S. agricul-
tural goods or services; and 

(5) Requests the United States Trade Rep-
resentative and the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to pursue the settlement of disputes 
with the Government of South Korea on its 
failure to abide by its international trade 
commitments on beef market access, to con-
sider whether Korea’s reported plans for sub-
sidizing its pork industry would violate any 
of its international trade commitments, and 
to determine what impact Korea’s subsidy 
plans would have on U.S. agricultural inter-
ests, especially in Japan. 

SHELBY (AND DOMENICI) 
AMENDMENT NO. 225 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. SHELBY for 
himself and Mr. DOMENICI) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON TRANSPOR-

TATION FIREWALLS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) domestic firewalls greatly limit funding 

flexibility as Congress manages budget prior-
ities in a fiscally constrained budget; 

(2) domestic firewalls inhibit congressional 
oversight of programs and organizations 
under such artificial protections; 

(3) domestic firewalls mask mandatory 
spending under the guise of discretionary 
spending, thereby presenting a distorted pic-
ture of overall discretionary spending; 

(4) domestic firewalls impede the ability of 
Congress to react to changing circumstances 
or to fund other equally important pro-
grams; 

(5) the Congress implemented ‘‘domestic 
discretionary budget firewalls’’ for approxi-
mately 70 percent of function 400 spending in 
the 105th Congress; 

(6) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were 
to be enacted, over 100 percent of function 
400 spending would be firewalled; and 

(7) if the aviation firewall proposal circu-
lating in the House of Representatives were 
to be enacted, drug interdiction activities by 
the Coast Guard, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration activities, rail safety 
inspections, Federal support for Amtrak, all 
National Transportation Safety Board ac-
tivities, Pipeline and Hazardous materials 
safety programs, and Coast Guard search and 
rescue activities would be drastically cut or 
eliminated from function 400. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion assume that no additional firewalls 
should be enacted for function 400 transpor-
tation activities. 

ENZI AMENDMENT NO. 226 
Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ENZI) pro-

posed an amendment to the concurrent 
resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. 316. . Sense of the Senate on funding 

existing, effective public health programs be-
fore creating new programs. 

(a) FINDINGS.—the Senate finds that— 
(1) the establishment of new categorical 

funding programs has led to proposed cuts in 
the Preventive Health and Health Services 
Block Grant to states for broad, public 
health missions; 

(2) Preventive Health and Health Services 
Block Grant dollars fill gaps in the other-
wise-categorical funding states and localities 
receive, funding such major public health 
threats as cardiovascular disease, injuries, 
emergency medical services and poor diet, 
for which there is often no other source of 
funding; 

(3) in 1981, Congress consolidated a number 
of programs, including certain public health 
programs, into block grants for the purpose 
of best advancing the health, economics and 
well-being of communities across the coun-
try; 

(4) The Preventive Health and Health Serv-
ices Block Grant can be used for programs 
for screening, outreach, health education 
and laboratory services; 

(5) The Preventive Health and Health Serv-
ices Block Grant gives states the flexibility 
to determine how funding available for this 
purpose can be used to meet each state’s pre-
ventive health priorities; 

(6) The establishment of new public health 
programs that compete for funding with the 
Preventive Health and Health Services Block 
Grant could result in the elimination of ef-
fective, localized public health program in 
every state. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that there shall be a con-
tinuation of the level of funding support for 
existing public health programs, specifically 
the Prevention Block Grant, prior to the 
funding of new public health programs. 

ABRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 227 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ABRAHAM for 
himself and Mr. CRAPO, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. 
SANTORUM, Mr. INHOFE, and Ms. COL-
LINS) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE 

PRESIDENT’S FY 2000 BUDGET PRO-
POSAL TO TAX ASSOCIATION IN-
VESTMENT INCOME. 

(a) The Congress finds that— 
(1) The President’s fiscal year 2000 federal 

budget proposal to impose a tax on the inter-
est, dividends, capital gains, rents, and roy-
alties in excess of $10,000 of trade associa-
tions and professional societies exempt 
under sec. 501(c)(6) of the IRC of 1986 rep-
resents an unjust and unnecessary penalty 
on legitimate association activities. 

(2) At a time when the government is pro-
jecting on-budget surpluses of more than 
$800,000,000,000 over the next ten years, the 
President proposes to increase the tax bur-
den on trade and professional association by 
$1,440,000,000 over the next five years. 

(3) The Presidents association tax increase 
proposal will impose a tremendous burden on 
thousands of small and mid-sized trade asso-
ciations and professional societies. 

(4) Under the President’s association tax 
increase proposal, most associations with an-
nual operating budgets of as low as $200,000 
or more will be taxed on investment income 
and as many as 70,000 associations nation-
wide could be affected by this proposal. 

(5) Associations rely on this targeted in-
vestment income to carry out tax-exempt 
status related activities, such as training in-
dividuals to adapt to the changing work-
place, improving industry safety, providing 
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statistical data, and providing community 
services. 

(6) Keeping investment income free from 
tax encourages associations to maintain 
modest surplus funds that cushion against 
economic and fiscal downturns. 

(7) Corporations can increase prices to 
cover increased costs, while small and me-
dium sized local, regional, and State-based 
associations do not have such an option, and 
thus increased costs imposed by the Presi-
dent’s association tax increase would reduce 
resources available for the important stand-
ard setting, educational training, and profes-
sionalism training performed by association. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the 
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that Congress 
shall reject the President’s proposed tax in-
crease on investment income of associations 
as defined under section 501(c)(6) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986. 

ABRAHAM (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 228 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ABRAHAM for 
himself, Mr. COVERDELL, and Mr. 
ASHCROFT) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . FINDINGS; SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE 

USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NEE-
DLE EXCHANGE PROGRAMS. 

(a) The Congress finds that— 
(1) Deaths from drug overdoses have in-

creased over five times since 1988. 
(2) A Montreal study published in the 

American Journal of Epidemiology, found 
that IV addicts who used a needle exchange 
program were over twice as likely to become 
infected with HIV as those who did not. 

(3) A Vancouver study published in the 
Journal of AIDS, showed a stunning increase 
in HIV in drug addicts, from 1 to 2 percent to 
23 percent, since that city’s needle exchange 
program was begun in 1988. Deaths from drug 
overdoses have increased over five times 
since 1988 and Vancouver now has the high-
est death rate from heroin in North America. 

(4) In November of 1995 the Manhattan 
Lower East Side Community Board #3 passed 
a resolution to terminate their needle ex-
change program due to the fact that ‘‘the 
community has been inundated with drug 
dealers, . . . Law-abiding businesses are 
being abandoned; and much needed law en-
forcement is being withheld by the police.’’ 

(5) The New York Times Magazine in 1997 
reported that one New York City needle ex-
change program gave out 60 syringes to a 
single person, little pans to ‘‘cook’’ the her-
oin, instructions on how to inject the drug 
and a card exempting the user from arrest 
for possession of drug paraphernalia. 

(6) Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Weekly re-
ports that heroin use by American teenagers 
had doubled in the last five years. 

(b) It is the sense of Congress that the 
functional totals in this concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget assume that Congress 
shall continue the statutory ban on the use 
of federal funds to implement or support any 
needle exchange program for drug addicts. 

COLLINS (AND GREGG) 
AMENDMENT NO. 229 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Ms. COLLINS for 
herself and Mr. GREGG) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 
FUNDING FOR SPECIAL EDUCATION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings: 

(1) In the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.) (referred to 
in this resolution as the ‘‘Act’’), Congress 
found that improving educational results for 
children with disabilities is an essential ele-
ment of our national policy of ensuring 
equality of opportunity, full participation, 
independent living, and economic self-suffi-
ciency for individuals with disabilities. 

(2) In the Act, the Secretary of Education 
is instructed to make grants to States to as-
sist them in providing special education and 
related services to children with disabilities. 

(3) The Act represents a commitment by 
the Federal Government to fund 40 percent 
of the average per-pupil expenditure in pub-
lic elementary and secondary schools in the 
United States. 

(4) The budget submitted by the President 
for fiscal year 2000 ignores the commitment 
by the Federal Government under the Act to 
fund special education and instead proposes 
the creation of new programs that limit the 
manner in which States may spend the lim-
ited Federal education dollars received. 

(5) The budget submitted by the President 
for fiscal year 2000 fails to increase funding 
for special education, and leaves States and 
localities with an enormous unfunded man-
date to pay for growing special education 
costs. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the budgetary levels in 
this resolution assume that part B of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Act (20 U.S.C. 1400 
et seq.) should be fully funded at the origi-
nally promised level before any funds are ap-
propriated for new education programs. 

STEVENS AMENDMENT NO. 230 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. STEVENS) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the end of section 205 of the resolution, 
add the following: 

‘‘(f) EXCEPTION FOR DEFENSE SPENDING.— 
This section shall not apply to a provision 
making discretionary appropriations in the 
defense category.’’. 

GRAMS (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 231 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GRAMS for 
himself, Mr. ROTH, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. BURNS, Mr. 
MCCAIN, and Mr. CRAIG) proposed an 
amendment to the concurrent resolu-
tion, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF SENATE ON PROVIDING TAX 

RELIEF TO ALL AMERICANS BY RE-
TURNING NON-SOCIAL SECURITY 
SURPLUS TO TAXPAYERS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Every cent of Social Security surplus 
should be reserved to pay Social Security 
benefits, for Social Security reform, or to 
pay down the debt held by the public and not 
be used for other purposes. 

(2) Medicare should be fully funded. 
(3) Even after safeguarding Social Security 

and Medicare, a recent Congressional Re-
search Service study found that an average 
American family will pay $5,307 more in 
taxes over the next 10 years than the govern-
ment needs to operate. 

(4) The Administration’s budget returns 
none of the excess surplus back to the tax-

payers and instead increases net taxes and 
fees by $96,000,000,000 over 10 years. 

(5) The burden of the Administration’s tax 
increases falls disproportionately on low- 
and middle-income taxpayers. A recent Tax 
Foundation study found that individuals 
with incomes of less than $25,000 would bear 
38.5 percent of the increased tax burden, 
while taxpayers with incomes between 
$25,000 and $50,000 would pay 22.4 percent of 
the new taxes. 

(6) The budget resolution returns most of 
the non-Social Security surplus to those who 
worked so hard to produce it by providing 
$142,000,000,000 in real tax relief over 5 years 
and almost $800,000,000,000 in tax relief over 
10 years. 

(7) The budget resolution builds on the fol-
lowing tax relief that Republicans have pro-
vided since 1995: 

(A) In 1995, Republicans proposed the Bal-
anced Budget Act of 1995 which included tax 
relief for families, savings and investment 
incentives, health care-related tax relief, and 
relief for small business—tax relief that was 
vetoed by President Clinton. 

(B) In 1996, Republicans provided, and the 
President signed, tax relief for small busi-
ness and health care-related tax relief. 

(C) In 1997, Republicans once again pushed 
for tax relief in the context of a balanced 
budget, and this time President Clinton 
signed into law a $500 per child tax credit, 
expanded individual retirement accounts and 
the new Roth IRA, a cut in the capital gains 
tax rate, education tax relief, and estate tax 
relief. 

(D) In 1998, Republicans (initially opposed 
by the Administration) pushed for reform of 
the Internal Revenue Service, and provided 
tax relief for America’s farmers. 

(8) Americans deserve further tax relief be-
cause they are still overpaying. They deserve 
a refund. Federal taxes currently consume 
nearly 21 percent of national income, the 
highest percentage since World War II. Fam-
ilies are paying more in Federal, State, and 
local taxes than for food, clothing, and shel-
ter combined. 

(b) SENSE OF SENATE.—It is the sense of the 
Senate that— 

(1) the levels in this resolution assume 
that the Senate not only puts a priority on 
protecting Social Security and Medicare and 
reducing the Federal debt, but also on mid-
dle-class tax relief by returning some of the 
non-Social Security surplus to those from 
whom it was taken; and 

(2) such middle-class tax relief could in-
clude broad-based tax relief, marriage pen-
alty relief, retirement savings incentives, 
death tax relief, savings and investment in-
centives, health care-related tax relief, edu-
cation-related tax relief, and tax simplifica-
tion proposals. 

SNOWE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 232 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Ms. SNOWE for 
herself, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. SMITH of 
Oregon) proposed an amendment to the 
concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, 
supra; as follows: 

On page 53, line 4, after ‘‘may change com-
mittee allocations’’ insert ‘‘, revenue aggre-
gates for legislation that increases taxes on 
tobacco or tobacco products (only),’’. 

COVERDELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 233 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. COVERDELL 
for himself, Mr. INHOFE, and Mr. ENZI) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 
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At the end of title III, add the following: 

SEC. ll. RESTRICTION ON RETROACTIVE IN-
COME AND ESTATE TAX RATE IN-
CREASES. 

(a) PURPOSE.—The Senate declares that it 
is essential to ensure taxpayers are pro-
tected against retroactive income and estate 
tax rate increases. 

(b) POINT OF ORDER.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re-
port, that includes a retroactive Federal in-
come tax rate increase. 

(2) DEFINITION.—In this section— 
(A) the term ‘‘Federal income tax rate in-

crease’’ means any amendment to subsection 
(a), (b), (c), (d), or (e) of section 1, or to sec-
tion 11(b) or 55(b), of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986, that imposes a new percentage 
as a rate of tax and thereby increases the 
amount of tax imposed by any such section; 
and 

(B) a Federal income tax rate increase is 
retroactive if it applies to a period beginning 
prior to the enactment of the provision. 

(c) SUPERMAJORITY WAIVER.— 
(1) WAIVER.—The point of order in sub-

section (b) may be waived or suspended only 
by the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(2) APPEALS.—An affirmative vote of three- 
fifths of the Members, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under subsection (b). 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes 
effect on January 1, 1999. 

COVERDELL (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 234 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. COVERDELL 
for himself, Mr. TORRICELLI, and Mr. 
ABRAHAM) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. lll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

INCENTIVES FOR SMALL SAVERS. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) in general, the Federal budget will ac-

cumulate nearly $800,000,000,000 in non-Social 
Security surpluses through 2009; 

(2) such a level of surplus affords Congress 
the opportunity to return a portion to the 
taxpayers in the form of tax relief; 

(3) the Federal tax burden is at its highest 
level in over 50 years; 

(4) personal bankruptcy filings reached a 
record high in 1998 with $40,000,000,000 in 
debts discharged; 

(5) the personal savings rate is at record 
lows not seen since the Great Depression; 

(6) the personal savings rate was 9 percent 
of income in 1982; 

(7) the personal savings rate was 5.7 per-
cent of income in 1992; 

(8) the personal savings rate plummeted to 
0.5 percent in 1998; 

(9) the personal savings rate could plum-
met to as low as negative 4.5 percent if cur-
rent trends do not change; 

(10) personal saving is important as a 
means for the American people to prepare for 
crisis, such as a job loss, health emergency, 
or some other personal tragedy, or to pre-
pare for retirement; 

(11) President Clinton recently acknowl-
edged the low rate of personal savings as a 
concern; 

(12) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years would move 7,000,000 mid-
dle-income taxpayers into the lowest income 
tax bracket; 

(13) excluding the first $500 from interest 
and dividends income, or $250 for singles, 

would enable 30,000,000 low- and middle-in-
come taxpayers to save tax-free and would 
translate into approximately 
$1,000,000,000,000 in savings; 

(14) exempting the first $5,000 in capital 
gains income from capital gains taxation 
would mean 10,000,000 low- and middle-in-
come taxpayers would no longer pay capital 
gains tax; 

(15) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000, would mean over 
5,000,000 taxpayers will be better equipped for 
retirement; and 

(16) tax relief measures to encourage sav-
ings and investments for low- and middle-in-
come savers would mean tax relief for nearly 
112,000,000 individual taxpayers by— 

(A) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years; 

(B) excluding from income the first $500 in 
interest and dividend income ($250 for sin-
gles); 

(C) exempting from capital gains taxation 
the first $5,000 in capital gains taxes; and 

(D) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this budget 
resolution and legislation enacted pursuant 
to this resolution assume that— 

(1) Congress will adopt tax relief that pro-
vides incentives for savings and investment 
for low- and middle-income working families 
that assist in preparing for unexpected emer-
gencies and retirement, such as— 

(A) raising the starting point for the 28 
percent personal income tax bracket by 
$10,000 over 5 years; 

(B) excluding from income the first $500 in 
interest and dividend income ($250 for sin-
gles); 

(C) exempting from capital gains taxation 
the first $5,000 in capital gains taxes; and 

(D) raising the deductible limit for Indi-
vidual Retirement Account contributions 
from $2,000 to $3,000; and 

(2) tax relief as described in this subsection 
is fully achievable within the parameters set 
forth under this budget resolution. 

CHAFEE AMENDMENTS NOS. 235–237 
Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. CHAFEE) pro-

posed three amendments to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 235 
On page 3, line 10, increase the amount by 

$3,717,000,000. 
On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by 

$26,559,000,000. 
On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by 

$16,152,000,000. 
On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 

$24,590,000,000. 
On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by 

$31,319,000,000. 
On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 

$54,638,000,000. 
On page 3, line 16, increase the amount by 

$67,877,000,000. 
On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 

$75,346,000,000. 
On page 3, line 18, increase the amount by 

$88,598,000,000. 
On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by 

$3,717,000,000. 
On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 

$26,559,000,000. 
On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by 

$16,152,000,000. 
On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by 

$24,590,000,000. 
On page 4, line 9, increase the amount by 

$31,319,000,000. 

On page 4, line 10, increase the amount by 
$54,638,000,000. 

On page 4, line 11, increase the amount by 
$67,877,000,000. 

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by 
$75,346,000,000. 

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 
$88,598,000,000. 

On page 4, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$83,000,000. 

On page 4, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$783,000,000. 

On page 4, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$1,946,000,000. 

On page 4, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$3,057,000,000. 

On page 4, line 22, decrease the amount by 
$4,616,,000,000. 

On page 4, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$6,699,000,000. 

On page 4, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$10,401,000,000. 

On page 4, line 25, decrease the amount by 
$14,557,000,000. 

On page 5, line 1, decrease the amount by 
$19,436,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$83,000,000. 

On page 5, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$783,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$1,946,000,000. 

On page 5, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$3,057,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$4,616,000,000. 

On page 5, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$6,966,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$10,401,000,000. 

On page 5, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$14,557,000,000. 

On page 5, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$19,436,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, increase the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 5, line 20, increase the amount by 
$27,342,000,000. 

On page 5, line 21, increase the amount by 
$18,098,000,000. 

On page 5, line 22, increase the amount by 
$27,647,000,000. 

On page 5, line 23, increase the amount by 
$35,935,000,000. 

On page 5, line 24, increase the amount by 
$61,604,000,000. 

On page 5, line 25, increase the amount by 
$78,278,000,000. 

On page 6, line 1, increase the amount by 
$89,903,000,000. 

On page 6, line 2, increase the amount by 
$108,034,000,000. 

On page 6, line 6, decrease the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 7, decrease the amount by 
$31,142,000,000. 

On page 6, line 8, decrease the amount by 
$49,240,000,000. 

On page 6, line 9, decrease the amount by 
$76,887,000,000. 

On page 6, line 10, decrease the amount by 
$112,822,000,000. 

On page 6, line 11, decrease the amount by 
$174,426,000,000. 

On page 6, line 12, decrease the amount by 
$252,704,000,000. 

On page 6, line 13, decrease the amount by 
$342,607,000,000. 

On page 6, line 14, decrease the amount by 
$450,641,000,000. 

On page 6, line 18, decrease the amount by 
$3,800,000,000. 

On page 6, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$31,142,000,000. 

On page 6, line 20, decrease the amount by 
$49,240,000,000. 

On page 6, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$76,887,000,000. 
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On page 6, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$112,822,000,000. 
On page 6, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$174,426,000,000. 
On page 6, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$252,704,000,000. 
On page 6, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$342,607,000,000. 
On page 7, line 1, decrease the amount by 

$450,641,000,000. 
On page 37, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$83,000,000. 
On page 37, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$83,000,000. 
On page 37, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$783,000,000. 
On page 37, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$783,000,000. 
On page 37, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$1,946,000,000. 
On page 37, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$1,946,000,000. 
On page 37, line 14, decrease the amount by 

$3,057,000,000. 
On page 37, line 15, decrease the amount by 

$3,057,000,000. 
On page 37, line 18, decrease the amount by 

$4,616,000,000. 
On page 37, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$4,616,000,000. 
On page 37, line 22, decrease the amount by 

$6,966,000,000. 
On page 37, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$6,966,000,000. 
On page 38, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$10,401,000,000. 
On page 38, line 3, decrease the amount by 

$10,401,000,000. 
On page 38, line 6, decrease the amount by 

$14,557,000,000. 
On page 38, line 7, decrease the amount by 

$14,557,000,000. 
On page 38, line 10, decrease the amount by 

$19,436,000,000. 
On page 38, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$19,436,000,000. 
On page 42, line 2, strike the amount and 

insert ‘‘$71,016,000,000’’. 
On page 42, line 4, strike the amount and 

insert ‘‘$388,791,000,000’’. 
On page 42, line 16, strike the amount and 

insert ‘‘$71,016,000,000’’. 
On page 42, line 18, strike the amount and 

insert ‘‘$388,791,000,000’’. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE IMPOR-

TANCE OF SOCIAL SECURITY FOR IN-
DIVIDUALS WHO BECOME DISABLED. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) in addition to providing retirement in-

come, Social Security also protects individ-
uals from the loss of income due to dis-
ability; 

(2) according to the most recent report 
from the Social Security Board of Trustees 
nearly 1 in 7 Social Security beneficiaries, 
6,000,000 individuals in total, were receiving 
benefits as a result of disability; 

(3) more than 60 percent of workers have 
no long-term disability insurance protection 
other than that provided by Social Security; 

(4) according to statistics from the Society 
of Actuaries, the odds of a long-term dis-
ability versus death are 2.7 to 1 at age 27, 3.5 
to 1 at age 42, and 2.2 to 1 at age 52; and 

(5) in 1998, the average monthly benefit for 
a disabled worker was $722. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that levels in the resolution 
assume that— 

(1) Social Security plays a vital role in pro-
viding adequate income for individuals who 
become disabled; 

(2) individuals who become disabled face 
circumstances much different than those 
who rely on Social Security for retirement 
income; 

(3) Social Security reform proposals that 
focus too heavily on retirement income may 
adversely affect the income protection pro-
vided to individuals with disabilities; and 

(4) Congress and the President should take 
these factors into account when considering 
proposals to reform the Social Security pro-
gram. 

CHAFEE (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 238 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. CHAFEE for 
himself, Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mr. JEF-
FORDS, Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. ROTH, Mr. 
ALLARD, Ms. COLLINS, and Ms. SNOWE) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 15, line 8, increase the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

On page 15, line 9, increase the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

On page 18, line 15, decrease the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

On page 18, line 16, decrease the amount by 
$200,000,000. 

At the end of title III, add the following: 
SEC. 3ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

FUNDING FOR THE LAND AND 
WATER CONSERVATION FUND. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) amounts in the land and water con-

servation fund finance the primary Federal 
program for acquiring land for conservation 
and recreation and for supporting State and 
local efforts for conservation and recreation; 

(2) Congress has appropriated only 
$10,000,000,000 out of the more than 
$21,000,000,000 covered into the fund from rev-
enues payable to the United States under the 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 U.S.C. 
1331 et seq.); and 

(3) 38 Senators cosigned 2 letters to the 
Chairman and Ranking Member of the Com-
mittee on the Budget urging that the land 
and water conservation fund be fully funded. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this resolu-
tion and legislation enacted pursuant to this 
resolution assume that Congress should ap-
propriate $200,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 to 
provide financial assistance to the States 
under section 6 of the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C 460l–8), 
in addition to such amounts as are made 
available for Federal land acquisition under 
that Act for fiscal year 2000. 

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 239 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ASHCROFT) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT THE SOCIAL 

SECURITY TRUST FUND SHALL BE 
MANAGED IN THE BEST INTEREST 
OF CURRENT AND FUTURE BENE-
FICIARIES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the So-
cial Security Trust Fund surplus shall be in-
vested in interest-bearing obligations of the 
United States in a manner consistent with 
the best interest of, and payment of benefits 
to, current and future Social Security bene-
ficiaries. 

ASHCROFT AMENDMENT NO. 240 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ASHCROFT) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. . SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

FEDERAL TAX RELIEF. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) The Congressional Budget Office has re-

ported that payroll taxes will exceed income 
taxes for 74 percent of all taxpayers in 1999. 

(2) The federal government will collect 
nearly $50 billion in income taxes this year 
through its practice of taxing the income 
Americans sacrifice to the government in 
the form of social security payroll taxes. 

(3) American taxpayers are currently 
shouldering the heaviest tax burden since 
1944. 

(4) According to the non-partisan Tax 
Foundation, the median dual-income family 
sacrificed a record 37.6 percent of its income 
to the government in 1997. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the assumptions under-
lying the functional totals in this resolution 
assume that a significant portion of the tax 
relief will be devoted to working families 
who are double-taxed by— 

(1) providing taxpayers with an above-the- 
line income tax deduction for the social se-
curity payroll taxes they pay so that they no 
longer pay income taxes on such payroll 
taxes, and/or 

(2) gradually reducing the lowest marginal 
income tax rate from 15 percent to 10 per-
cent, and/or 

(3) other tax reductions that do not reduce 
the tax revenue devoted to the social secu-
rity trust fund. 

GRASSLEY AMENDMENT NO. 241 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. GRASSLEY) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE CLO-

SURE OF HOWARD AIR FORCE BASE 
AND REPOSITIONING OF ASSETS 
AND OPERATIONAL CAPABILITIES IN 
FORWARD OPERATING LOCATIONS. 

(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing— 

(1) at noon on the last day of 1999, the Pan-
ama Canal and its adjacent lands will revert 
from U.S. control to that of the government 
of Panama, as prescribed by the Cater- 
Torrijos treaties concluded in 1978. 

(2) with this act, nearly ninety years of 
American presence in the Central American 
isthmus will come to an end. 

(3) on September 25, 1998, the United States 
and Panama announced that talks aimed at 
establishing a Multinational Counter-nar-
cotics Center (MCC) were ended through mu-
tual agreement. The two countries had been 
engaged in discussions for two years. 

(4) plans to meet the deadline are going 
forward and the U.S. is withdrawing all 
forces and proceeding with the return of all 
military installations to Panamanian con-
trol. 

(5) Howard Air Force Base is scheduled to 
return to Panamanian control by May 1, 
1999. Howard AFB provides a secure staging 
for detection, monitoring and intelligence 
collecting assets on counter-narcotics drug 
trafficking. Howard Air Force Base was the 
proposed location for the Multinational 
Counter-narcotics Center. 

(6) AWACS (E–3) aircraft used for counter- 
drug surveillance is scheduled for relocation 
from Howard AFB to MacDill AFB in April. 
The E3’s are scheduled to resume this mis-
sion in May from MacDill. 

(7) USSOUTHCOM and the Department of 
State have been examining the potential for 
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alternative forward operating locations 
(FOLs). A potential location would require 
the operational capacity to house E–3 
AWACS KC–135 tankers, Night Hawk F–16s/ 
F–15s, Navy P–3s, U.S. Customs P–3s and Ci-
tations, Army Airborne Reconnaissance 
Low, and Senior Scout C–130s. No agreement 
has been reached regarding the number of 
FOLs required, cost of relocating these as-
sets, time to build ensuing facilities, or plans 
for housing these assets for long-term stays. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that— 

(1) the United States is obligated to pro-
tect its citizens from the threats posed by il-
legal drugs crossing our borders. Interdiction 
in the transit and arrival zones disrupt the 
drug flow, increases risk to traffickers, 
drives them to less efficient routes and 
methods, and prevents significant amounts 
of drugs from reaching the United States. 

(2) there has been an inordinate delay in 
identifying and securing appropriate alter-
nate sites. 

(3) the Senate must pursue every effort to 
explore, urge the President to arrange long- 
term agreements with countries that support 
reducing the flow of drugs, and fully fund 
forward operating locations so that we con-
tinue our balanced strategy of attacking 
drug smugglers before their deadly cargos 
reach our borders. 

ASHCROFT (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 242 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. ASHCROFT for 
himself, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. GORTON, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Mr. BOND, Mr. GREGG, and 
Mr. HELMS) proposed an amendment to 
the concurrent resolution, S. Con. Res. 
20, supra; as follows: 

On page 73, after line 10, insert the fol-
lowing: 

(c) ADDITIONAL FINDINGS.—Congress makes 
the following findings: 

(1) Children should be the primary bene-
ficiaries of education spending, not bureau-
crats. 

(2) Parents have the primary responsibility 
for their children’s education. Parents are 
the first and best educators of their children. 
Our Nation trusts parents along with teach-
ers and State and local school officials to 
make the best decisions about the education 
of our Nation’s children. 

(3) Congress supports the goal of ensuring 
that the maximum amount of Federal edu-
cation dollars are spent directly in the class-
rooms. 

(4) Education initiatives should boost aca-
demic achievement for all students. Excel-
lence in American classrooms means having 
high expectations for all students, teachers, 
and administrators, and holding schools ac-
countable to the children and parents served 
by such schools. 

(5) Successful schools and school systems 
are characterized by parental involvement in 
the education of their children, local con-
trol, emphasis on basic academics, emphasis 
on fundamental skills, and exceptional 
teachers in the classroom. 

(6) Congress rejects a one-size-fits-all ap-
proach to education which often creates bar-
riers to innovation and reform initiatives at 
the local level. America’s rural schools face 
challenges quite different from their urban 
counterparts. Parents, teachers, and State 
and local school officials should have the 
freedom to tailor their education plans and 
reforms according to the unique educational 
needs of their children. 

(7) The funding levels in this resolution as-
sume that Congress will provide an addi-
tional $2,800,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 and an 

additional $33,000,000,000 for the period begin-
ning with fiscal year 2000 and ending with 
fiscal year 2005 for elementary and secondary 
education. 

(d) ADDITIONAL SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is 
the sense of the Senate that the levels in 
this resolution assume that— 

(1) increased Federal funding for elemen-
tary and secondary education should be di-
rected to States and local school districts; 
and 

(2) decisionmaking authority should be 
placed in the hands of States, localities, and 
families to implement innovative solutions 
to local educational challenges and to in-
crease the performance of all students, 
unencumbered by unnecessary Federal rules 
and regulations. 

HUTCHISON AMENDMENT NO. 243 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mrs. HUTCHISON) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con, Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert: 
It is the sense of the Senate that a task 

force be created for the purpose creating a 
reserve fund for natural disasters. The Task 
Force should be composed of three Senators 
appointed by the majority leader, and two 
Senators appointed by the minority leader. 
The task force should also be composed of 
three members appointed by the Speaker of 
the House, and two members appointed by 
minority leader in the House. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the task 
force make a report to the appropriate com-
mittees in Congress within 90 days of being 
convened. The report should be available for 
the purposes of consideration during com-
prehensive overhaul of budget procedures 

MOYNIHAN AMENDMENT NO. 244 

Mr. DOMENICI (for Mr. MOYNIHAN) 
proposed an amendment to the concur-
rent resolution, S. Con. Res. 20, supra; 
as follows: 

On page 71, strike lines 3 through 7. 

f 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I wish to 
announce that the Committee on Small 
Business will hold a hearing entitled 
‘‘Buried Alive: Small Business Con-
sumed by Tax Filing Burdens.’’ The 
hearing will be held on Monday, April 
12, 1999, beginning at 1:00 p.m. in room 
428A of the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing. 

The hearing will be broadcast live on 
the Internet from our homepage ad-
dress http://www.senate.gov/sbc 

For further information, please con-
tact Mark Warren at 224–5175. 

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 hearing has been scheduled be-
fore the Full Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. The purpose of this 
hearing is to receive testimony on S. 
501, a bill to address resource manage-
ment issues in Glacier Bay National 
Park, Alaska; S. 698, a bill to review 
the suitability and feasibility of recov-
ering costs of high altitude rescues at 

Denali National Park and Preserve in 
Alaska, and for other purposes; S. 711, 
to allow for the investment of joint 
Federal and State funds from the civil 
settlement of damages from the Exxon 
Valdez oil spill, and for other purposes; 
and two bills I will be introducing 
today, a bill to improve Native hiring 
and contracting by the Federal Govern-
ment within the State of Alaska, and 
for other purposes; and bill to provide 
for the continuation of higher edu-
cation through the conveyance of cer-
tain lands in the State of Alaska to the 
University of Alaska, and for other 
purposes. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 15, 1999 at 9:30 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
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 Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364, 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Shawn Taylor of 
the committee staff at (202) 224–6969. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic 
Preservation, and Recreation of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. The purpose of this hearing is 
to receive testimony on S. 109, a bill to 
improve protection and management of 
the Chattahoochee River National 
Recreation Area in the State of Geor-
gia; S. 340, a bill to amend the Cache 
La Poudre River Corridor Act to make 
technical corrections, and for other 
purposes; S. 582, a bill to authorize the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into 
an arrangement for the construction 
and operation of the Gateway Visitor 
Center at Independence National His-
torical Park; S. 589, a bill to require 
the National Park Service to under-
take a study of the Loess Hills Area in 
western Iowa to review options for the 
protection and interpretation of the 
area’s natural, cultural, and historical 
resources; S. 591, a bill to authorize a 
feasibility study for the preservation of 
the Loess Hills in western Iowa; and 
H.R. 149, a bill to make technical cor-
rections to the Omnibus Parks and 
Public Lands Management Act of 1996 
and to other laws related to parks and 
public lands. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 15, 1999 at 2:00 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
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 
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copies of their testimony to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510—6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Shawn Taylor of 
the committee staff at (202) 224–6969. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a hear-
ing has been scheduled before the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic 
Preservation, and Recreation of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. The purpose of this hearing is 
to receive testimony on S. 441, a bill to 
amend the National Trails System Act 
to designate the route of the War of 
1812 British invasion of Maryland and 
Washington, District of Columbia, and 
the route of the American defense, for 
study for potential addition to the na-
tional trails system; S. 548, a bill to es-
tablish the Fallen Timbers Battlefield 
and Fort Miamis National Historical 
Site in the State of Ohio; S. 581, a bill 
to protect the Paoli and Brandywine 
Battlefields in Pennsylvania, to au-
thorize a Valley Forge Museum of the 
American Revolution at Valley Forge 
National Historical Park, and for other 
purposes; and S. 700, a bill to amend 
the National Trails System Act to des-
ignate the Ala Kahakai Trail as a Na-
tional Historic Trail. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 22, 1999 at 2:00 p.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
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 Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Shawn Taylor of 
the committee staff at (202) 224–6969. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION AND THE 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I would 

like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and the public that a joint 
oversight hearing has been scheduled 
before the Subcommittee on National 
Parks, Historic Preservation, and 
Recreation of the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources and the 
Subcommittee on Interior Appropria-
tions of the Appropriations Committee. 
The purpose of this hearing is to review 
the report of the Government Account-
ing Office on the Everglades National 
Park Restoration Project. 

The hearing will take place on Thurs-
day, April 29, 1999 at 9:30 a.m. in room 
SD–366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
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 Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, United States Senate, SD–364 
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC 20510–6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Jim O’Toole or Shawn Taylor of 
the committee staff at (202) 224–6969. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING, AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
March 25, 1999, to conduct a hearing on 
‘‘Bankruptcy Reform: Financial Serv-
ices Issues.’’ 

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

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, March 25, for purposes of 
conducting a full committee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 9:30 a.m. 
The purpose of this oversight hearing 
is to receive testimony on the eco-
nomic impacts of the Kyoto Protocol 
to the Framework Convention on Cli-
mate Change. 

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

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. DOMENICI. 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, March 25, 1999 at 
10:00 am to hold a hearing. 

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

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Subcommittee 
on Oversight of Government Manage-
ment, Restructuring and the District 
of Columbia to meet on Thursday, 
March 25, 1999, at 10:00 a.m. for a hear-
ing on Multiple Program Coordination 
in Early Childhood Education. 

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

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, 
and Pensions, Subcommittee on Public 
Health, be authorized to meet for a 
hearing on Bioterrorism during the ses-
sion of the Senate on Thursday, March 
25, 1999, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, be authorized 
to hold an Executive business meeting 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, March 25, 1999, at 10:00 a.m. 
in Room 226 of the Senate Dirksen Of-
fice Building. 

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

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
Mr. DOMENICI. 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, March 25, 1999 at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a closed hearing on In-
telligence matters. 

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

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE YEAR 2000 
TECHNOLOGY PROBLEM 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Special 
Committee on the Year 2000 Tech-
nology Problem be permitted to meet 
on March 25, 1999 at 2:00 p.m. for the 
purpose of conducting a hearing. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Aviation 
Subcommittee on the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, March 25, 1999, at 10:00 
a.m. on Air Traffic Control Moderniza-
tion in Room SR–253 in the Russell 
Senate Office Building. 

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

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Commu-
nications Subcommittee on the Senate 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, March 25, 1999, at 2:00 
p.m. on Satellite Reform in Room SR– 
253 in the Russell Senate Office Build-
ing. 

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

SUMBOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Housing and Transpor-
tation of the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on March 25, 1999, to conduct a 
hearing on ‘‘Challenges Facing the 
FHA Single Family Insurance Fund.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SURFACE TRANSPORTATION/ 

MERCHANT MARINE 
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the surface 
Transportation/Merchant Marine Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet on Thurs-
day, March 25, 1999, at 10:00 A.M. on 
grade crossing safety in room SD–106. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON YOUTH VIOLENCE 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Youth Violence, of the 
Senate Judiciary Committee, be au-
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, March 25, 1999 
at 2:00 P.M. to hold a hearing in room 
226, of the Senate Dirksen Office Build-
ing on: ‘‘The President’s FY2000 OJP 
Budget: Undercutting Local Law En-
forcement in the 21st Century.’’ 

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

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

DISASTER MITIGATION PILOT 
PROGRAM 

∑ Mr. BOND. Mr. President, for the sec-
ond time in less than a year, the Sen-
ate is considering legislation to estab-
lish a pilot disaster mitigation loan 
program at the Small Business Admin-
istration (SBA). Last year, the Com-
mittee on Small Business voted unani-
mously to include a proposal to estab-
lish a disaster mitigation pilot pro-
gram introduced by my colleague from 
Georgia, Senator CLELAND, as an 
amendment to H.R. 3412, the ‘‘Year 2000 
Readiness and Small Business Pro-
grams Restructuring and Reform Act 
of 1998.’’ H.R. 3412 passed the Senate on 
September 30, 1998; however, the House 
of Representatives was not able to con-
sider the bill before Congress adjourned 
last fall. 

As the Chairman of Appropriations 
Subcommittee on VA, HUD and Inde-
pendent Agencies, I have been con-
cerned about our Nation’s disaster re-
lief program. I have worked at length 
with FEMA Director Witt and other 
Administration officials over the past 
several years to address the escalating 
costs of disaster relief and the need to 
tighten up this program. Since 1989, we 
have spent $25 billion on FEMA dis-
aster relief, and there remains more 
than $2.6 billion in anticipated costs 
associated with open disasters. Much 
work needs to be accomplished to 
tighten the criteria for declaring disas-
ters and eligibility for disaster relief 
funding, as well as stronger insurance 
requirements, so that we can bring 
these ever-escalating costs under con-
trol. 

One way to mitigate against future 
disaster losses is to undertake preven-
tive measures. Preventive measures to 
mitigate against future disaster losses, 
rather than the current strategy of re-
sponse and recovery, could save as 
much as 50 percent of projected dis-
aster relief loan costs. 

S. 388 would create the Disaster Miti-
gation Pilot Program, which will per-
mit SBA to establish a pilot program 
using up to $15 million of disaster loans 
annually from FY 2000–2004 to provide 
small businesses located in disaster 
prone areas with low interest, long- 

term disaster loans to finance preven-
tive measures to mitigate against fu-
ture disaster losses. The pilot program 
would operate in disaster prone areas 
designated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). FEMA 
has launched ‘‘Project Impact,’’ which 
emphasizes emergency preparedness, in 
response to the problem of increased 
costs and personal devastation caused 
by repeated natural disasters. I con-
tinue to have concerns about the cri-
teria under Project Impact and urge 
FEMA to work to strengthen the cri-
teria. I expect that SBA will develop 
the appropriate criteria for this new 
loan program that is consistent with 
FEMA’s efforts to make improvements 
in this area. In the end, I do not believe 
we should have a proliferation of inde-
pendent mitigation programs housed in 
numerous Federal agencies, and we 
should be working to develop a cohe-
sive national strategy to deliver dis-
aster relief assistance. 

Under current law, SBA disaster 
loans may be used for mitigation pur-
poses only to the extent that includes 
repairing or replacing existing protec-
tive devices that are destroyed or dam-
aged in an area that has recently suf-
fered a natural disaster. In addition, up 
to 20 percent of the disaster loan 
amount may be used to install new 
mitigation devices that will prevent fu-
ture damage. Under S. 388, the Disaster 
Mitigation Pilot Program, a small 
business borrower would be allowed to 
use 100 percent of an SBA disaster loan 
for disaster mitigation purposes within 
an area designated by FEMA. 

Mr. President, S. 388, the Disaster 
Mitigation Pilot Program, makes 
sense. It is a worthy program that 
needs to be tested, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this bill.∑ 

f 

OPEN-MARKET REORGANIZATION 
FOR THE BETTERMENT OF 
INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS ACT 

∑ Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I 
rise to comment on the issue of inter-
national satellite reform. First I want 
to thank Senator BURNS for holding 
this important hearing. International 
satellite reform is critical to con-
sumers across the United States. 

Yesterday I agreed to become a co-
sponsor of this bill—along with Sen-
ators BURNS, MCCAIN, BRYAN, BROWN-
BACK, CLELAND, FRIST and DORGAN. I 
support Senator BURNS’ bill because I 
believe that it is in the consumer inter-
est to have a private INTELSAT. Such 
a competitive entity will lead to lower 
prices, better service, and more effi-
ciency across the globe. 

Additionally, removing ownership re-
strictions on COMSAT will help to 
bring new services to American con-
sumers. I believe that broadband sat-
ellite services will play a very impor-
tant role in West Virginia’s future, and 
this bill will lead to further deploy-
ment of these services by lifting the 
ownership restriction on COMSAT. I 

am excited by the possibility of a new 
competitor in domestic satellite serv-
ices, and the resulting advances in 
these satellite services. Our moun-
tainous terrain and the high cost of 
providing traditional telecommuni-
cations services make satellite services 
particularly important to West Vir-
ginia. 

Furthermore, INTELSAT has a his-
tory of serving all parts of the world at 
reasonable prices. We have an interest 
in making sure that developing nations 
are part of the global information in-
frastructure. I will work to make sure 
that this bill will allow a privatized 
INTELSAT to continue to serve these 
areas at reasonable prices. 

I must state, however, that while I 
support this bill, we are still in the 
middle of the legislative process. I am 
eager to continue working with Sen-
ators HOLLINGS, BREAUX, and other 
Senators who are working on impor-
tant ideas with great promise. I want 
to stress that while I agree that this 
bill is the right platform for inter-
national satellite reform, I intend to 
keep working hard on this issue.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL INHALANTS AND 
POISONS AWARENESS WEEK 

∑ Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my support for in-
creasing public awareness about the 
dangers of inhalant abuse. I am proud 
to be a cosponsor of S. Res. 47, recently 
passed by the Senate, which designates 
this week as ‘‘National Inhalants and 
Poisons Awareness Week.’’ 

Our nation’s drug control policy cor-
rectly places emphasis upon finding so-
lutions for combating the illegal sale, 
manufacture and trafficking of well- 
known abused substances such as co-
caine and methamphetamine. However, 
I believe Congress and the President 
should do more to focus attention on 
an emerging but equally dangerous 
threat—inhalant abuse. 

As my colleagues may know, inhal-
ant abuse is the intentional breathing 
of gas or vapors for the purpose of 
reaching a high. Most people are famil-
iar with common household products 
such as furniture polish, paint thinner, 
glue, felt tip markers, and deodorants. 
However, many families are not aware 
of how misuse of these inhalants by 
children can result in sickness or 
death. 

Far too often, these inhalants have 
caused heart, brain, and liver damage 
in thousands of children across the 
country. Sadly, many children have 
died as a result of inhalant abuse, a 
condition known as Sudden Sniffing 
Death Syndrome. In 1990, four young 
people in my home state of Minnesota 
died in separate incidents after experi-
menting with inhalants. Continued 
misuse of these products may also lead 
to additional illicit drug use. 

Additionally, the National Institute 
on Drug Abuse reported in 1996 that 
one in five American teenagers have 
used inhalants to get high. Over the 
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last few years, our nation has wit-
nessed an increase in new inhalant 
abusers from 382,000 in 1991 to an esti-
mated 805,000 in 1996. In my view, these 
troubling trends can be reversed by 
educating the public about the dangers 
of this abuse and encouraging commu-
nities to develop effective treatment 
and prevention programs. 

In my view, greater awareness of in-
halant abuse can best be achieved 
through passage of S. 609, legislation 
introduced by Senator FRANK MUR-
KOWSKI that would amend the Safe and 
Drug Free Schools and Communities 
Act of 1994 to include inhalant abuse 
among the Act’s definition of ‘‘sub-
stance abuse.’’ Passage of this bill will 
give Minnesota and other states the op-
portunity to develop federally-funded 
inhalant abuse prevention and edu-
cation programs. Importantly, these 
programs will be based on the active 
involvement of parents, teachers and 
local communities. I am proud to be a 
cosponsor of this legislation which is 
an important element of our war on 
drugs. 

Mr. President, the federal govern-
ment should not regulate the sale of 
these legal and inexpensive products 
which are found in almost every house-
hold. Instead, communities, parents 
and teachers should be encouraged to 
develop local solutions to this problem. 
A united effort toward this epidemic 
will help the United States make sig-
nificant progress in our fight against 
drug abuse.∑ 

f 

SPRINGTIME 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise to 
salute the Springtime and the birth of 
Caroline Byrd Fatemi, great-grand-
daughter of the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia. 

Last week, Senator BYRD took the 
floor to bring us glad tidings of spring 
and of Caroline’s birth. Today, before 
we fly to the four corners of America, 
I would like to salute our beloved col-
league and his progeny. 

Time and again, Senator BYRD has 
graced this chamber with the lessons of 
history and the sweet music of poetry. 
Last week he ushered in Springtime 
with a stanza from Algernon Charles 
Swinburne. Let me quote the same 
poet to welcome Caroline to the world: 
Where shall we find her, how shall we sing to 

her, 
Fold our hands round her knees, and cling? 
O that man’s heart were as fire and could 

spring to her, 
Fire, or the strength of the streams that 

spring! 

For the stars and the winds are unto her 
As raiment, as songs of the harp-player; 
For the risen stars and the fallen cling to 

her, 
And the south-west wind and the west-wind 

sing. 

For winter’s rains and ruins are over, 
And all the season of snows and sins; 
The days dividing lover and lover, 
The light that loses, the night that wins; 
And time remember’d is grief forgotten, 
And frosts are slain and flowers begotten, 

And in green underwood and cover 
Blossom by blossom the Spring begins. 

Mr. President, the link between the 
elder BYRD and the younger symbolizes 
for me what our job here is all about: 
Looking forward every day, every 
month, every year to the eternal 
Spring that is America—and keeping 
faith with every generation of Amer-
ican. 

Whether we are working to improve 
education or save Social Security, we 
who are privileged to serve in the 
United States Senate can, by our ac-
tions, strengthen the bonds that unite 
our nation from generation to genera-
tion. 

As we strive to make the world a bet-
ter place for Caroline and every child 
of her generation, let us follow the ad-
vice in Laurence Binyon’s poem ‘‘O 
World, be Nobler’’— 
O World, be nobler, for her sake! 
If she but knew thee what thou art, 
What wrongs are borne, what deeds are done 
In thee, beneath thy daily sun, 
Know’st thou not that her tender heart 
For pain and very shame would break? 
O world, be nobler, for her sake!∑ 

f 

‘‘BEST GRADUATE SCHOOLS’’ IN 
THE NATION 

∑ Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, when East 
Tennessee State University opened its 
doors in 1911, it had 29 students and one 
primary mission: the education of fu-
ture teachers. A lot has changed in 85 
years. 

While teacher preparation is still a 
crucial part of its mission, ETSU today 
consists of nine schools and colleges 
that offer over 125 different programs 
of study to more than 12,000 students 
every year—including some fairly 
unique offerings such as its one-of-a- 
kind master’s degree in reading and 
storytelling, and the only bluegrass 
and country music program offered at 
a four-year institution. 

Over the last two decades, there has 
been an increasing emphasis on the 
health sciences at ETSU—an emphasis 
that began in 1974 with the establish-
ment of the James H. Quillen College 
of Medicine which was created to help 
alleviate a critical shortage of primary 
care physicians in East Tennessee. 

Mr. President, this year the Quillen 
College of Medicine celebrates its 25th 
anniversary. But that proud accom-
plishment, although noteworthy, is not 
the basis for my remarks this morning. 
Rather, I rise to commend its recent 
listing in U.S. News and World Report 
as one of the ‘‘Best Graduate Schools’’ 
in the Nation—a ranking well-deserved 
and well-earned. 

According to the magazine, Quillen 
College earned the distinction of plac-
ing third among all the schools in the 
Nation for its programs in rural medi-
cine. Last year, it placed sixth in the 
same category. 

I also rise, Mr. President, to com-
mend the ETSU College of Nursing— 
which was also ranked among the Na-
tion’s best. And, like Quillen College, 

this is also the second year in a row it 
was so honored. 

Both these schools, Mr. President, 
embrace the values of the people of 
Tennessee. Both are community ori-
ented, both provide a valuable resource 
to local citizens and businesses, and 
both are making valuable and needed 
contributions to the practice and the 
quality of medicine. 

My heartiest congratulations to the 
entire staff, faculty, students and 
alumni of both East Tennessee State 
University School of Nursing and the 
James H. Quillen College of Medicine 
for their splendid accomplishment.∑ 

f 

ANNIVERSARY OF GREEK 
INDEPENDENCE 

∑ Mr. REED. Mr. President, today we 
celebrate the 178th Anniversary of the 
revolution that won Greece’s independ-
ence from the Ottoman Empire. I am 
proud to join with forty-nine of my col-
leagues in sponsoring Senate Resolu-
tion 20 which designates today ‘‘Greek 
Independence Day: A National Day of 
Celebration of Greek and American De-
mocracy.’’ 

The Greeks have been members of 
the community in Rhode Island for 
over one hundred years. Over 6,000 resi-
dents of the state claimed Greek herit-
age in the last Census. When the 
Greeks first came to the New England, 
they worked in factories and on the 
waterfront. The descendants of these 
first immigrants continue to prosper 
and enrich the Northeast and the rest 
of the country through their contribu-
tions to banking, medicine, the tour-
ism industry, and the arts. 

Edith Hamilton praised Greeks in 
this quote, ‘‘to rejoice in life, to find 
the world beautiful and delightful to 
live in, was a mark of the Greek spirit 
which distinguished it from all that 
had gone before. It is a vital distinc-
tion.’’ 

I have been grateful for this spirit, 
energy, and support in the Rhode Is-
land Greek community, and, for a very 
long time, I wished to visit Greece and 
Cyprus. This summer, I finally had 
that opportunity. On my trip, I had the 
pleasure of meeting Ambassador Burns 
and the U.S. Ambassador to Cyprus, 
Kenneth Brill. I also met and had can-
did conversations with Greece’s Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs and the Greek 
Defense Minister. In addition, I had the 
chance to tour the Green Line in Cy-
prus and speak with Dame Ann Hercus, 
the newly appointed Chief of the 
United Nations mission and General De 
Vagera, the force commander. 

During my visit, I was impressed by 
the beauty of these countries and the 
hospitality of the people of Cyprus and 
Greece. However, I was also over-
whelmed by the consequences of Tur-
key’s 1974 invasion of Cyprus. The divi-
sion of the island saps the economic vi-
tality of a region rich in resources. The 
inability to move goods, people, or 
services between the two parts of the 
island stymies growth. 
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We must continue to work to resolve 

the Cyprus problem and reduce the ten-
sions that exist between Greece and 
Turkey. When I was a member of the 
House of Representatives, I cospon-
sored numerous legislative initiatives 
to this end, and I will continue to advo-
cate for such solutions as a Senator. 

For today, let us celebrate the anni-
versary of Greek Independence, the 
richness of the Greek heritage and leg-
acy of democracy that country gave to 
the world.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO CONTOOCOOK VALLEY 
REGIONAL HIGH SCHOOL 

∑ Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Mr. 
President, I rise today to pay tribute 
to Contoocook Valley Regional High 
School for winning the regional com-
petition of the Second Annual Ocean 
Sciences Bowl. I commend them for 
their accomplishment. 

The regional competition included 
teams from fifteen other schools in 
New Hampshire, Vermont and Maine. 
Their final match, which was held at 
the University of New Hampshire, was 
played against high school students 
from Bridgeton Maine. It was a close 
call and Contoocook Valley won by the 
narrow margin of two points! 

Contoocook Valley’s team consists of 
five students. The team members are 
Amber Carter, Megan Cahill, Sonja 
Fritz, Cissy Courtemanche, and Emily 
Dark. Jon Manley, science teacher at 
the Contoocook Valley, is the coach for 
the team. 

The students train very hard every 
year for this competition. This is the 
second year in a row that Contoocook 
Valley Regional High School has won 
this competition. They will soon be 
traveling to Washington, D.C. to com-
pete in the nationals. 

As a former high school teacher, I ap-
preciate the hard work the students 
and the coach have dedicated to this 
team effort. I look forward to their 
visit to Washington and wish them the 
best of luck. It is an honor to represent 
them in the United States Senate.∑ 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE WAYNE 
COUNTY MEDICAL SOCIETY 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to pay tribute to the Wayne 
County Medical Society, which is cele-
brating its sesquicentennial anniver-
sary on April 14, 1999. The Wayne Coun-
ty Medical Society has been an impor-
tant part of the Metro Detroit commu-
nity for the past 150 years. 

The Wayne County Medical Society 
was formed in 1849 with 50 physicians, 
who committed themselves to pro-
viding the best quality medical care to 
the people of Wayne County. The Soci-
ety has been engaged in many impor-
tant public health campaigns through-
out its history. One of the most nota-
ble examples was the Society’s massive 
polio immunization drive of 1964, led by 
Dr. Francis P. Rhoades, which vir-
tually eliminated the disease from the 
City of Detroit. 

Today, the 4,200 members of the 
Wayne County Medical Society work 
together to provide free health care 
services for people in need. The Society 
maintains a free medical and dental 
clinic in Detroit, where needy children 
receive physical exams, health edu-
cation and dental treatment. The Soci-
ety also sponsors an annual Christmas 
party for children in foster care. In 
1998, the Wayne County Medical Soci-
ety held a conference for more than 500 
Detroit Public School children on the 
subject of teen pregnancy. In addition 
to its public service endeavors, the So-
ciety encourages excellence in health 
care by offering Continuing Medical 
Education credits to its members and 
by joining with the Michigan State 
Medical Society and the American 
Medical Association to promote issues 
of importance to the medical commu-
nity at large. 

Mr. President, the Wayne County 
Medical Society has been a valued 
member of the Metro Detroit commu-
nity since 1849. I invite my colleagues 
to join me in thanking the members of 
the Society for their commitment, and 
in wishing them continued success as 
they address the health needs of the 
21st century.∑ 

f 

SUBMISS: PART III 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, 
today I wish to have printed in the 
RECORD the final portion of Mark A. 
Bradley’s award winning article on the 
disappearance of the U.S.S. Scorpion. I 
have had the previous two parts of this 
article printed in the last two 
RECORDS. I would like to applaud Mr. 
Bradley once more for his outstanding 
achievements, and thank him for serv-
ing as a loyal and valued member of 
my staff. 

The material follows: 
SUBMISS: THE MYSTERIOUS DEATH OF THE 
U.S.S. ‘‘SCORPION’’ (SSN 589), PART III 

(By Mark A. Bradley) 
Such dire predictions prompted Admiral 

David McDonald, then Chief of Naval Oper-
ations, to follow Admiral Schade’s request 
and approve the development and testing of 
the experimental ‘‘Planned or Reduced 
Availability’’ overhaul concept in the sub-
marine fleet. In a June 17, 1966, message to 
the commanders of both the Navy’s Atlantic 
and Pacific fleets, he wrote that in response 
to ‘‘concerns about [the] percent [of] SSN 
off-line time due to length of shipyard over-
hauls, [I have] requested NAVSHIPS develop 
[a] program to test ‘Planned Availability’ 
concept with U.S.S. Scorpion (SSN 589) and 
U.S.S. Tinosa (SSN 606). On July 20, 1966, he 
officially approved the Scorpion’s participa-
tion in this program which aimed at pro-
viding the service’s submarines with shorter 
and cheaper but more frequent overhauls be-
tween missions. An undated and unsigned 
confidential memorandum entitled ‘‘Sub-
marine Safety Program Status Report’’ sum-
marizes what lay behind the creation of this 
new concept: ‘‘The deferral of SUBSAFE cer-
tification work during certain submarine 
overhauls was necessitated by the need to re-
duce submarine off-line time by minimizing 
the time spent in overhaul and to achieve a 
more timely delivery of submarines under 
construction by making more of the indus-

trial capacity available to new construc-
tion.’’ 

Admiral Moorer, who succeeded Admiral 
McDonald as CNO, expanded upon what he 
hoped this new plan would accomplish in a 
September 6, 1967, letter to Congressman 
William Bates. In that letter, he stated that 
‘‘it is the policy of the Navy to provide sub-
marines that have been delivered without 
certification with safety certification modi-
fications during regular overhauls. However, 
urgent operational commitments sometimes 
dictate that some items of the full safety 
certification package be deferred until a sub-
sequent overhaul in order to reduce the time 
spent in overhaul, thus shortening off-line 
time and increasing operational availability. 
In these cases, a minimum package of sub-
marine safety work items is authorized 
which provides enhanced safety but results 
in certification for unrestricted operations 
to a depth shallower than the designed test 
depth.’’ According to an April 5, 1968 con-
fidential memorandum, the Navy did not ex-
pect the Scorpion to be fully certified under 
SUBSAFE until 1974, six years after she was 
lost. 

On February 1, 1967, the Scorpion entered 
the Norfolk yard and began her ‘‘Reduced 
Availability’’ overhaul. By the time she 
sailed out on October 6, she had received the 
cheapest submarine overhaul in United 
States Navy history. Originally scheduled 
for more extensive reconditioning, the Scor-
pion was further hurt by manpower and ma-
terial shortages in the yard because of the 
overhaul of the U.S.S. Skate (SSN 578), Nor-
folk’s first of a nuclear submarine. This ret-
rofit had gobbled up both workmen and re-
sources at an unprecedented rate. This 
meant that a submarine tender—a mainte-
nance ship—and the Scorpion’s own crew had 
to perform most of the work normally done 
by yard workers. She received little more 
than the emergency repairs required to get 
her back to sea and the refueling of her reac-
tor. Out of the $3.2 million spent on her dur-
ing these eight months, $2.3 million went 
into refueling and altering her nuclear reac-
tor. A standard submarine overhaul of this 
era lasted almost two years and cost over $20 
million. 

When the Scorpion left Norfolk on Feb-
ruary 15, 1968, on her Mediterranean deploy-
ment she was a last minute replacement for 
the U.S.S. Sea Wolf (SSN 575), which had col-
lided with another vessel in Boston Harbor. 
During her last deployment, the Scorpion had 
109 work orders still unfilled—one was for a 
new trash disposal unit latch—and she still 
lacked a working emergency blow system 
and decentralized emergency sea water shut-
off valves. She also suffered from chronic 
problems in her hydraulics. This system op-
erated both her stern and sail planes, wing- 
like structures that controlled her move-
ment. This problem came to the forefront in 
early and mid-November 1967 during the 
Scorpion test voyage to Puerto Rico and the 
U.S. Virgin Islands as she began violently to 
corkscrew in the water. Although she was 
put back in dry dock, this problem remained 
unsolved. On February 16, 1968, she lost over 
1,500 gallons of oil from her conning tower as 
she sailed out of Hampton Roads toward the 
Mediterranean. By that time, she was called 
‘‘U.S.S. Scrapiron’’ by many of her crew. 

On May 23, 1993, the Houston Chronicle 
published an article that highlighted these 
mechanical problems. The article quoted 
from letters mailed home from doomed crew 
members who complained about these defi-
ciencies. In one of these, Machinist’s Mate 
Second Class David Burton Stone wrote that 
the crew had repaired, replaced or jury- 
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rigged every piece of the Scorpion equipment. 
Commander Slattery also was worried about 
her mechanical reliability. On March 23, 1968, 
he drafted an emergency request for repairs 
that warned, among other things, that ‘‘the 
hull was in a very poor state of preserva-
tion’’—the Scorpion had been forced to under-
go an emergency drydocking in New London 
immediately after her reduced overhaul be-
cause of this—and bluntly stated that 
‘‘[d]elay of the work an additional year could 
seriously jeopardize the Scorpion material 
readiness.’’ He was particularly concerned 
about a series of leaking valves that caused 
the Scorpion to be restricted to an operating 
depth of just 300 feet, 200 less than SUBSAFE 
restrictions and 400 less than her pre-Thresh-
er standards. 

This portrait is sharply at odds with the 
one the Navy painted after the Scorpion was 
lost. From the outset, the service claimed 
the submarine was in excellent mechanical 
condition. At his first press conference on 
May 27, 1968, Admiral Moorer told the gath-
ered newsmen that the Scorpion had not re-
ported any mechanical problems and that 
she was not headed home for any repairs. 
This was followed by other Navy statements 
that claimed the Scorpion suffered only from 
a minor hydraulic leak and scarred linoleum 
on her deck before her Mediterranean de-
ployment. On May 29, however, then Sec-
retary of Defense Clark Clifford pointedly 
asked the Navy’s high command for informa-
tion about the Scorpion’s participation in 
SUBSAFE, her overhaul status in general 
and any known mechanical deficiencies. 

The Court of Inquiry did not ignore these 
questions and asked several of its witnesses 
what they knew about the Scorpion’s me-
chanical condition and her maintenance his-
tory. Vice Admiral Schade told the Court 
that her overall condition was above average 
and that her problems were normal reoccur-
ring maintenance items. He added that the 
Scorpion suffered from no known material 
problems that affected her ability to operate 
effectively. Schade’s testimony was sup-
ported by Captain C.N. Mitchell, the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Logistics and Management 
and a member of the Vice Admiral’s staff. 
Mitchell testified about the Scorpion’s Re-
duced Availability overhaul and stated that 
she was in ‘‘good material condition.’’ 

Captain Jared E. Clarke, III, the com-
mander of Submarine Squadron 6, also told 
the Court the Scorpion was sound and ‘‘com-
bat ready.’’ In his testimony he said, ‘‘I 
know of nothing about her material condi-
tion upon her departure for the Mediterra-
nean that in any way represented an unsafe 
condition.’’ When asked about the Scorpion’s 
lack of an operable emergency blow system, 
Clarke replied that this was not a concern 
because her other blow systems were more 
than adequate to meet the depth restrictions 
she was operating under. 

Admiral Austin also summoned the two 
surviving crew members the Scorpion had 
offloaded for medical and family reasons on 
the night of May 16, 1968. When asked about 
any material problems, crewman Joseph W. 
Underwood told the Court that he knew of no 
deficiencies other than ‘‘a couple of hydrau-
lic problems.’’ Similarly, crewman Bill G. 
Elrod testified the submarine was operating 
smoothly with high morale. When asked to 
speculate on what did happen, Elrod could 
not. After hearing all this testimony, the 
Court determined that the Scorpion’s loss had 
nothing to do with her lack of a full 
SUBSAFE package and that both here abil-
ity to overcome flooding and her material 
condition were ‘‘excellent.’’ Although at 
least one of the dead crewmen’s families sent 
their son’s letters spelling out the Scorpion’s 
poor state of repair to the Navy, there is no 
evidence the Court ever received or consid-
ered them. 

Whatever the truth, the Scorpion’s loss 
triggered neither the klieg lights of the na-
tional media nor the congressional inves-
tigations that followed the Thresher’s de-
mise. Lost somewhere in the murky twilight 
among the North Koreans’ seizure of the 
U.S.S. Pueblo and the Tet offensive that Jan-
uary and the assassinations of Martin Luther 
King that April and Robert Kennedy that 
June, the Scorpion’s death failed to arouse 
much interest in a nation whose streets were 
on fire and whose very fiber was being ripped 
apart by an increasingly unpopular and 
bloody war in Vietnam. With phrases like 
‘‘body count’’ and acronyms like ‘‘MIA’’ and 
‘‘KIA’’ becoming part of the national 
vernacular, the loss of one nuclear sub-
marine and her crew of 99 men hardly made 
a ripple. 

The Navy added to the country’s amnesia 
by conducting its inquiries under a cloak of 
extraordinary secrecy. Even now, much 
about the Scorpion’s fate remains highly clas-
sified and beyond the public’s reach, and the 
crew’s 64 windows and over 100 children know 
little more today about what happened to 
their husbands and fathers than they did 30 
years ago. This gap between what is known 
and what is not has spawned many con-
spiracy theories. The most popular is that 
the Soviets finished the Scorpion in an under-
water dogfight. 

This theory had some credibility after the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation arrested 
master spy John Walker on May 20, 1985. 
Walker, a U.S. Navy warrant officer and the 
leader of a Soviet-sponsored spy right for al-
most 20 years, did enormous damage to 
America’s security by giving his KGB mas-
ters many of the Navy’s most closely guard-
ed secrets. On May 20, 1968, he was working 
as a watch officer in the Navy’s closely 
guarded submarine message center in Nor-
folk. Although there is evidence to believe 
that Walker gave the Soviets intelligence 
about the Atlantic Submarine Force, par-
ticularly about its coded communications, 
there is nothing to suggest that he played 
any direct in the Scorpion’s demise. 

He appears to have played a much more 
important role when he passed on to his Rus-
sian handlers much of the top secret traffic 
that came through the message center im-
mediately after the submarine was reported 
lost. This highly classified information in-
cluded how the Navy conducted its search, 
what the U.S. intelligence community knew 
about the Soviet vessels operating off the 
Canary Islands, what part SOSUS had played 
in detecting the disaster and what the serv-
ice’s main theories were for the Scorpion’s 
loss. While it is tempting to blame the Sovi-
ets and Walker for this disaster, the probable 
truth is far different but no less disturbing. 

Although the theory of a weapons accident 
on board the Scorpion has officially never 
been discounted, the physical evidence does 
not seem to support it. None of the thou-
sands of photographs taken of the wreckage 
show any torpedo damage nor does the Scor-
pion’s approximately 3,000 feet by 1,800 feet 
debris field contain any items from her tor-
pedo room as would be expected if that area 
had suffered a major explosion. All the debris 
is from her operations center, the locus of 
her galley and above her huge battery. 

The more likely cause of the Scorpion’s 
death lies in the Navy’s failure to absorb the 
lessons learned from the Thresher. Hyman 
Rickover, the father of the Navy’s nuclear 
program, warned after that disaster that an-
other would occur if the service did not cor-
rect the inadequate design, poor fabrication 
methods and inadequate inspections that 
caused it. Through SUBSAFE, the Navy in-
stituted a program to correct these and 
maintain and build a nuclear submarine fleet 
that was both safe and effective. Unfortu-

nately, the strains of competing with the So-
viets in the Cold War while fighting an ac-
tual one in Vietnam derailed this concept 
and forced the service to look for ways to de-
crease the off-line time of the submarines it 
already had while freeing its already choked 
yards to build more. 

The Reduced Availability concept arose 
from these pressures and allowed the Navy 
to defer what the Thresher taught could not 
be delayed. Through an accident of timing, 
the Scorpion was the first nuclear submarine 
chosen for this program. She was selected be-
cause her next regulatory scheduled over-
haul was predicted to set a record in dura-
tion, and the Navy’s high command believed 
that the work she received during her 1963– 
1964 reconditioning in Charleston provided 
enough of a safety margin to see her through 
until her next overhauls. She also was cho-
sen because her 1967 overhaul came due dur-
ing a time when the service was feeling enor-
mous pressure to compete with the Soviets 
and reduce the amount of time its sub-
marines and yards were tied up with safety 
retrofits. 

Rushed to the Mediterranean after the 
cheapest overhaul in U.S. nuclear submarine 
history and lacking full SUBSAFE certifi-
cation, the Scorpion’s mechanical condition 
and safety capabilities were far from what 
the Navy advertised. A trash disposal unit 
flood could have set into train a deadly chain 
of events that triggered a succession of ma-
terial and systemic failures in an already 
weakened submarine that left her unable to 
recover. Although the Court doubted that a 
hydrogen gas explosion from the Scorpion’s 
battery could have generated enough force to 
rupture her hull, it did not consider its ex-
ploding after being swamped with cold sea 
water from uncontrollable flooding and fill-
ing her with deadly chlorine gas. 

Even under the best of circumstances, the 
submarine force was a dangerous place to 
serve in the 1960s. Its sailors and officers 
often were engaged in extremely hazardous 
missions in warships that were like no oth-
ers that had come before them. With far 
greater speeds, diving capabilities and com-
plex operating systems, nuclear submarines 
required far greater care in their construc-
tion and maintenance than their diesel pred-
ecessors. This was the key lesson from the 
Thresher and if may well have taken the loss 
of the Scorpion finally to hammer home this 
point to the Navy’s high command. 

After this tragedy, the Navy quietly 
dropped the Reduced Availability concept. In 
a May 21, 1995, article published by the Hous-
ton Chronicle, the Naval Sea Systems Com-
mand stated that it had no record of any 
such maintenance program. The reason for 
this may lie in a March 25, 1966, confidential 
memorandum from the Submarine Force: 
[The] ‘‘success of this ‘major-minor’ over-
haul concept depends essentially on the re-
sults of our first case at hand: Scorpion.’’ Al-
though the cause of her death is still offi-
cially listed as unknown, the United States 
has never lost another nuclear submarine. 

A NOTE ON SOURCES 
In the 30 years since the Scorpion’s loss, not 

one book has been written on her. The only 
newspaper articles written about her are 
eight by Ed Offley for the Virginian-Pilot & 
Ledger-Star and the Seattle Post-Intel-
ligencer and four written by Stephen John-
son for the Houston Chronicle. The most im-
portant primary sources are the U.S. Navy 
Court of Inquiry Record of Proceedings and 
the Supplementary Record of Proceedings. In 
addition, the Naval Historical Center has 
over 11 boxes of Scorpion material currently 
available to researchers and expects to have 
more as already declassified material is cat-
aloged. These boxes include the sanitized 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00157 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3542 March 25, 1999 
testimony of many of the witnesses who ap-
peared before the two courts of inquiry. Al-
though the Chief of Naval Operations cur-
rently is considering releasing more of the 
Navy’s Scorpion material, much still remains 
beyond the reach of researchers and the 
Freedom of Information Act. On December 
19, 1997, the Navy denied my attempt to get 
copies of the first Court of Inquiry’s Annex. 
Those documents still retain their top secret 
rating and are withheld because ‘‘of informa-
tion that is classified in the interest of na-
tional defense and foreign policy.’’ 

The most useful books for this article have 
been the following: 

On submarines, Modern Submarine War-
fare by David Miller and John Jordan, New 
York: Military Press (1987); Jane’s Pocket 
Book of Submarine Development, ed. By 
John Moore, New York: MacMillan (1976); 
The American Submarine by Norman 
Polmar, Annapolis: The Nautical & Aviation 
Publishing Co., (1981); and Nuclear Navy 
1946–1962 by Richard Hewlett and Francis 
Duncan, Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press (1974). 

On intelligence matters, Jeffrey Richelson, 
The U.S. Intelligence Community, Cam-
bridge: Ballenger Publishing Company (1989) 
and Pete Early, Family of Spies, New York: 
Bantam Books (1988). 

Stephen Johnson, a reporter for the Hous-
ton Chronicle, was the first to concentrate 
on the Scorpion’s maintenance and overhaul 
history and was very generous with both his 
time and research. Vice Admiral Robert F. 
Fountain (Ret), a former executive officer on 
the Scorpion, very kindly consented to an 
interview as did Rear Admiral Hank McKin-
ney (Ret), the former commander of the U.S. 
Navy’s Pacific Submarine Force. 

In May 1998, the Chief of Naval Operations 
declassified a 1970 study undertaken by a 
specially appointed Structural Analysis 
Group that pointed to a battery casualty as 
the most likely cause for the Scorpion’s loss.∑ 

f 

SENATOR KENNEDY AND THE 
AMERICAN IRELAND FUND AWARD 

∑ Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, on March 
16, the American Ireland Fund hosted a 
dinner to honor Senator EDWARD KEN-
NEDY and his longstanding efforts to 
promote peaceful and constructive 
change throughout Ireland. The indi-
viduals that gathered together that 
night—Taoiseach Bertie Ahearn, Nobel 
Prize Winners John Hume and David 
Trimble, Sinn Fein Leader Gerry 
Adams, Secretary of State for North-
ern Ireland Mo Mowlan, among many 
others—are the best indication of the 
significant progress that has been 
made to replace violence and mistrust 
with cooperation and dialogue. It is 
also an indication of the Irish commu-
nity’s high esteem for Senator KEN-
NEDY and his key role in bringing the 
parties to the negotiating table. While 
differences still impede full implemen-
tation of the Good Friday Agreement, 
pride in Ireland’s past and present, and 
a strong commitment to a peaceful and 
prosperous future was the common 
bond that united all of those in attend-
ance on the eve of Saint Patrick’s Day. 

Mr. President, Senator CHRISTOPHER 
DODD was among those who introduced 
Senator KENNEDY that night, and I ask 
that Senator DODD’s insightful re-
marks from the evening be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
Members of the clergy, leaders of Ireland— 

both north and south—with a particularly 
warm welcome to the Taoiseach, Bertie 
Ahern, my colleagues from Congress, mem-
bers of the diplomatic corps, members of the 
Kennedy family—Eunice Kennedy Shriver, 
Ethel Kennedy, my colleague in the House of 
Representatives, Patrick Kennedy, and a 
special welcome to the former American Am-
bassador, Jean Kennedy Smith, and a warm 
welcome to the light of our honoree’s eyes, 
Vicki Kennedy; distinguished guests and 
friends, and, while he is not with us this 
evening, a particularly warm greeting to the 
President of the United States, William Jef-
ferson Clinton; and, last but not least, our 
honoree, the recipient of the National Lead-
ership Award, my colleague and best friend 
in the Senate, Ted Kennedy. 

At the outset, I want to commend the 
American Ireland Fund for the marvelous 
work it has done on behalf of the people of 
Ireland; 

Secondly, I want to pay a special tribute to 
the two most recent recipients of the Nobel 
Peace Prize who are with us this evening and 
ask you to join me in expressing our admira-
tion for the work that these two men have 
done for peace in Northern Ireland and will 
continue to do—John Hume and David 
Trimble. 

As we gather here tonight on the Eve of 
Saint Patrick’s Day to honor Ted Kennedy 
with the International Leadership Award, I 
want to begin by recalling the ancient Ken-
nedy/Fitzgerald Gaelic Prayer: 

For you who are with us, may God turn your 
fortunes bright; 

For you who are against us, may God turn 
your hearts toward us; 

And if God cannot turn your hearts, may He 
at least turn your ankles, 

So we may know you by your limp! 
I have the unique pleasure of presenting to 

you tonight a man with whom I have served 
in the United States Senate for nearly twen-
ty years. 

Most of you know the classic story of suc-
cess in American politics: 

Born of a poor and obscure family; de-
prived of all but the barest necessities; 
forced to quit school to support the family 
and finally overcoming all odds working his 
way through College by waiting tables in the 
cafeteria. 

You know that story. So does Ted Ken-
nedy. But he never let it get in the way. He 
knew there was another way to do things. 
And somehow even through he did none of 
those things, he got elected to the Senate in 
1962 when the previous Senator changed his 
address. And for these past 37 years what a 
record he has compiled. 

He was a friend of Ireland when friends of 
Ireland were few. In fact, he—and his fam-
ily—have presided so long and so firmly at 
the confluence of Ireland and America that a 
writer in the Irish Times recently observed 
that it was sometimes difficult to tell wheth-
er Senator Kennedy’s distinguished sister 
was the United States’ Ambassador to Ire-
land or Ireland’s Ambassador to the United 
States. 

There is a reason for this, and it’s quite 
simple. Throughout the adult lives of most 
people in this room, Ted Kennedy has 
worked unremittingly, day in and day out, 
to better the lot of the least fortunate of our 
fellow men and women. Ted Kennedy’s ef-
forts regularly reach across the borders of 
nation, race and religion. 

It was only natural, then, that the conflict 
and injustice in Northern Ireland would 
make a claim on Senator Kennedy’s con-
science. His unceasing interest in achieving 
peace in Northern Ireland was, and is, the 

one constant over the many ups and downs 
on the still fragile road to resolving that 
conflict. 

Ted Kennedy’s efforts to find the path to 
peace have not been limited by the category 
of nationality. He labors not only as a distin-
guished representative of the United States, 
and a loyal son of Ireland, but as an ambas-
sador from what the Irish poet Seamus 
Heaney refers to as ‘‘the Republic of Con-
science.’’ 

‘‘The Republic of Conscience’’, according 
to Heaney’s poem of that name, is a quiet 
place, and one where you might meet some 
of your ancestors. According to Heaney’s 
narrator: 

When I landed in the Republic of Conscience; 
It was so noiseless when the engines stopped; 
I could hear a curlew high above the runway. 
At Immigration, the clerk was an old man; 
Who produced a wallet from his homespun 

coat; 
And showed me a photograph of my grand-

father. 
When Heaney’s narrator was leaving the 

republic, that old man told him what all of 
us here tonight would tell Senator Kennedy, 
namely that he is a ‘‘dual citizen’’ and, 
therefore, on permanent assignment. 
Heaney’s narrator put it this way: The Re-
public of Conscience 

. . . Desired me when I got home; 
To consider myself a representative; 
And to speak on their behalf in my own 

tongue. 
Their embassies, he said, were everywhere; 
But operated independently; 
And no Ambassador would ever be relieved. 

Teddy, you will never be relieved of your 
portfolio to speak on behalf of the ‘‘Republic 
of Conscience’’ for the rights of those least 
able to speak for themselves, and to continue 
your splendid work in furthering peace and 
reconciliation in Ireland and in the United 
States. 

Reflecting on the way you have led so 
many of your colleagues over so many 
years—many of whom are here tonight— 
down the tortured path that must inevitably 
lead to peace, I am reminded of the figure of 
the great Irish poet, William Butler Yeats, 
standing amidst the portraits of his contem-
poraries in the Dublin Municipal Gallery of 
Art, and urging history to judge him not on 
this or that isolated deed but to: 

Think where man’s glory most begins and 
ends; 

And say my glory was I had such friends. 
I know that all of us here tonight are 

proud to say that it is our glory to have you, 
Teddy, as our friend, and unstinting friend of 
the United States, an unwavering friend of 
Ireland, and an Ambassador from the ‘‘Re-
public of Conscience’’ who will never be re-
lieved.∑ 

f 

SUPPORT FOR U.S. TROOPS IN 
KOSOVO 

∑ Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, yester-
day, American men and women joined 
their military counterparts from 18 
NATO countries in attacking the forces 
of Slobodan Milosevic in Yugoslavia. I 
had hoped that recent diplomatic ef-
forts by the United States and others 
would have led instead to a peace 
agreement in the Balkans. However, 
Slobodan Milosevic’s continued aggres-
sion toward Kosovar Albanians and his 
unwillingness to seek a lasting peace 
could no longer go unchecked. 

My wife and I know first hand what 
thousands of American families are 
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feeling today, seeing their husbands, 
wives, sons, or daughters in the mili-
tary travel overseas to face combat. 
My son, Brooks, recently returned 
from a tour of duty with the U.S. Army 
in Bosnia where he was part of the 
multi-national effort to maintain 
peace in that war-torn country. The de-
cision to commit U.S. troops overseas 
is never easy, nor should it be done 
without a clear understanding of our 
country’s interests and goals. In the 
case of Kosovo, our country’s interests 
are clear and warrant the current mili-
tary action. A lasting peace is directly 
linked with stability in Europe, and it 
is our duty to participate in a multi- 
national effort to prevent the ethnic 
cleansing currently occurring in 
Kosovo. 

This century’s major wars started in 
the Balkans. Hundreds of thousands of 
Americans and millions of others 
around the world died as a result of 
conflict in this region. Slobodan 
Milosevic directly threatens the cur-
rent political and economic stability of 
Europe, and today’s military action 
against Milosevic is necessary to pre-
vent an inevitable escalation of vio-
lence. The fighting in Kosovo could 
easily spread to neighboring Monte-
negro, Macedonia, and Albania, and has 
already destabilized the region. A sea 
of ethnic Albanian refugees have at-
tempted to flee Kosovo, only to be de-
nied entry in some countries while fur-
ther straining age-old tensions in oth-
ers. There is an undeniable possibility 
for widespread conflict among Kosovo’s 
neighbors, Bulgaria, Turkey, and 
Greece, and it is in our national stra-
tegic interest to prevent a fourth Bal-
kan war. 

The United States and NATO have an 
opportunity to stop the cold blooded 
murders of thousands of ethnic Alba-
nians in Kosovo. Since Slobodan 
Milosevic began his reign of terror 
against Albanians in Kosovo, over 
250,000 people—10 percent of the popu-
lation—have been forced from their 
homes. Another 170,000 have fled the 
Yugoslav province in the past year. 
Milosevic’s police forces and military 
have burned homes, preventing the re-
turn of entire villages. The reports of 
atrocities by Milosevic against the eth-
nic Albanians are sickening and invoke 
images of Bosnia and Nazi Germany. 
Since the first massacre of ethnic Alba-
nians at Drenica, last year, thousands 
more ethnic Albanians have been killed 
by Serb paramilitary units and the 
Yugoslav Army, including the January 
16 discovery of 45 slaughtered ethnic 
Albanians in the Kosovo village of 
Racak. 

While I support air strikes now to 
prevent further bloodshed, I will con-
tinue to promote diplomatic efforts to 
ultimately resolve this crisis in 
Kosovo. This multi-national military 
action will illustrate to Slobodan 
Milosevic the resolve of all democratic 
nations in the world to reject oppres-
sion, and it is my hope that Slobodan 
Milosevic will bring the people of 

Yugoslavia back from the brink of one 
man’s madness. 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
our men and women overseas and their 
families here at home. I fully support 
their efforts to bring peace and sta-
bility to the region and wish them all 
a quick and safe return home.∑ 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE KNIGHTS OF 
COLUMBUS COUNCIL 414 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to recognize the Knights of Co-
lumbus Council 414, of Bay City, Michi-
gan. Council 414 is celebrating its 100th 
anniversary on April 16, 1999. 

The history of the Knights of Colum-
bus stretches back 117 years, when Fa-
ther Michael J. McGivney founded the 
fraternal order in 1882. Since the or-
der’s founding, Knights of Columbus 
have promoted the Catholic faith and 
have practiced the principles of char-
ity, unity and fraternity. When Father 
McGivney passed away in 1890, there 
were 5,000 Knights of Columbus located 
in 57 councils in Connecticut and 
Rhode Island. Just 15 years after his 
death, the Knights of Columbus was es-
tablished in every state of the union, 
as well as in Canada, Mexico and the 
Philippines. 

Bay City Council 414, known then as 
Valley Council 414, was established in 
1899, 17 years after the founding of the 
order by Father McGivney. It is the 
third oldest Knights of Columbus coun-
cil in the State of Michigan. The driv-
ing force behind the founding of Coun-
cil 414 was Edward J. Schreiber. He and 
48 other men were responsible for es-
tablishing Council 414’s charter, which 
was issued on April 16, 1899. 

Since its chartering, Council 414 has 
helped to establish other Knights of 
Columbus councils in the area, and has 
participated in the many community 
service activities for which the Knights 
of Columbus are renowned. Perhaps 
most notably, Council 414’s members 
raise money each year in ‘‘Tootsie Roll 
Drives’’ to support organizations like 
Special Olympics, the Bay Arenac 
School District and special education 
programs. 

Mr. President, the members of the 
Knights of Columbus Council 414 of Bay 
City, Michigan, are truly deserving of 
recognition for their century-long dedi-
cation to promoting the teachings of 
the Catholic Church, and for living 
those teachings by serving those in 
need in their community. I hope my 
colleagues will join me in offering con-
gratulations to Council 414’s members 
on its 100th anniversary, and in wishing 
them continued success in their next 
100 years.∑ 

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE MIDDLEBURY 
COLLEGE MEN’S AND WOMEN’S 
ICE HOCKEY TEAMS FOR THEIR 
OUTSTANDING SEASONS 

∑ Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, 
today I rise to honor the men’s and 
women’s ice hockey teams of 

Middlebury College. This small school 
nestled in the heart of the Green Moun-
tains boasts not only extremely tal-
ented and motivated students, but 
some of the finest winter athletes in 
the country. On behalf of the 
Vermonters who are proud to call 
Middlebury College their own, I wish to 
congratulate both the men’s and wom-
en’s ice hockey teams for a most out-
standing season. 

This year, the top-ranked Middlebury 
College women’s ice hockey team fin-
ished the season with a record of 23–2– 
1, won their fourth straight Eastern 
College Athletic Conference Champion-
ship and set the school record for most 
wins in one season. 

The men’s ice hockey team, with a 
record of 21–5–1, won their fifth 
straight NCAA Division III National 
Championship, an accomplishment 
never before achieved in college hockey 
at any level. 

Mr. President, again I wish to honor 
these outstanding student athletes who 
have devoted themselves to excellence 
in play, sportsmanship, and academics. 
I also commend those who have sup-
ported them on and off the ice: men’s 
coach Bill Beaney, women’s coach Bill 
Mandigo, and their many friends and 
family.∑ 

f 

NEW YORK YANKEE MANAGER JOE 
TORRE’S BATTLE WITH PROS-
TATE CANCER 

∑ Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, last 
year the New York Yankees set a new 
baseball record—125 wins in a single 
season, the most ever in major league 
history. Today, I want to speak about 
another—sadder and more tragic—leg-
acy that has befallen current and 
former members of this great baseball 
team. That legacy is cancer. 

We remember that the house that 
Ruth built lost its founder, the great 
Bambino, ‘‘the sultan of swat,’’ to can-
cer. During last year’s season, Darryl 
Strawberry was stricken with colon 
cancer. Former General Manager Bob 
Watson is battling prostate cancer. 
Earlier this month, Joe DiMaggio lost 
his life to lung cancer. And recently we 
learned that Yankee manager, Joe 
Torre, is another victim of prostate 
cancer. 

I join millions of New Yorkers—and 
millions of Americans—in wishing Joe 
Torre a continued recovery, who joins 
a team of almost 200,000 American men 
who will learn they have prostate can-
cer in 1999. It is the most commonly di-
agnosed non-skin cancer in this coun-
try. And, like other cancers, prostate 
cancer must be stopped. For, it will 
claim the lives of nearly 40,000 Ameri-
cans this year. My own state, New 
York, has the third highest rate of di-
agnoses and deaths due to prostate 
cancer. 

Unfortunately, this country invests 
only about one of every twenty cancer 
research dollars trying to stem the epi-
demic of prostate cancer, which ac-
counts for about one in every six can-
cer cases. It is a disproportion that 
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must be corrected, Mr. President. On 
behalf of Joe Torre, Bob Watson, Sen-
ator Bob Dole, General Norman 
Schwarzkopf, Andy Grove, Harry 
Belafonte—and millions of other men 
and their families whose lives have 
been affected by prostate cancer—now 
is the time to renew those efforts. 

I am pleased that Congress estab-
lished a prostate cancer research pro-
gram in the Department of Defense in 
1996. I supported the establishment of 
that program, just as I supported last 
year’s increase in funding of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health, with strong 
language to assure that $175 million be-
come dedicated to prostate cancer re-
search in 1999. 

We must continue to develop these 
critical research initiatives. I con-
gratulate Senators STEVENS, INOUYE 
and many others in the Senate for 
their championship of the important 
program at the Department of Defense, 
and I hope to work with you to help 
fully fund this program over the next 
three years. We must work collabo-
ratively with NIH to accelerate their 
sponsorship of clinical prostate cancer 
research, and I look forward to reports, 
due next month, by the NCI and NIH 
directors about their five-year invest-
ment strategy for prostate cancer re-
search. Even though this year promises 
some daunting budget challenges, we 
must not let our commitment to end 
the war on cancer waver. 

One in six American men will develop 
prostate cancer in his lifetime. As 
frightening as that statistic may be for 
the general population, it is even more 
pointed in the African-American com-
munity. African-Americans have the 
highest rates of prostate cancer inci-
dence and mortality in the world, with 
occurrences 35% higher than among 
Caucasians and death rates twice high-
er than white males. 

The battle that Joe Torre faced gives 
testimony to the fact that prostate 
cancer does not affect men only in 
their retirement years. About 25% of 
cases occur in men younger than 65 
years old, and, with the aging of our 
baby boom generation, we can fully ex-
pect both incidence and mortality to 
increase if the disease is unchecked. 

Mr. President, I call on our member-
ship to join with national organiza-
tions, like the National Prostate Can-
cer Coalition, CaP CURE, the Amer-
ican Cancer Society and 100 Black Men, 
and take action to end the toll prostate 
cancer takes on American men and 
their families.∑ 

f 

STRENGTHENING OUR 
FRONTLINES 

∑ Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, ear-
lier this week, Senator GRAHAM of 
Forida and I introduced a bill to revi-
talize and modernize our efforts to de-
fend U.S. borders from drug traffickers. 
This bill, the ‘‘Comprehensive Border 
Protection Act’’, S. 689, is part of a bi- 
partisan effort by Congress to provide 
the resources for this critical effort. Its 

goal is to stop dangerous drugs and 
other contraband from reaching our 
streets. Last year, we took an impor-
tant step in this direction with in-
creased funding for our counter-drug 
efforts in the Western Hemisphere 
Drug Elimination Act. As needed as 
that funding was, we left something 
undone. 

One of the critical frontline agencies 
in our counter-drug efforts in the U.S. 
Customs Service. Despite the fact that 
trade has increased exponentially in 
the last several years, we have not pro-
vided the resources to expand the abil-
ity of Customs to manage this in-
creased volume. Every year, more than 
the total population of the United 
States crosses our borders. In practice, 
that means more than 400 million peo-
ple annually coming into our airports, 
across our land borders, and into our 
seaports. Nearly 15 million containers 
enter our ports. Some 125 million pri-
vately owned vehicles come into the 
country. That is every year. To deal 
with this volume, Customs has fewer 
than 20,000 employees and equipment 
that is outdated. 

Most of this traffic is legal. But 
criminal gangs, terrorists, and drug 
traffickers willfully and cynically seek 
to hide their illegal acts in this flow. 
They use every means that vast re-
sources and ruthless intent puts into 
their hands to commit their crimes. 
And they have increasingly sophisti-
cated means to conceal their illegal ac-
tivities. Short of sealing our borders to 
all trade and financial transactions, we 
must depend upon agencies like Cus-
toms to secure our borders We must, 
however, do this while facilitating the 
flow of people and legitimate trade. It 
is a daunting task. 

Recognizing that our borders were 
under intense pressure from illegal 
alien smuggling, the Congress in-
creased the resources to the Immigra-
tion Service. We almost doubled that 
agency’s capacity. The challenge fac-
ing Customs is far greater. Yet, we 
have not provided the resources, the 
technological improvements, or the 
support that is needed to get the job 
done. 

We have not given our men and 
women who do this job the support 
that the task requires. And it is a de-
manding and dangerous job. It’s not 
glamorous to spend hours a day at a 
major U.S. port of entry watching tens 
of thousands of vehicles and people 
cross the border. It’s a lonely and risky 
livelihood to patrol long stretches of 
our border. The long hours spent in un-
dercover investigations and in ana-
lyzing reams of information go largely 
unnoticed. But being out of sight 
should not put their efforts or why 
they are undertaken out of mind. 

That is what the legislation that we 
are offering today aims to do—to re-
mind us of what we must be doing and 
to give the tools and support needed to 
do the job to those we ask to do it. I 
have for the passed several years urged 
the Administration to provide Congress 

with a comprehensive plan. We know 
that drug thugs have no respect for na-
tional sovereignty, for the rule of law, 
or for international borders. These 
criminal gangs are ruthless and 
shrewd. And they are flexible. We have 
to be flexible also. 

I have repeatedly noted that we need 
to develop a capacity to guard our bor-
ders with flexibility and forethought. 
Too often we simply react. We respond 
to a threat in one area only to find the 
traffickers have switched tactics. We 
need a comprehensive approach and a 
sustainable plan. Such a plan, however, 
has not been forthcoming. For too 
long, we have been merely reactive to 
the initiative of traffickers, moving re-
sources around to meet their latest 
tactic. We need to be anticipating their 
efforts and we need to be comprehen-
sive. That is why this legislation ad-
dresses both our northern and southern 
borders, our ports and airports and our 
coastlines. We need the intelligence 
and investigative resources to focus 
our efforts. And we need that consist-
ency of purpose and sustained effort 
that characterizes resolve. We cannot 
affort to be less committed in our pur-
pose than drug traffickers are in theirs. 
We must not be any less comprehen-
sive. 

While this bill is not the whole solu-
tion to our quest for a coherent and 
comprehensive approach, it is an im-
portant step. I urge my colleagues in 
the Senate and the House to join us in 
making this effort a reality.∑ 

f 

PENSION COVERAGE AND 
PORTABILITY ACT 

∑ Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, most 
people my age have known the heart-
ache of having to watch their parents 
grow old. It is a sad day in a person’s 
life when they see their father get his 
first gray hair. Or the day you notice 
lines in your mother’s face where pre-
viously, there were none. 

This aging process is made worse by 
the scary and very real possibility that 
too many people who will become sen-
ior citizens in the next several years 
are not at all prepared for the transi-
tion from work to retirement. 

To be honest, it isn’t our parents who 
we need to worry about so much. They 
survived the Depression. They know 
what it takes to get by during the lean 
years—it takes planning and saving. 
Putting money aside, when it might be 
easier to spend it in the moment. 

Those are the values that our parents 
live by. They are the values we would 
do well to heed. And even better to 
teach those who will follow us. 

We as a nation have lost our impera-
tive to save. Personal savings rates 
have dropped to one-half of one percent 
of our Gross Domestic Product, the 
lowest since 1933. 

Fifty-one million Americans in our 
nation’s workforce have no pension 
coverage. But statistics like those 
don’t tell the whole story. They don’t 
do justice to the hardscrabble struggles 
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that real people go through every day. 
Struggles that involve agonizing ques-
tions like: ‘‘Should I eat today or take 
my medication?’’ or ‘‘Will I be able to 
heat my house this winter?’’ 

Make no mistake, our nation’s lack 
of saving for retirement is a tragedy in 
the making. 

That is why I am so proud to join my 
colleagues in introducing this legisla-
tion. 

A bill that will make it easier for 
Americans to put money aside, and a 
bill that will help move pension issues 
to the forefront of Americans’ minds. A 
bill that will: 

Expand coverage for small businesses 
because they have a harder time afford-
ing health care and retirement plans; 

Enhance pension fairness for women 
because they fall into categories that 
have a harder time saving; 

Increase the portability of pension 
plans so that when you change jobs you 
don’t have to worry about where your 
savings will go; 

Strengthen pension security and en-
forcement so you can rest easy at 
night, knowing your money is safe; 

Reduce red tape so it’s easier for em-
ployers to give their workers retire-
ment options; 

And encourage retirement education 
so that husbands and wives, parents 
and children, talk to each other— 
make plans for their future. And know 
what to expect tomorrow and down the 
road. 

One aspect of the bill I am particu-
larly proud of are the small business 
provisions. Thirty-eight million of the 
people in this country who do not have 
a pension plan work at small busi-
nesses. Eighty percent of all small 
business employees have no pension 
coverage. 

In my state of Montana, more than 95 
percent of our businesses are small 
businesses. And almost 9 out of 10 offer 
no pension plans. We cannot let these 
hard-working Americans down. 

Currently, most small businesses 
can’t afford pension plans. They would 
like to, but they just can’t make ends 
meet. 

Our bill makes it a smart business 
decision for small business owners to 
offer retirement plans. 

I have made it my priority to work 
with members of the small business 
community, both back in Montana and 
nationally, to identify legislative solu-
tions that will most readily enable 
small businesses to offer pension plans 
to their employees. While this bill does 
not include every recommendation we 
received, it does represent a collection 
of high-priority proposals which we be-
lieve could be supported by a bi-par-
tisan majority of Congress. 

The major provisions in this bill 
which would help small businesses 
start and maintain pension plans in-
clude the following: 

To help make pension plans more af-
fordable we have included two new tax 
credits: one to help defray start-up 
costs and the other to defray the cost 

of employer contributions to pension 
plans; 

In addition, we provide for the elimi-
nation of some fees. 

To address the problems the small 
business community has identified as a 
major impediment to establishing pen-
sion plans, we make significant 
changes in the top-heavy rules that 
limit employer contributions to plans. 

To address concerns of our smallest 
businesses, who want to provide pen-
sions but can only afford ‘start-up’ 
plans at first, we provide increases in 
income limits that apply to SIMPLE 
pension plans, along with a new, sal-
ary-reduction SIMPLE plan; 

And for those employers that want to 
provide the security of a defined ben-
efit plan for their employees but can-
not because of the increased regulatory 
burden, we create a simplified defined 
benefit plan for small business. 

These provisions are designed to ad-
dress the problems of cost and com-
plexity that are a barrier to so many 
small businesses. They will help small 
employers establish a pattern of saving 
for themselves and their employees. 

Mr. President, I hope the Pension 
Coverage and Portability Act will 
spearhead a national debate on how to 
improve employer-provided pensions in 
this country. 

This debate is essential if we are to 
achieve our goal of making America in 
the next century, not only strong as a 
nation, but strong as a community of 
individuals confident in the security of 
their financial futures. 

This is a good, bi-partisan bill. It 
takes the positive steps we as a nation 
need to put our future in safe hands. 

I am eager for the coming debate on 
this bill. 

I hope it sparks a debate in the coffee 
shops and kitchen tables all across the 
country. Working together, and with 
this bill, we can turn a nation of spend-
ers, into a nation of savers.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL SCHOOL VIOLENCE 
VICTIMS MEMORIAL DAY 

∑ Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. President, 
school violence is a horrible, senseless 
tragedy that must not continue. Last 
year’s horrific shootings in Jonesboro, 
AR; Pakucah, KY; Pearl, MS; Rich-
mond, VA; and Edinboro, PA, were 
meaningless acts of violence and 
should never have occurred. That’s why 
I wholeheartedly support and have co-
sponsored National School Violence 
Victims Memorial Day. This important 
resolution recognizes victims of school 
violence and encourages school admin-
istrators to conduct programs on 
March 24 designed to help prevent fur-
ther occurrences of school violence. 

Mr. President, the statistics on 
school violence are truly frightening. 
According to the National School Safe-
ty Center, there have been 225 school- 
associated violent deaths between July 
1992 and June 1998. What is going on in 
our classrooms that our Nation’s youth 
feel like the only way to resolve prob-

lems is through a gun? This resolution 
recognizes victims of school violence 
and says to our children, that there is 
a better way to resolve problems. By 
focusing community efforts on teach-
ing students peaceful alternatives to 
conflict, we can equip our children to 
stop violent tendencies before they get 
out of control. This resolution is a step 
in the right direction and I urge my 
colleagues to put partisan politics 
aside and join me in encouraging local 
school districts and administrators to 
use their resources on violence preven-
tion programs. All of us—teachers, ad-
ministrators, parents—must work to-
gether to show our children peaceful 
alternatives before violence erupts in 
our schools again.∑ 

f 

ADMINISTRATION LETTER 
REGARDING STEEL IMPORTS 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, at 
the request of the Administration, I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
received today from Secretary of Com-
merce William M. Daley and U.S. 
Trade Representative Charlene 
Barshefsky be printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 

Washington, DC, March 25, 1999. 
Hon. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, 
Ranking Member, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MOYNIHAN: Following up on 
our testimony at Tuesday’s Senate Finance 
hearing on steel issues, we wanted to apprise 
you of the most recent developments in our 
steel policy and the effect on the steel indus-
try. The President and the Vice President 
are deeply concerned about the impact on 
our steelworkers, communities, and compa-
nies of the recent surge in steel imports, and 
they are fully and actively committed to ef-
fectively addressing it. They are determined 
to maintain the United States’ strong manu-
facturing base and the good jobs it provides 
by ensuring that our trading partners play 
by the rules governing international trade. 

This Administration has implemented a 
comprehensive strategy that combines full 
and timely enforcement of our trade laws, 
expedited administrative action, and intensi-
fied engagement with major foreign steel 
producing nations to address unfair trade 
practices injuring our steel industry and its 
workers. 

The import numbers for the past three 
months demonstrate clearly that our strat-
egy is producing results. The preliminary 
data for February, released earlier today by 
the Commerce Department, show that total 
steel imports in February were 45 percent 
below November 1998 levels—and reached the 
second lowest monthly level since April 1996. 
Imports of hot-rolled steel have dropped 81 
percent since November. We will work to 
sustain the positive trends of the past three 
months are sustained. 

Our strategy has focused on Japan, Russia, 
and Korea, which together accounted for 80 
percent of the surge in steel imports last 
year. Through strong public and private 
statements by the President and other senior 
Administration officials, we have put Japan 
on notice that we expect its imports to reach 
pre-crisis levels, or we stand ready to take 
appropriate action under our trade laws, in-
cluding self-initiation of trade cases. We 
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have, in addition, negotiated agreements 
with Russia that will reduce our overall steel 
imports from Russia by almost 70 percent, 
and hot-rolled steel imports from Russia by 
almost 90 percent this year. We have sought 
firm commitments from Korea to ensure 
that its steel industry is fully privatized and 
placed on a market footing, including 
through the elimination of improper sub-
sidies. 

The declines in imports from these coun-
tries since November have been dramatic. 
Hot-rolled exports from Russia fell from over 
600,000 metric tons in November to roughly 
ten tons in February—a nearly 100 percent 
decline. Imports of hot-rolled steel from 
Japan fell in that period from over 400,000 
tons to less than 5000 tons—a nearly 99 per-
cent drop. Hot-rolled imports from Korea 
dropped 35 percent since November, while 
total steel imports from Korea are down 17 
percent. And total steel imports from Brazil, 
which, along with those from Russia and 
Japan, are subject to an ongoing anti-
dumping investigation, have dropped 64 per-
cent since November. 

The Department of Commerce has taken 
forceful steps to eliminate dumping, includ-
ing issuing critical circumstances deter-
minations only 45 days after initiating 
dumping investigations on hot-rolled steel, a 
policy that could result in retroactive appli-
cation of dumping duties back to last No-
vember. Last month, following an expedited 
investigation, Commerce announced—a full 
month ahead of the usual time schedule— 
preliminary determinations that exporters 
in Japan, Russia and Brazil have dumped 
hot-rolled steel into our market. The Com-
merce Department is currently enforcing 
more than 100 antidumping and counter-
vailing duty orders and suspension agree-
ments on steel products and is currently con-
ducting 45 new steel investigations. 

We will continue to closely monitor steel 
imports, and—in an unprecedented new pol-
icy—have made preliminary steel import 
statistics available to the public up to 25 
days earlier than under past practice. This 
will help the Administration, industry, and 
workers identify and respond to import 
trends more quickly. 

At the same time, last year’s import surge 
demonstrated that we need to look closely at 
our trade laws to ensure that they deliver 
strong, effective relief in an expeditious 
manner, while remaining consistent with our 
international trade obligations. We believe 
the legislation introduced in the House by 
Congressman Levin and Houghton con-
stitutes a constructive approach, and we 
stand ready to work with Members of Con-
gress to develop a bill we can recommend 
that the President sign. 

In contrast, we strongly oppose legislation 
mandating quotas because it would con-
stitute a violation of our international obli-
gations under the World Trade Organization 
(WTO) and would not be in our nation’s eco-
nomic interest. We are the world’s largest 
exporter, and our firms and workers benefit 
tremendously from the international trading 
rules we helped put into place. Quotas or 
other import restraints imposed outside of 
WTO-consistent processes contained our 
trade laws (such as through our ‘‘section 201’’ 
safeguards law or antidumping and counter-
vailing duty laws) violate our international 
trade obligations. Such quotas or import re-
straints would not be based on a determina-
tion of whether the imports are causing or 
threatening serious injury, or whether unfair 
trade or subsidization is involved, as re-
quired by the WTO and our laws. 

Our current trade laws allow U.S. industry 
and workers to seek such determinations, 
based upon which we can impose quotas or 
other trade remedies consistent with our 

international trade obligations. In addition, 
when the procedures provided by our trade 
laws are followed, we can take into account 
the full range of U.S. industry and worker 
concerns and fashion remedies that do not 
result in additional market distortions, im-
port shortages, excessive price hikes or re-
taliation that could harm U.S. export indus-
tries and customers. 

This Administration firmly believes that 
the best way to address unfair trade prac-
tices or import surges is through vigorous 
and timely enforcement and use of strong 
U.S. trade laws that are consistent with our 
international obligations, and we and our 
colleagues stand ready to work with you to 
ensure that objective is fully realized. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM M. DALEY, 

Secretary of Com-
merce. 

CHARLENE BARSHEFSKY, 
U.S. Trade Represent-

ative.∑ 

f 

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE 
YEAR 2000 TECHNOLOGY PROB-
LEM 

∑ Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, Sen-
ate Standing Rule XXVI requires each 
committee to adopt rules to govern the 
procedures of the Committee and to 
publish those rules in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD of the first year of each 
Congress. The rules adopted by the 
Special Committee on the Year 2000 
Technology Problem to govern the 
Committee’s procedures remain in ef-
fect and unchanged for the current 
Congress. Consistent with Standing 
Rule XXVI, today I am submitting for 
printing in the RECORD a copy of the 
Rules of the Senate Special Committee 
on the Year 2000 Technology Problem. 

The Rules follow: 
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON THE YEAR 2000 

TECHNOLOGY PROBLEM 
(S. Res. 208, 105th Cong., 2nd Sess. (1998)) 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 
(Adopted March 25, 1999) 

I. CONVENING OF MEETINGS AND HEARINGS 

1. Meetings.—The Committee shall meet to 
conduct Committee business at the call of 
the Chairman. 

2. Special meetings.—The Members of the 
Committee may call additional meetings as 
provided in Senate Rule XXVI (3). 

3. Notice and agenda: 
(a) Hearings.—The Committee shall make 

public announcement of the date, place, and 
subject matter of any hearing at least 1 week 
before its commencement. 

(b) Meetings.—The Chairman shall give the 
Members written notice of any Committee 
meeting, accompanied by an agenda enumer-
ating the items of business to be considered, 
at least 5 days in advance of such meeting. 

(c) Shortened notice.—A hearing or meeting 
may be called on not less than 24 hours no-
tice if the Chairman, with the concurrence of 
the Vice Chairman, determines that there is 
good cause to begin the hearing or meeting 
on an expedited basis. An agenda will be fur-
nished prior to such a meeting. 

4. Presiding officer.—The Chairman shall 
preside when present. If the Chairman is not 
present at any meeting or hearing, the 
Ranking Majority Member present shall pre-
side. Any Member of the Committee may 
preside over the conduct of a hearing. 

II. CLOSED SESSIONS AND CONFIDENTIAL 
MATERIALS 

1. Procedure.—All meetings and hearings 
shall be open to the public unless closed pur-
suant to paragraph 3 of this section. To close 
a meeting or hearing or portion thereof, a 
motion shall be made and seconded to go 
into closed discussion of whether the meet-
ing or hearing will concern the matters enu-
merated in Rule II.3. Immediately after such 
discussion, the meeting or hearing may be 
closed by a vote in open session of a majority 
of the Members of the Committee present. 

2. Witness request.—Any witness called for a 
hearing may submit a written request to the 
Chairman no later than 24 hours in advance 
for his examination to be in closed or open 
session. The Chairman shall inform the Com-
mittee of any such request. 

3. Closed session subjects.—A meeting or 
hearing or portion thereof may be closed if 
the matters are consistent with Senate Rule 
XXVI (5)(b). 

4. Confidential matter.—No record made of a 
closed session, or material declared confiden-
tial by the Chairman and Vice Chairman, or 
report of the proceedings of a closed session, 
shall be made public, in whole or in part or 
by way of summary, unless specifically au-
thorized by the Chairman and Vice Chair-
man. 

5. Radio, television, and photography.—The 
Committee may permit the proceedings of 
hearings which are open to the public to be 
photographed and broadcast by radio, tele-
vision, or both, subject to such conditions as 
the Committee may impose. 

III. QUORUMS AND VOTING 
1. Reporting.—A majority of voting mem-

bers shall constitute a quorum for reporting 
a resolution, recommendation, or report to 
the Senate. 

2. Committee business.—Three voting mem-
bers shall constitute a quorum for the con-
duct of Committee business, other than a 
final vote on reporting, providing a minority 
Member is present. One Member shall con-
stitute a quorum for the receipt of evidence, 
the swearing of witnesses, and the taking of 
testimony at hearings. 

3. Polling: 
(a) Subjects.—The Committee may poll (1) 

internal Committee matters including those 
concerning the Committee’s staff, records, 
and budget; (2) authorizing subpoenas; and 
(3) other Committee business which has been 
designated for polling at a meeting. 

(b) Procedure.—The Chairman shall cir-
culate polling sheets to each Member speci-
fying the matter being polled and the time 
limit for completion of the poll. If any Mem-
ber so requests in advance of the meeting, 
the matter shall be held for meeting rather 
than being polled. The clerk shall keep a 
record of polls. If the Chairman determines 
that the polled matter is one of the areas 
enumerated in Rule II.3, the record of the 
poll shall be confidential. Any Member may 
move at the Committee meeting following a 
poll for a vote on the polled decision. 

IV. SUBPOENAS 
1. Subpoenas.—Subpoenas may be author-

ized by the Committee at a meeting of the 
Committee or pursuant to Rule III.3(a). Sub-
poenas authorized by the Committee may be 
issued over the signature of the Chairman 
after consultation with the Vice Chairman, 
or any member of the special committee des-
ignated by the Chairman after consultation 
with the Vice Chairman, and may be served 
by any person designated by the Chairman or 
the member signing the subpoena. 

V. HEARINGS 
1. Notice.—Witnesses called before the Com-

mittee shall be given, absent extraordinary 
circumstances, at least 48 hours notice, and 
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all witnesses called shall be furnished with a 
copy of these rules upon request. 

2. Oath.—All witnesses who testify to mat-
ters of fact shall be sworn. The Chairman or 
any Member may administer the oath. 

3. Statement.—Any witness desiring to 
make an introductory statement shall file 50 
copies of such statement with the clerk of 
the Committee 24 hours in advance of his ap-
pearance, unless the Chairman and Vice 
Chairman determine that there is good cause 
for a witness’s failure to do so. 

4. Counsel: 
(a) A witness’s counsel shall be permitted 

to be present during his testimony at any 
public or closed hearing, or staff interview to 
advise the witness of his rights, provided, 
however, that in the case of any witness who 
is an officer or employee of the government, 
or of a corporation or association, the Chair-
man may rule that representation by counsel 
from the government, corporation, or asso-
ciation creates a conflict of interest, and 
that the witness shall be represented by per-
sonal counsel not associated with the gov-
ernment, corporation, or association. 

(b) A witness who is unable for economic 
reasons to obtain counsel may inform the 
Committee of this circumstance at least 48 
hours prior to his appearance, and the Com-
mittee will endeavor to obtain volunteer 
counsel for the witness. Such counsel shall 
be subject solely to the control of the wit-
ness and not the Committee. Failure to ob-
tain counsel shall not excuse the witness 
from appearing and testifying. 

5. Transcript.—An accurate electronic or 
stenographic record shall be kept of the tes-
timony of all witnesses in closed and public 
hearings. Any witness shall be afforded, upon 
request, the right to review that portion of 
such record, and for this purpose, a copy of a 
witness’s testimony in public or closed ses-
sion shall be provided to the witness. Upon 
inspecting the transcript, within a time 
limit set by the committee clerk, a witness 
may request changes in testimony to correct 
errors of transcription, grammatical errors, 
and obvious errors of fact. The Chairman or 
a designated staff officer shall rule on such 
requests. 

6. Minority witnesses.—Whenever any hear-
ing is conducted by the Committee, the mi-
nority on the Committee shall be entitled, 
upon request made by a majority of the mi-
nority Members to the Chairman, to call wit-
nesses selected by the minority to testify or 
produce documents with respect to the meas-
ure or matter under consideration during at 
least one day of the hearing. Such request 
must be made before the completion of the 
hearing. 

7. Conduct of witnesses, counsel and members 
of the audience.—If, during public or execu-
tive sessions, a witness, his counsel, or any 
spectator conducts himself in such a manner 
as to prevent, impede, disrupt, obstruct, or 
interfere with the orderly administration of 
such hearing, the Chairman or presiding 
Member of the Committee present during 
such hearing may request the Sergeant at 
Arms of the Senate, his representative, or 
any law enforcement official to eject said 
person from the hearing room. 

VI. AMENDMENT OF RULES 
The rules of the Committee may be amend-

ed or revised at any time, by a majority vote 
of the Committee, provided that no less than 
3 days notice of the amendments or revisions 
proposed was provided to all members of the 
committee. 

JURISDICTION AND AUTHORITY 
(a)(1) There is established a Special Com-

mittee on the Year 2000 Technology Problem 
(hereafter in this section referred to as the 
‘‘Special Committee’’) which shall consist of 
seven voting Members and two non-voting, 

ex-officio Members. The two non-voting, ex- 
officio Members shall be the Chairman and 
the ranking minority Member of the Appro-
priations Committee. The Members and 
Chairman of the Special Committee shall be 
appointed in the same manner and at the 
same time as the Members and Chairman of 
a standing committee of the Senate. After 
the date on which the majority and minority 
Members of the Special Committee are ini-
tially appointed, but not before the effective 
date of title I of the Committee System Re-
organization Amendments of 1977, each time 
a vacancy occurs in the Membership of the 
Special Committee, it shall be filled in the 
same manner as original appointments to it 
are made. 

(2) For purposes of paragraph 1 of rule 
XXV; paragraphs 1, 7(a)(1)–(2), 9, and 10(a) of 
rule XXVI; and paragraphs 1 and 4 rule 
XXVII of the Standing Rules of the Senate; 
and for purposes of section 72a (i) and (j), 
title 2, USCA, the Special Committee shall 
be treated as a standing committee of the 
Senate. 

(b)(1) It shall be the duty of the Special 
Committee to study the impact of the year 
2000 technology problem on the Executive 
and Judicial Branches of the Federal Govern-
ment, State governments, and private sector 
operations in the United States and abroad; 
to make such findings of fact as are war-
ranted and appropriate; and to make such 
recommendations, including recommenda-
tions for new legislation and amendments to 
existing laws and any administrative or 
other actions, as the Special Committee may 
determine to be necessary or desirable. No 
proposed legislation shall be referred to the 
Special Committee, and the Special Com-
mittee shall not have the power to report by 
bill, or otherwise have legislative jurisdic-
tion. 

(2) The Special Committee shall, from time 
to time, report to the Senate the results of 
the study conducted pursuant to paragraph 
(1), together with such recommendations as 
the Special Committee considers appro-
priate. 

(c)(1) For the purposes of this section, the 
Special Committee is authorized, in its dis-
cretion; (A) to make expenditures from the 
contingent fund of the Senate; (B) to employ 
personnel; (C) to hold hearings on any mat-
ter; (D) to sit and act at any time or place 
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned 
periods of the Senate; (E) to require, by sub-
poena or otherwise, the attendance of wit-
nesses and the production of correspondence, 
books, papers, and documents; (F) to take 
depositions and other testimony; (G) to pro-
cure the services of individual consultants or 
organizations thereof, in accordance with 
the provisions of section 202(i) of the Legisla-
tive Reorganization Act of 1946; and (H) with 
the prior consent of the Government depart-
ment or agency concerned and the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, to use 
on a non-reimbursable basis the services of 
personnel of any such department or agency. 

(2) The Chairman of the Special Committee 
or any Member thereof may administer 
oaths to witnesses. 

(3) Subpoenas authorized by the Special 
Committee may be issued over the signature 
of the Chairman after consultation with the 
Vice Chairman, or any Member of the Spe-
cial Committee designated by the Chairman 
after consultation with the Vice Chairman, 
and may be served by any person designated 
by the Chairman or the Member signing the 
subpoena. 
EXCERPTS FROM THE STANDING RULES 

OF THE SENATE RELATING TO STAND-
ING COMMITTEES 

RULE XXV—STANDING COMMITTEES 
1. The following standing committees shall 

be appointed at the commencement of each 

Congress, and shall continue and have the 
power to act until their successors are ap-
pointed, with leave to report by bill or other-
wise on matters within their respective ju-
risdictions: 

* * * 
RULE XXVI—COMMITTEE PROCEDURE 

* * * 
3. Each standing committee (except the 

Committee on Appropriations) shall fix reg-
ular weekly, biweekly, or monthly meeting 
days for the transaction of business before 
the committee and additional meetings may 
be called by the chairman as he may deem 
necessary. If at least three members of any 
such committee desire that a special meet-
ing of the committee be called by the chair-
man, those members may file in the offices 
of the committee their written request to 
the chairman for that special meeting. Im-
mediately upon the filing of the request, the 
clerk of the committee shall notify the 
chairman of the filing of the request. If, 
within three calendar days after the filing of 
the request, the chairman does not call the 
requested special meeting, to be held within 
seven calendar days after the filing of the re-
quest, a majority of the members of the com-
mittee may file in the offices of the com-
mittee their written notice that a special 
meeting of the committee will be held, speci-
fying the date and hour of that special meet-
ing. The committee shall meet on that date 
and hour. Immediately upon the filing of the 
notice, the clerk of the committee shall no-
tify all members of the committee that such 
special meeting will be held and inform them 
of its date and hour. If the chairman of any 
such committee is not present at any reg-
ular, additional, or special meeting of the 
committee, the ranking member of the ma-
jority party on the committee who is present 
shall preside at that meeting. 

* * * 
5. (a) * * * 

* * * 
(b) Each meeting of a committee, or any 

subcommittee thereof, including meetings to 
conduct hearings, shall be open to the public, 
except that a meeting or series of meetings 
by a committee or a subcommittee thereof 
on the same subject for a period of no more 
than fourteen calendar days may be closed to 
the public on a motion made and seconded to 
go into closed session to discuss only wheth-
er the matters enumerated in clauses (1) 
through (6) would require the meeting to be 
closed, followed immediately by a record 
vote in open session by a majority of the 
members of the committee or subcommittee 
when it is determined that the matters to be 
discussed or the testimony to be taken at 
such meeting or meetings— 

(1) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(2) will relate solely to matters of com-
mittee staff personnel or internalstaff man-
agement or procedure; 

(3) will tend to charge an individual with 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy, or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(4) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement; 

(5) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets of financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 
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(A) an Act of Congress requires the infor-

mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or 

(B) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(6) may divulge matters required to be 
kept confidential under otherprovisions of 
law or Government regulations. 

* * * 

7. (a)(1) Except as provided in this para-
graph, each committee, and each sub-
committee thereof is authorized to fix the 
number of its members (but not less than 
onethird of its entire membership) who shall 
constitute a quorum thereof for the trans-
action of such business as may be considered 
by said committee, except that no measure 
or matter or recommendation shall be re-
ported from any committee unless a major-
ity of the committee were physically 
present. 

(2) Each such committee, or subcommittee, 
is authorized to fix a lesser number than 
onethird of its entire membership who shall 
constitute a quorum thereof for the purpose 
of taking sworn testimony. 

* * * 
9. (a) Except as provided in subparagraph 

(b), each committee shall report one author-
ization resolution each year authorizing the 
committee to make expenditures out of the 
contingent fund of the Senate to defray its 
expenses, including the compensation of 
members of its staff and agency contribu-
tions related to such compensation, during 
the period beginning on March 1 of such year 
and ending on the last day of February of the 
following year. Such annual authorization 
resolution shall be reported not later than 
January 31 of each year, except that, when-
ever the designation of members of standing 
committees of the Senate occurs during the 
first session of a Congress at a date later 
than January 20, such resolution may be re-
ported at any time within thirty days after 
the date on which the designation of such 
members is completed. After the annual au-
thorization resolution of a committee for a 
year has been agreed to, such committee 
mayprocure authorization to make addi-
tional expenditures out of the contingent 
fund of the Senate during that year only by 
reporting a supplemental authorization reso-
lution. Each supplemental authorization res-
olution reportedby a committee shall amend 
the annual authorization resolution of such 
committee for that year and shall be accom-
panied by a report specifying with particu-
larity the purpose for which such authoriza-
tion is sought and the reason why such au-
thorization could not have been sought at 
the time of the submission by such com-
mittee of its annual authorization resolution 
for that year. 

(b) In lieu of the procedure provided in sub-
paragraph (a), the Committee on Rules and 
Administration may— 

(1) direct each committee to report an au-
thorization resolution for a two-year budget 
period beginning on March 1 of the first ses-
sion of a Congress; and 

(2) report one authorization resolution con-
taining more than one committee authoriza-
tion resolution for a one-year or two-year 
budget period. 

* * * 
RULE XXVII—COMMITTEE STAFF 

1. Staff members appointed to assist mi-
nority members of committees pursuant to 
authority of a resolution described in para-
graph 9 of rule XXVI or other Senate resolu-

tion shall be accorded equitable treatment 
with respect to the fixing of salary rates, the 
assignment of facilities, and the accessi-
bility of committee records. 

* * * 
4. No committee shall appoint to its staff 

any experts or other personnel detailed or 
assigned from any department or agency of 
the Government, except with the written 
permission of the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

* * * 
UNITED STATES CODE ANNOTATED 

TITLE 2.—THE CONGRESS 
* * * 

§ 72a. Committee staffs 
* * * 

(i) Consultants for Senate and House 
standing committees; procurement of tem-
porary or intermittent services; contracts; 
advertisement requirements inapplicable; se-
lection method; qualifications report to Con-
gressional committees 

(1) Each standing committee of the Senate 
or House of Representatives is authorized, 
with the approval of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration in the case of standing 
committees of the Senate, or the Committee 
on House Oversight in the case of standing 
committees of the House of Representatives, 
within the limits of funds made available 
from the contingent fund of the Senate or 
the applicable accounts of the House of Rep-
resentatives pursuant to resolutions which, 
in the case of the Senate, shall specify the 
maximum amounts which may be used for 
such purpose, approved by the appropriate 
House, to procure the temporary services 
(not in excess of one year) or intermittent 
services of individual consultants, or organi-
zations thereof, to make studies or advise 
the committee with respect to any matter 
within its jurisdiction or with respect to the 
administration of the affairs of the com-
mittee. 

(2) Such services in the case of individuals 
or organizations may be procured by con-
tract as independent contractors, or in the 
case of individuals by employment at daily 
rates of compensation not in excess of the 
per diem equivalent of the highest gross rate 
of compensation which may be paid to a reg-
ular employee of the committee. Such con-
tracts shall not be subject to the provisions 
of section 5 of title 41 or any other provision 
of law requiring advertising. 

(3) With respect to the standing commit-
tees of the Senate, any such consultant or 
organization shall be selected by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the 
committee, acting jointly. With respect to 
the standing committees of the House of 
Representatives, the standing committee 
concerned shall select any such consultant 
or organization. The committee shall submit 
to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion in the case of standing committees of 
the Senate, and the Committee on House 
Oversight in the case of standing committees 
of the House of Representatives, information 
bearing on the qualifications of each consult-
ant whose services are procured pursuant to 
this subsection, including organizations, and 
such information shall be retained by that 
committee and shall be made available for 
public inspection upon request. 

(j) Specialized training for professional 
staffs of Senate and House standing commit-
tees, Senate Appropriations Committee, Sen-
ate Majority and Minority Policy Commit-
tees, and joint committees whose funding is 
disbursed by Secretary of Senate or Chief 
Administrative Officer of House; assistance: 
pay, tuition, etc. while training; continued 
employment agreement; service credit: re-
tirement, life insurance and health insurance 

(1) Each standing committee of the Senate 
or House of Representatives is authorized, 
with the approval of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration in the case of standing 
committees of the Senate, and the com-
mittee involved in the case of standing com-
mittees of the House of Representatives, and 
within the limits of funds made available 
from the contingent fund of the Senate or 
the applicable accounts of the House of Rep-
resentatives pursuant to resolutions, which, 
in the case of the Senate, shall specify the 
maximum amounts which may be used for 
such purpose, approved by the appropriate 
House pursuant to resolutions, which shall 
specify the maximum amounts which may be 
used for such purpose, approved by such re-
spective Houses, to provide assistance for 
members of its professional staff in obtain-
ing specialized training, whenever that com-
mittee determines that such training will 
aid the committee in the discharge of its re-
sponsibilities. Any joint committee of the 
Congress whose expenses are paid out of 
funds disbursed by the Secretary of the Sen-
ate or by the Chief Administrative Officer of 
the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Appropriations of the Senate, and the Ma-
jority Policy Committee and Minority Pol-
icy Committee of the Senate are each au-
thorized to expend, for the purpose of pro-
viding assistance in accordance with para-
graphs (2), (3), and (4) of this subsection for 
members of its staff in obtaining such train-
ing, any part of amounts appropriated to 
that committee. 

(2) Such assistance may be in the form of 
continuance of pay during periods of training 
or grants of funds to pay tuition, fees, or 
such other expenses of training, or both, as 
may be approved by the Committee on Rules 
and Administration or the Committee on 
House Administration, as the case may be. 

(3) A committee providing assistance under 
this subsection shall obtain from any em-
ployee receiving such assistance such agree-
ment with respect to continued employment 
with the committee as the committee may 
deem necessary to assure that it will receive 
the benefits of such employee’s services upon 
completion of his training. 

(4) During any period for which an em-
ployee is separated from employment with a 
committee for the purpose of undergoing 
training under this subsection, such em-
ployee shall be considered to have performed 
service (in nonpay status) as an employee of 
the committee at the rate of compensation 
received immediately prior to commencing 
such training (including any increases in 
compensation provided by law during the pe-
riod of training) for the purposes of— 

(A) subchapter III (relating to civil service 
retirement) of chapter 83 of title 5, 

(B) chapter 87 (relating to Federal employ-
ees group life insurance) of title 5, and 

(C) chapter 89 (relating to Federal employ-
ees group health insurance) of title 5.∑ 

f 

UNACCEPTABLE AND OUTRAGEOUS 
CUTS TO THE FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
BUDGET 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 
very concerned about the drastic cuts 
the Republican budget makes to our 
foreign affairs budget. In his budget re-
quest, President Clinton asked for $21.3 
billion in funding for foreign affairs. 
The budget before us cuts $3.2 billion 
from that request. 

U.S. leadership around the world re-
quires adequate resources both for em-
bassy security and for international 
programs. As a member of the Foreign 
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Relations Committee and the Ranking 
Member of the International Oper-
ations Subcommittee, I have heard 
many times that our embassies abroad 
are in dire need of security upgrades. 

We should not forget the terrible 
tragedy that took place last year when 
over 100 people died in the embassy 
bombings in Nairobi, Kenya and Dar es 
Salaam, Tanzania. It was a stark re-
minder that the men and women who 
conduct our diplomacy abroad put 
their lives on the line to promote U.S. 
interests throughout the world. We 
have the obligation to ensure their 
safety in every way possible. 

These cuts to the State Department 
budget are so deep that Secretary 
Albright called them ‘‘outrageous and 
unacceptable.’’ 

Let me outline some of the impor-
tant programs that will have to be 
eliminated from the budget under the 
Republican budget. A $24 million anti- 
narcotics initiative and programs to 
fight money laundering and trafficking 
in women could not be realized. The 
new Expanded Threat Reduction Pro-
gram to reduce the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction in the 
former Soviet Union could not be im-
plemented. And, the U.S. request of 
$500 million to support the Wye Imple-
mentation accord would not be achiev-
able under the Senate Budget Resolu-
tion. 

I cannot believe that my colleagues 
would chose to undermine our efforts 
to fight the international war on drugs, 
control the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, and support the peace process 
in the Middle East, in Ireland and in 
Bosnia. 

We live in a very dangerous world, 
and this budget puts us at greater risk. 
We must find the resources to fix this 
problem and properly fund the inter-
national affairs budget.∑ 

f 

FLEXIBILITY IN EDUCATION 
∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the Education Flexibility 
Act. This legislation will address our 
continuing problem in education pol-
icy: too many Washington-knows-best 
policies and red-tape getting in the 
way of States and local districts as 
they attempt to address their unique 
educational needs. 

Mr. President, over the past 16 years 
the Education Department has spent 
more than $175 billion on education 
programs. Yet achievement scores con-
tinue to stagnate and more young peo-
ple than ever are dropping out of 
school. One crucial reason for this fail-
ure of Federal programs has been the 
enormous burden of Washington 
strings and mandates on the States and 
local school districts. 

While the Federal Government pro-
vides only 7 percent of total spending 
on education, Washington demands 50 
percent of the paperwork filled out by 
local school districts. That is wrong. It 
is inefficient, it is unfair and it is not 
the way to improve our children’s edu-
cation. 

And this is why I support the Edu-
cation Flexibility Act. This bill would 
give every State a chance to waive 
many of the cumbersome rules, regula-
tions, and red-tape often associated 
with education programs run by Wash-
ington. 

The State of Michigan currently en-
joys the benefits of the Ed-Flex pro-
gram. In applying for its Ed-Flex waiv-
er, Michigan streamlined several of its 
State regulations. Further, the very 
process of seeking waivers has brought 
Michiganians together to improve edu-
cation. A working group of State and 
local officials, school board members, 
parents and principals was put to-
gether in Michigan to determine the 
best way to streamline regulations and 
deliver education services. 

I believe this legislation is moving in 
the right direction, and would like to 
see it move even further. I believe Con-
gress should be even more flexible in 
new authorizations and appropriations. 
Communities are different and have 
different needs. Local school districts 
need to have more options on how to 
spend Federal education dollars. While 
some schools may need to hire addi-
tional teachers, other school districts 
may need to implement a summer 
school program or a literacy program. 
The point is, schools should have the 
flexibility and the resources to meet 
the specific needs of their students. 

A number of amendments have been 
offered during debate on this bill. My 
general view is that to offer new au-
thorizations for additional Wash-
ington-based programs is moving in the 
exact opposite direction of the intent 
of this bill. This bill seeks to free up 
local education agencies from the Fed-
eral bureaucracies administering pro-
grams not to add to them. To the ex-
tent that these issues have been raised, 
I have supported the notion that we 
should first meet our current fiscal ob-
ligation to IDEA in addition to giving 
State and local education agencies 
flexibility in administering Federal 
education resources. I look forward to 
a fuller discussion of these issues in the 
proper context of the reauthorization 
of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. 

There has been a great deal of debate 
about the need to fully fund the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Education Act 
provisions affecting education. I be-
lieve that this raises an important 
point, particularly given the Presi-
dent’s calls for new Federal programs 
such as his request for 100,000 new 
teachers, money for which would then 
compete with IDEA appropriations. 

For years now parents and local 
schools have been expressing concern 
over the rising costs of education for 
children with special needs. The Fed-
eral Government has made a strong 
commitment to the education needs of 
disabled children in every way, with 
one telling exception: it has not lived 
up to its promise to provide its share of 
the funds necessary to educate these 
children. The result has been an in-

creased burden on local school dis-
tricts, which must make a choice be-
tween hiring a new teacher or paying 
the Federal Government’s share of the 
IDEA bill. 

Under the Republican Congress, fund-
ing for IDEA has increased signifi-
cantly. Unfortunately, it is still not 
adequate to meet the costs imposed by 
federal mandates. I believe we have an 
obligation to do more to meet these 
previous commitments before we cre-
ate new programs and start spending 
on them money which could go to ful-
fill our IDEA promise. Moreover, if 
Congress would actually meet the fed-
eral government’s obligation to pay 40 
percent of the costs for educating spe-
cial needs children, it would free up 
millions for schools to spend meeting 
other specific, local education needs. 

For example, my state receives ap-
proximately $73 million from the fed-
eral government for the educational 
needs of disabled children. If the 40 per-
cent mandate was reached, my state 
would receive $378 million. By meeting 
the federal government’s obligation to 
current programs, my state would have 
$305 million per year more (or one- 
quarter of the amount appropriated for 
the new teacher program last year) to 
be used for whatever needs local school 
districts might have—including hiring 
more teachers, after-school programs, 
or tutoring programs. 

Mr. President, I recently asked a 
school district in my state what kind 
of difference fully funding IDEA could 
make to them. Here is what I found: If 
the federal government met its obliga-
tion in funding IDEA in the Oakland 
School District, that district would 
have $60 million more to spend on edu-
cating their students. 

I think we can all agree on our com-
mitment to elementary and secondary 
education. The main point of disagree-
ment is over how to deliver federal re-
sources to schools. I suggest that by 
freeing local school districts of regula-
tions and redtape and by giving them 
more flexibility in how they admin-
ister federal resources, we can free 
local schools to do what they do best: 
educate our children. 

Education flexibility is not the an-
swer to all our educational problems. 
But I submit that it provides the best 
means available to get at those an-
swers: allowing the parents, teachers, 
and local officials in a position to know 
what their students need to make the 
important decisions involved in setting 
education priorities. 

This is a crucial piece of legislation, 
Mr. President, and I am proud to lend 
my full support behind this bill.∑ 

f 

COMPREHENSIVE BORDER 
PROTECTION ACT OF 1999 

∑ Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the Comprehensive 
Border Protection Act of 1999 which 
Senator GRASSLEY and I introduced on 
March 23, 1999. This bill enhances our 
efforts to secure our borders by pro-
viding the U.S. Customs Service with 
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the necessary funding it requires to 
perform the multi faceted functions of 
drug interdiction, trade facilitation, 
and international passenger and cargo 
inspection services. The bill also ad-
dresses the concerns that I, as well as 
many of my colleagues, have regarding 
the U.S. Customs Service and its abil-
ity to efficiently and effectively: De-
termine enforcement and trade facili-
tation goals, objectives, and priorities; 
allocate assets and resources in re-
sponse to changing threats and needs; 
address employee misconduct and in-
tegrity concerns; and ensure full par-
ticipation in a comprehensive strategy 
to combat international drug traf-
ficking and money laundering. 

Combating international drug traf-
ficking is critical to our national secu-
rity. While we have experienced some 
success in our counter drug operations 
along the Southwest border, there are 
undeniable signs that drug traffickers 
are adapting to our law enforcement ef-
forts. 

During the 1980s, as our law enforce-
ment presence increased along the 
Florida coast, drug traffickers re-
sponded by relocating their operations 
to the Southwest border. Reacting to 
this change, we abandoned Customs 
marine operations in Florida and in-
tensified our efforts along the United 
States-Mexico border. Now, drug traf-
fickers have renewed the use of estab-
lished smuggling routes in the Carib-
bean and off the coast of Florida to 
surreptitiously import their destruc-
tive cargo into the United States. 

During fiscal year 1998, Customs co-
caine seizures in my home State of 
Florida totaled 69,479 pounds, a 23 per-
cent increase over 1997 seizures. Drug 
related deaths in Florida also increased 
as more and more of our young adults 
experimented with heroin—the most 
pure heroin we have ever encountered; 
heroin so pure it can be smoked, rather 
than injected into a vein with a sy-
ringe. 

An effective U.S. drug enforcement 
strategy must be proactive, including 
an intensified interdiction effort that 
exploits the inherent vulnerabilities of 
transporting drugs into the United 
States by air, land and sea. As one of 
our primary interdiction agencies, Cus-
toms must have the necessary assets 
and resources to meet its interdiction 
responsibilities. 

Interdiction, however, is but one part 
of a successful drug enforcement strat-
egy. Our strategy must also emphasize 
fundamental investigative work re-
quired to identify, infiltrate, disrupt 
and dismantle drug smuggling and 
money laundering organizations. To 
perform its investigative responsibil-
ities, Customs must have the appro-
priate funding to sustain an experi-
enced work force of inspectors and 
agents dedicated to drug enforcement 
operations. These inspectors and 
agents must be assigned to the most 
vulnerable and critical locations where 
illegal shipments of drugs enter the 
United States—our border with Mexico, 
as well as Florida and the Gulf Coast. 

Our counter drug strategy must also 
recognize the importance of, and be 
sensitive to, the needs of the inter-
national trade community. Enhancing 
and facilitating open trade is essential 
to our economic health. To sustain 
U.S. economic growth, we must main-
tain the free flow of trade across our 
borders, while remaining vigilant to 
ensure that our open borders are not 
exploited by those who would use le-
gitimate commerce to conceal their il-
legal activities. 

Over the past few years, U.S. seaports 
and airports have benefitted from the 
increasing growth of international 
commerce. During 1998, international 
traffic at Florida ports increased ap-
proximately 17.9 percent. In response 
to the increase in international pas-
senger and cargo arrivals, a number of 
new cruise ship terminals, container 
freight stations and passenger inspec-
tion facilities have been constructed 
and expanded. Additionally, operations 
in free trade zones and bonded ware-
houses have increased. However, in the 
face of this growth, I am concerned 
that Customs have been unable to ade-
quately respond through the realloca-
tion of personnel and funding. 

We must ensure that Customs, in re-
sponse to growth and change in inter-
national commerce, is prepared to re-
view its resource allocation process on 
a regular basis. Customs must be able 
to shift both personnel and funding as 
threat and need dictate. States, such as 
Florida, that depend on the presence of 
Customs personnel to facilitate inter-
national trade, must be assured that 
sufficient Customs assets are in place 
to inspect and process both inter-
national passengers and cargo as they 
arrive in our seaports and airports. 

The Comprehensive Border Protec-
tion Act of 1999 establishes a more ac-
countable Customs Service by requir-
ing Customs to report to this body, no 
later than 120 days after this legisla-
tion is enacted, on the methods utilized 
to identify enforcement priorities and 
trade facilitation objectives. This leg-
islation requires that Customs estab-
lish performance standards and objec-
tives against which we may evaluate 
the progress toward the goals identi-
fied in the customs annual plan. This 
legislaiton is a significant step toward 
giving customs the ability and author-
ity to reallocate resources in order to 
meet enforcement demands and com-
mercial operations needs. 

The bill also directs Customs to de-
velop and implement an accountability 
model to address violations of adminis-
trative policies and procedures, as well 
as allegations of corruption. The pur-
pose of this provision is to ensure em-
ployee misconduct at the Customs 
Service is addressed in an efficient, ef-
fective and equitable manner. It is es-
sential to the credibility of the agency 
that Customs address allegations of 
employee misconduct without unneces-
sary delay.∑ 

RULES OF PROCEDURE OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

∑ Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the Rules of Procedure for the 
Committee on Armed Services be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The rules follow: 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 
1. REGULAR MEETING DAY.—The Committee 

shall meet at least once a month when Con-
gress is in session. The regular meeting days 
of the Committee shall be Tuesday and 
Thursday, unless the Chairman directs oth-
erwise. 

2. ADDITIONAL MEETINGS.—The Chairman 
may call such additional meetings as he 
deems necessary. 

3. SPECIAL MEETINGS.—Special meetings of 
the Committee may be called by a majority 
of the members of the Committee in accord-
ance with paragraph 3 of Rule XXVI of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate. 

4. OPEN MEETINGS.—Each meeting of the 
Committee, or any subcommittee thereof, 
including meetings to conduct hearings, 
shall be open to the public, except that a 
meeting or series of meetings by the Com-
mittee or a subcommittee thereof on the 
same subject for a period of no more than 
fourteen (14) calendar days may be closed to 
the public on a motion made and seconded to 
go into closed session to discuss only wheth-
er the matters enumerated below in clauses 
(a) through (f) would require the meeting to 
be closed, followed immediately by a record 
vote in open session by a majority of the 
members of the Committee or subcommittee 
when it is determined that the matters to be 
discussed or the testimony to be taken at 
such meeting or meetings— 

(a) will disclose matters necessary to be 
kept secret in the interests of national de-
fense or the confidential conduct of the for-
eign relations of the United States; 

(b) will relate solely to matters of Com-
mittee staff personnel or internal staff man-
agement or procedure; 

(c) will tend to charge an individual with a 
crime or misconduct, to disgrace or injure 
the professional standing of an individual, or 
otherwise to expose an individual to public 
contempt or obloquy or will represent a 
clearly unwarranted invasion of the privacy 
of an individual; 

(d) will disclose the identity of any in-
former or law enforcement agent or will dis-
close any information relating to the inves-
tigation or prosecution of a criminal offense 
that is required to be kept secret in the in-
terests of effective law enforcement; 

(e) will disclose information relating to the 
trade secrets or financial or commercial in-
formation pertaining specifically to a given 
person if— 

(1) an Act of Congress requires the infor-
mation to be kept confidential by Govern-
ment officers and employees; or 

(2) the information has been obtained by 
the Government on a confidential basis, 
other than through an application by such 
person for a specific Government financial or 
other benefit, and is required to be kept se-
cret in order to prevent undue injury to the 
competitive position of such person; or 

(f) may divulge matters required to be kept 
confidential under other provisions of law or 
Government regulations. 

5. PRESIDING OFFICER.—The Chairman shall 
preside at all meetings and hearings of the 
committee except that in his absence the 
ranking majority member present at the 
meeting or hearing shall preside unless by a 
majority vote the Committee provides other-
wise. 

6. QUORUM.—(a) A majority of the members 
of the Committee are required to be actually 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3551 March 25, 1999 
present to report a matter or measure from 
the Committee. (See Standing Rules of the 
Senate 26.7(a)(1)). 

(b) Except as provided in subsections (a) 
and (c), and other than for the conduct of 
hearings, seven members of the Committee 
shall constitute a quorum for the trans-
action of such business as may be considered 
by the Committee. 

(c) Three members of the Committee, one 
of whom shall be a member of the minority 
party, shall constitute a quorum for the pur-
pose of taking sworn testimony, unless oth-
erwise ordered by a majority of the full Com-
mittee. 

(d) Proxy votes may not be considered for 
the purpose of establishing a quorum. 

7. PROXY VOTING.—Proxy voting shall be 
allowed on all measures and matters before 
the Committee. The vote by proxy of any 
member of the Committee may be counted 
for the purpose of reporting any measure or 
matter to the Senate if the absent member 
casting such vote has been informed of the 
matter on which he is being recorded and has 
affirmatively requested that he be so re-
corded. Proxy must be given in writing. 

8. ANNOUNCEMENT OF VOTES.—The results 
of all roll call votes taken in any meeting of 
the Committee on any measure, or amend-
ment thereto, shall be announced in the 
committee report, unless previously an-
nounced by the Committee. The announce-
ment shall include a tabulation of the votes 
cast in favor and votes cast in opposition to 
each such measure and amendment by each 
member of the Committee who was present 
at such meeting. The chairman may hold 
open a roll call vote on any measure or mat-
ter which is before the Committee until no 
later than midnight of the day on which the 
Committee votes on such measure or matter. 

9. SUBPOENAS.—Subpoenas for attendance 
of witnesses and for the production of memo-
randa, documents, records, and the like may 
be issued by the chairman or any other mem-
ber designated by him, but only when au-
thorized by a majority of the members of the 
Committee. The subpoena shall briefly state 
the matter to which the witness is expected 
to testify or the documents to be produced. 

10. HEARINGS.—(a) Public notice shall be 
given of the date, place and subject matter of 
any hearing to be held by the Committee, or 
any subcommittee thereof, at least 1 week in 
advance of such hearing, unless the Com-
mittee or subcommittee determines that 
good cause exists for beginning such hear-
ings at an earlier time. 

(b) Hearings may be initiated only by the 
specified authorization of the Committee or 
subcommittee. 

(c) Hearings shall be held only in the Dis-
trict of Columbia unless specifically author-
ized to be held elsewhere by a majority vote 
of the Committee or subcommittee con-
ducting such hearings. 

(d) Witnesses appearing before the Com-
mittee shall file with the clerk of the Com-
mittee a written statement of their proposed 
testimony prior to the hearing at which they 
are to appear unless the chairman and the 
ranking minority member determine that 
there is good cause not to file such a state-
ment. Witnesses testifying on behalf of the 
Administration shall furnish an additional 50 
copies of their statement to the Committee. 
All statements must be received by the Com-
mittee at least 48 hours (not including week-
ends or holidays) before the hearing. 

(e) Confidential testimony taken or con-
fidential material presented in a closed hear-
ing of the Committee or subcommittee or 
any report of the proceedings of such hearing 
shall not be made public in whole or in part 
or by way of summary unless authorized by 
a majority vote of the Committee or sub-
committee. 

(f) Any witness summoned to give testi-
mony or evidence at a public or closed hear-
ing of the Committee or subcommittee may 
be accompanied by counsel of his own choos-
ing who shall be permitted at all times dur-
ing such hearing to advise such witness of 
his legal rights. 

(g) Witnesses providing unsworn testimony 
to the Committee may be given a transcript 
of such testimony for the purpose of making 
minor grammatical corrections. Such wit-
nesses will not, however, be permitted to 
alter the substance of their testimony. Any 
question involving such corrections shall be 
decided by the Chairman. 

11. NOMINATIONS.—Unless otherwise or-
dered by the Committee, nominations re-
ferred to the Committee shall be held for at 
least seven (7) days before being voted on by 
the Committee. Each member of the Com-
mittee shall be furnished a copy of all nomi-
nations referred to the Committee. 

12. REAL PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.—Each 
member of the Committee shall be furnished 
with a copy of the proposals of the Secre-
taries of the Army, Navy,and Air Force, sub-
mitted pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2662 and with a 
copy of the proposals of the Director of the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, 
submitted pursuant to 50 U.S.C. App. 2285, re-
garding the proposed acquisition or disposi-
tion of property of an estimated price or 
rental of more than $50,000. Any member of 
the Committee objecting to or requesting in-
formation on a proposed acquisition or dis-
posal shall communicate his objection or re-
quest to the Chairman of the Committee 
within thirty (30) days from the date of sub-
mission. 

13. LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR.—(a) The clerk 
of the Committee shall keep a printed cal-
endar for the information of each committee 
member showing the bills introduced and re-
ferred to the Committee and the status of 
such bills. Such calendar shall be revised 
from time to time to show pertinent changes 
in such bills, the current status thereof, and 
new bills introduced and referred to the 
Committee. A copy of each new revision 
shall be furnished to each member of the 
Committee. 

(b) Unless otherwise ordered, measures re-
ferred to the Committee shall be referred by 
the clerk of the Committee to the appro-
priate department or agency of the Govern-
ment for reports thereon. 

14. Except as otherwise specified herein, 
the Standing Rules of the Senate shall gov-
ern the actions of the Committee. Each sub-
committee of the Committee is part of the 
Committee, and is therefore subject to the 
Committee’s rules so far as applicable. 

15. POWERS AND DUTIES OF SUBCOMMIT-
TEES.—Each subcommittee is authorized to 
meet, hold hearings, receive evidence, and 
report to the full Committee on all matters 
referred to it. Subcommittee chairmen shall 
set dates for hearings and meetings of their 
respective subcommittees after consultation 
with the Chairman and other subcommittee 
chairmen with a view toward avoiding simul-
taneous scheduling of full Committee and 
subcommittee meetings or hearings when-
ever possible.∑ 

f 

IN SUPPORT OF THE COMPREHEN-
SIVE BORDER PROTECTION ACT 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to support the Comprehensive 
Border Protection Act, a bill that ad-
dresses the urgent need for increased 
Customs inspectors and technology 
along the U.S.-Canadian border. 

Every day, the U.S. Customs Service 
must meet the dual challenges of en-

forcing our trade laws and easing the 
flow of goods across our borders. Cus-
toms carries out this mission at 83 
ports-of-entry along the U.S.-Canada 
border, the world’s longest undefended 
border—some 5,500 miles. 

The resources, however, that we have 
provided to the Customs Service to 
process traffic and trade across this 
border are woefully deficient. In a 
hearing before the Senate Finance 
Committee in September 1998, we 
learned that the current number of au-
thorized Customs inspectors working 
on the northern border remains essen-
tially the same as it was in 1980, de-
spite the fact that the number of com-
mercial entries they must process has 
increased sixfold since then, from 1 
million to 6 million per year. The in-
creased workload reflects of course the 
tremendous growth in U.S.-Canada 
trade: two-way trade in 1988, the year 
before the U.S.-Canada Free Trade 
Agreement entered into force, was $194 
billion. In 1998, our two-way merchan-
dise trade with Canada reached $331 bil-
lion, nearly $1 billion a day. Over one- 
quarter of our total imports from Can-
ada enter the U.S. through three New 
York ports-of-entry—Buffalo, Cham-
plain, and Alexandria Bay. 

This bill aims to correct these prob-
lems by authorizing the additional peo-
ple and technology necessary to handle 
the increase in trade and traffic be-
tween the United States and Canada. 
In particular, this bill authorizes 375 
additional ‘‘primary lane’’ inspectors 
and 125 new cargo inspectors for the 
northern border, as well as 40 special 
agents and 10 intelligence agents. The 
bill also authorizes $26.58 million for 
equipment and technology for the 
northern border. 

The resources available to the Cus-
toms Service over the last decade have 
simply not kept pace with this enor-
mous growth in workload. As trade 
continues to grow, the day will come 
when our ports simply will not be able 
to bear that load, unless we ensure that 
adequate staffing and equipment are in 
place.∑ 

f 

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 1999 
The text of S. 544, the Emergency 

Supplemental Appropriations Act for 
Fiscal Year 1999, as passed by the Sen-
ate on March 23, 1999, follows: 

S. 544 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following sums 
are appropriated, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and for 
other purposes, namely: 
TITLE I—EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL 

APPROPRIATIONS 
CHAPTER 1 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

EMERGENCY GRANTS TO ASSIST LOW-INCOME 
MIGRANT AND SEASONAL FARMWORKERS 

For emergency grants to assist low-income 
migrant and seasonal farmworkers under 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3552 March 25, 1999 
section 2281 of the Food, Agriculture, Con-
servation, and Trade Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
5177a), $25,000,000: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
an official budget request for $25,000,000, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 

For an additional amount to carry out the 
agricultural marketing assistance program 
under the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 
(7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.), $200,000, and the rural 
business enterprise grant program under sec-
tion 310B(c) of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1932(c)), 
$500,000: Provided, That the entire amount 
shall be available only to the extent an offi-
cial budget request for $700,000, that includes 
designation of the entire amount of the re-
quest as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to Congress: 
Provided further, That the entire amount is 
designated by the Congress as an emergency 
requirement under section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 
FUNDS FOR STRENGTHENING MARKETS, INCOME, 

AND SUPPLY 
(SECTION 32) 

For an additional amount for the fund 
maintained for funds made available under 
section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612c), $150,000,000: Provided, That the 
entire amount shall be available only to the 
extent an official budget request for 
$150,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to Congress: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement under 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 
and Expenses’’, $42,753,000, to remain avail-
able until expended: Provided, That the en-
tire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement pursuant to sec-
tion 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

AGRICULTURAL CREDIT INSURANCE FUND 
PROGRAM ACCOUNT 

For additional 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 follows: farm own-
ership loans, $550,000,000, of which $350,000,000 
shall be for guaranteed loans; operating 
loans, $370,000,000, of which $185,000,000 shall 
be for subsidized guaranteed loans; and for 
emergency insured loans, $175,000,000 to meet 
the needs resulting from natural disasters. 

For the additional cost of direct and guar-
anteed loans, including the cost of modifying 
loans as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, to remain 
available until expended, as follows: farm 
ownership loans, $35,505,000, of which 
$5,565,000 shall be for guaranteed loans; oper-
ating loans, $28,804,000, of which $16,169,000 
shall be for subsidized guaranteed loans; and 

for emergency insured loans, $41,300,000 to 
meet the needs resulting from natural disas-
ters; and for additional administrative ex-
penses to carry out the direct and guaran-
teed loan programs, $4,000,000: Provided, That 
the entire amounts are designated by the 
Congress as emergency requirements pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended. 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
For an additional amount for the ‘‘Emer-

gency Conservation Program’’ for expenses 
resulting from natural disasters, $30,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for $30,000,000, that includes designa-
tion 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 trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION FUND 
LIVESTOCK INDEMNITY PROGRAM 

An amount of $3,000,000 is provided to im-
plement a livestock indemnity program as 
established in Public Law 105–18: Provided, 
That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent an official budget request 
for $3,000,000, that includes designation of 
the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such 
Act. 
NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

WATERSHED AND FLOOD PREVENTION 
OPERATIONS 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Watershed 
and Flood Prevention Operations’’ to repair 
damages to the waterways and watersheds, 
including debris removal that would not be 
authorized under the Emergency Watershed 
Program, resulting from natural disasters, 
$100,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the entire amount 
shall be available only to the extent that an 
official budget request for $100,000,000, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

RURAL COMMUNITY ADVANCEMENT PROGRAM 
For an additional amount for the costs of 

direct loans and grants of the rural utilities 
programs described in section 381E(d)(2) of 
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act (7 U.S.C. 2009f), as provided in 7 
U.S.C. 1926(a) and 7 U.S.C. 1926C for distribu-
tion through the national reserve, $30,000,000, 
of which $25,000,000 shall be for grants under 
such program: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
an official budget request for $30,000,000, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 

emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

RURAL HOUSING SERVICE 
RURAL HOUSING INSURANCE FUND PROGRAM 

ACCOUNT 
For additional gross obligations for the 

principal amount of direct and guaranteed 
loans as authorized by title V of the Housing 
Act of 1949, to be available from funds in the 
rural housing insurance fund to meet needs 
resulting from natural disasters, as follows: 
$10,000,000 for loans to section 502 borrowers, 
as determined by the Secretary; and 
$1,000,000 for section 504 housing repair loans. 

For the additional cost of direct and guar-
anteed loans, including the cost of modifying 
loans, as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, to remain 
available until expended, $1,534,000, as fol-
lows: section 502 loans, $1,182,000; and section 
504 housing repair loans, $352,000: Provided, 
That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for $1,534,000, 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 trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

RURAL HOUSING ASSISTANCE GRANTS 
For an additional amount for grants for 

very low-income housing repair, as author-
ized by 42 U.S.C. 1474, to meet needs result-
ing from natural disasters, $1,000,000: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent that an official budg-
et request for $1,000,000, that includes des-
ignation 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 trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
such Act. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER 
SEC. 1101. The Secretary of Agriculture 

may waive the limitation established under 
the second sentence of the second paragraph 
of section 32 of the Act of August 24, 1935 (7 
U.S.C. 612c), on the amount of funds that 
may be devoted during fiscal year 1999 to any 
1 agricultural commodity or product thereof. 

SEC. 1102. CROP LOSS ASSISTANCE. (a) IN 
GENERAL.—Section 1102 of the Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (section 101(a) of division A of 
Public Law 105–277), is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘(not 
later than June 15, 1999)’’ after ‘‘made avail-
able’’; and 

(2) in subsection (g)(1), by inserting ‘‘or 
private crop insurance (including a rain and 
hail policy)’’ before the period at the end. 

(b) DESIGNATION AS EMERGENCY REQUIRE-
MENT.—Such sums as are necessary to carry 
out the amendments made by subsection (a): 
Provided, That such amount shall be avail-
able only to the extent an official budget re-
quest, that includes designation of the entire 
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement for purposes of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, is transmitted by the President to 
the Congress: Provided further, That the en-
tire amount is designated by the Congress as 
an emergency requirement under section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

SEC. 1103. Notwithstanding section 11 of 
the Commodity Credit Corporation Charter 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3553 March 25, 1999 
Act (15 U.S.C. 714i), an additional $28,000,000 
shall be provided through the Commodity 
Credit Corporation in fiscal year 1999 for 
technical assistance activities performed by 
any agency of the Department of Agriculture 
in carrying out any conservation or environ-
mental program funded by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation: Provided, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
an official budget request for $28,000,000, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

SEC. 1104. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, monies available under section 
763 of the Agriculture, Rural Development, 
Food and Drug Administration, and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999, shall be 
provided by the Secretary of the Agriculture 
directly to any State determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to have been materi-
ally affected by the commercial fishery fail-
ure or failures declared by the Secretary of 
Commerce in September, 1998 under section 
312(a) of the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Con-
servation and Management Act. Such State 
shall disburse the funds to individuals with 
family incomes below the Federal poverty 
level who have been adversely affected by 
the commercial fishery failure or failures: 
Provided, That the entire amount shall be 
available only to the extent an official budg-
et request for such amount, that includes 
designation of the entire amount of the re-
quest as an emergency requirement as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amended, is 
transmitted by the President to the Con-
gress: Provided further, That the entire 
amount is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement under section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

SEC. 1105. (a) For an additional amount for 
the Livestock Assistance Program under 
Public Law 105–277, $70,000,000: Provided, That 
the entire amount shall be available only to 
the extent an official budget request for 
$70,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of such 
Act. 

(b) An additional amount of $250,000,000 is 
rescinded as provided in section 3002 of this 
Act. 

SEC. 1106. CROP INSURANCE OPTIONS FOR 
PRODUCERS WHO APPLIED FOR CROP REVENUE 
COVERAGE PLUS. (a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.— 
This section applies with respect to a pro-
ducer eligible for insurance under the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) 
who applied for the supplemental crop insur-
ance endorsement known as Crop Revenue 
Coverage PLUS (referred to in this section as 
‘‘CRCPLUS’’) for the 1999 crop year for a 
spring planted agricultural commodity. 

(b) ADDITIONAL PERIOD FOR OBTAINING OR 
TRANSFERRING COVERAGE.—Notwithstanding 
the sales closing date for obtaining crop in-
surance coverage established under section 
508(f)(2) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(f)(2)) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation shall provide a 14-day 
period beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act, but not to extend beyond April 12, 
1999, during which a producer described in 
subsection (a) may— 

(1) with respect to a federally reinsured 
policy, obtain from any approved insurance 
provider a level of coverage for the agricul-
tural commodity for which the producer ap-
plied for the CRCPLUS endorsement that is 
equivalent to or less than the level of feder-
ally reinsured coverage that the producer ap-
plied for from the insurance provider that of-
fered the CRCPLUS endorsement; and 

(2) transfer to any approved insurance pro-
vider any federally reinsured coverage pro-
vided for other agricultural commodities of 
the producer by the same insurance provider 
that offered the CRCPLUS endorsement, as 
determined by the Corporation. 

CHAPTER 2 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 

PRESIDENT 
AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 

CENTRAL AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 
EMERGENCY DISASTER RECOVERY FUND 

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS) 
Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 

91–672, for necessary expenses to address the 
effects of hurricanes in Central America and 
the Caribbean and the earthquake in Colom-
bia, $611,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2000: Provided, That the funds 
appropriated under this heading shall be sub-
ject to the provisions of chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as 
amended, and, except for section 558, the pro-
visions of title V of the Foreign Operations, 
Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(d) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)): Provided fur-
ther, That such assistance may be made 
available notwithstanding such provisions of 
law regulating the making, performance, 
amendment, or modification of contracts as 
the Administrator of the United States 
Agency for International Development 
(USAID) may specify: Provided further, That 
at least five days prior to any use of the au-
thority in the preceding proviso the Admin-
istrator of USAID shall report in writing to 
the Committees on Appropriations of his in-
tent to exercise such authority: Provided fur-
ther, That up to $6,000,000 of the funds appro-
priated by this paragraph may be transferred 
to ‘‘Operating Expenses of the Agency for 
International Development’’, to remain 
available until September 30, 2000, to be used 
for administrative costs of USAID in ad-
dressing the effects of those hurricanes, of 
which up to $1,000,000 may be used to con-
tract directly for the personal services of in-
dividuals in the United States: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available under 
this heading, not less than $2,000,000 should 
be made available to support the clearance 
of landmines and other unexploded ordnance 
in Nicaragua and Honduras: Provided further, 
That, of the amount appropriated under this 
heading, up to $10,000,000 may be made avail-
able to establish and support a scholarship 
fund for qualified low-to-middle income stu-
dents to attend Zamorano Agricultural Uni-
versity in Honduras: Provided further, That 
up to $1,500,000 of the funds appropriated by 
this heading may be transferred to ‘‘Oper-
ating Expenses of the Agency for Inter-
national Development, Office of Inspector 
General’’, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be used for costs of audits, inspec-
tions, and other activities associated with 
the expenditure of funds appropriated by this 
heading: Provided further, That $500,000 of the 
funds appropriated by this heading shall be 
made available to the Comptroller General 
for purposes of monitoring the provision of 
assistance using funds appropriated by this 
heading: Provided further, That any funds ap-
propriated by this heading that are made 

available for nonproject assistance shall be 
obligated and expended subject to the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations and to the notifica-
tion procedures relating to the reprogram-
ming of funds under section 634A of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2394–1): 
Provided further, That funds appropriated 
under this heading shall be obligated and ex-
pended subject to the regular notification 
procedures of the Committees on Appropria-
tions: Provided further, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request for 
$611,000,000, that includes designation of the 
entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement as defined in the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by 
the President to the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That the Agency for International De-
velopment should undertake efforts to pro-
mote reforestation, with careful attention to 
the choice, placement, and management of 
species of trees consistent with watershed 
management objectives designed to mini-
mize future storm damage, and to promote 
energy conservation through the use of re-
newable energy and energy-efficient services 
and technologies: Provided further, That re-
forestation and energy initiatives under this 
heading should be integrated with other sus-
tainable development efforts: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds made available under 
this heading, up to $10,000,000 may be used to 
build permanent single family housing for 
those who are homeless as a result of the ef-
fects of hurricanes in Central America and 
the Caribbean. 

INTERNATIONAL DISASTER ASSISTANCE 
Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 

91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-
national Disaster Assistance’’ for necessary 
expenses for international disaster relief, re-
habilitation, and reconstruction assistance, 
pursuant to section 491 of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, as amended, $35,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the entire amount shall be available 
only to the extent that an official budget re-
quest for $35,000,000, that includes designa-
tion 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 trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

OTHER BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 

For necessary expenses to enable the Presi-
dent to carry out chapter 4 of part II of the 
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, 
in addition to amounts otherwise available 
for such purposes: to provide assistance to 
Jordan, $50,000,000, to remain available until 
September 30, 2001: Provided, That the entire 
amount made available for fiscal year 1999 
herein is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
For necessary expenses for grants to en-

able the President to carry out section 23 of 
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the Arms Export Control Act, in addition to 
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, $50,000,000, to become available upon 
enactment of this Act and to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2001, which shall be 
for grants only for Jordan: Provided, That 
funds appropriated under this heading shall 
be nonrepayable, notwithstanding section 
23(b) and section 23(c) of the Arms Export 
Control Act: Provided further, That the entire 
amount made available for fiscal year 1999 
herein is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
DEBT RESTRUCTURING 

Notwithstanding section 10 of Public Law 
91–672, for an additional amount for ‘‘Debt 
Restructuring’’, $41,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended and subject to the terms 
and conditions under the same heading in 
the Foreign Operations, Export Financing, 
and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1999, as included in Public Law 105–277, sec-
tion 101(d): Provided, That up to $25,000,000 
may be used for a contribution to the Cen-
tral America Emergency Trust Fund, admin-
istered by the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development: Provided further, 
That such funds shall be subject to the reg-
ular notification procedures of the Commit-
tees on Appropriations: Provided further, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended. 

GENERAL PROVISION, THIS CHAPTER 
SEC. 1201. The value of articles, services, 

and military education and training author-
ized as of November 15, 1998, to be drawn 
down by the President under the authority of 
section 506(a)(2) of the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1961, as amended, shall not be counted 
against the ceiling limitation of that sec-
tion. 

CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
CONSTRUCTION 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion’’, $12,612,000, to remain available until 
expended, to repair damage due to rain, 
winds, ice, snow, and other acts of nature, 
and to replace and repair power generation 
equipment: Provided, That the entire amount 
is designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended: Provided further, That the amount 
provided shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as 
amended, is transmitted by the President to 
the Congress. 

OTHER RELATED AGENCY 
UNITED STATES HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL 

COUNCIL 
HOLOCAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Holocaust 
Memorial Council’’, $2,000,000, to remain 
available until expended, for the Holocaust 
Museum to address security needs: Provided, 
That the entire amount is designated by the 
Congress as an emergency requirement pur-
suant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended: Provided further, That 

the amount provided shall be available only 
to the extent that an official budget request 
that includes designation of the entire 
amount as an emergency requirement pursu-
ant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress. 

CHAPTER 4 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

DISASTER ASSISTANCE FOR UNMET NEEDS 

For ‘‘Disaster Assistance for Unmet 
Needs’’, $313,600,000, which shall remain 
available until September 30, 2001, for use by 
the Director of the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency (Director) only for disaster 
relief, buyout assistance, long-term recov-
ery, and mitigation in communities affected 
by Presidentially-declared natural disasters 
designated during fiscal years 1998 and 1999, 
only to the extent those activities are not 
reimbursable by or for which funds are not 
made available by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (under its ‘‘Disaster 
Relief’’ program), the Small Business Ad-
ministration, or the Army Corps of Engi-
neers: Provided, That in administering these 
funds the Director shall allocate these funds 
to States to be administered by each State 
in conjunction with its Federal Emergency 
Management Agency Disaster Relief pro-
gram: Provided further, That each State shall 
provide not less than 25 percent in non-Fed-
eral public matching funds or its equivalent 
value (other than administrative costs) for 
any funds allocated to the State under this 
heading: Provided further, That the Director 
shall allocate these funds based on the 
unmet needs arising from a Presidentially- 
declared disaster as identified by the Direc-
tor as those which have not or will not be ad-
dressed by other Federal disaster assistance 
programs and for which it is deemed appro-
priate to supplement the efforts and avail-
able resources of States, local governments 
and disaster relief organizations: Provided 
further, That the Director shall establish re-
view groups within FEMA to review each re-
quest by a State of its unmet needs and cer-
tify as to the actual costs associated with 
the unmet needs as well as the commitment 
and ability of each state to provide its match 
requirement: Provided further, That the Di-
rector shall implement all mitigation and 
buyout efforts in a manner consistent with 
the requirements of section 404 of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Assistance Act: Provided further, That the Di-
rector shall publish a notice in the Federal 
Register governing the allocation and use of 
the funds under this heading, including pro-
visions for ensuring the compliance of the 
states with the requirements of this pro-
gram: Provided further, That 10 days prior to 
distribution of funds, the Director shall sub-
mit a list to the House and Senate Commit-
tees on Appropriations, setting forth the pro-
posed uses of funds and the most recent esti-
mates of unmet needs: Provided further, That 
the Director shall submit quarterly reports 
to the Committees regarding the actual 
projects and needs for which funds have been 
provided under this heading: Provided further, 
That to the extent any funds under this 
heading are used in a manner inconsistent 
with the requirements of the program estab-
lished under this heading and any rules 
issued pursuant thereto, the Director shall 
recapture an equivalent amount of funds 
from the State from any existing funds or fu-
ture funds awarded to the State under this 
heading or any other program administered 
by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency: Provided further, That the entire 
amount shall be available only to the extent 

an official budget request, that includes des-
ignation of the entire amount of the request 
as an emergency requirement as defined by 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is trans-
mitted by the President to the Congress: Pro-
vided further, That the entire amount is des-
ignated by the Congress as an emergency re-
quirement pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of 
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985, as amended. 

GENERAL PROVISION, THIS TITLE 
SEC. 1401. EMERGENCY STEEL LOAN GUAR-

ANTEE PROGRAM. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This sec-
tion may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency Steel 
Loan Guarantee Act of 1999’’. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.—Congress 
finds that— 

(1) the United States steel industry has 
been severely harmed by a record surge of 
more than 40,000,000 tons of steel imports 
into the United States in 1998, caused by the 
world financial crisis; 

(2) this surge in imports resulted in the 
loss of more than 10,000 steel worker jobs in 
1998, and was the imminent cause of 3 bank-
ruptcies by medium-sized steel companies, 
Acme Steel, Laclede Steel, and Geneva 
Steel; 

(3) the crisis also forced almost all United 
States steel companies into— 

(A) reduced volume, lower prices, and fi-
nancial losses; and 

(B) an inability to obtain credit for contin-
ued operations and reinvestment in facili-
ties; 

(4) the crisis also has affected the willing-
ness of private banks and investment insti-
tutions to make loans to the U.S. steel in-
dustry for continued operation and reinvest-
ment in facilities; 

(5) these steel bankruptcies, job losses, and 
financial losses are also having serious nega-
tive effects on the tax base of cities, coun-
ties, and States, and on the essential health, 
education, and municipal services that these 
government entities provide to their citi-
zens; and 

(6) a strong steel industry is necessary to 
the adequate defense preparedness of the 
United States in order to have sufficient 
steel available to build the ships, tanks, 
planes, and armaments necessary for the na-
tional defense. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion— 

(1) the term ‘‘Board’’ means the Loan 
Guarantee Board established under sub-
section (e); 

(2) the term ‘‘Program’’ means the Emer-
gency Steel Guaranteed Loan Program es-
tablished under subsection (d); and 

(3) the term ‘‘qualified steel company’’ 
means any company that— 

(A) is incorporated under the laws of any 
State; 

(B) is engaged in the production and manu-
facture of a product defined by the American 
Iron and Steel Institute as a basic steel mill 
product, including ingots, slab and billets, 
plates, flat-rolled steel, sections and struc-
tural products, bars, rail type products, pipe 
and tube, and wire rod; and 

(C) has experienced layoffs, production 
losses, or financial losses since the beginning 
of the steel import crisis, after January 1, 
1998. 

(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF EMERGENCY STEEL 
GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM.—There is es-
tablished the Emergency Steel Guaranteed 
Loan Program, to be administered by the 
Board, the purpose of which is to provide 
loan guarantees to qualified steel companies 
in accordance with this section. 

(e) LOAN GUARANTEE BOARD MEMBERSHIP.— 
There is established a Loan Guarantee 
Board, which shall be composed of— 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00170 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 S3555 March 25, 1999 
(1) the Secretary of Commerce, who shall 

serve as Chairman of the Board; 
(2) the Secretary of Labor; and 
(3) the Secretary of the Treasury. 
(f) LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM.— 
(1) AUTHORITY.—The Program may guar-

antee loans provided to qualified steel com-
panies by private banking and investment 
institutions in accordance with the proce-
dures, rules, and regulations established by 
the Board. 

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggre-
gate amount of loans guaranteed and out-
standing at any one time under this section 
may not exceed $1,000,000,000. 

(3) INDIVIDUAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The ag-
gregate amount of loans guaranteed under 
this section with respect to a single qualified 
steel company may not exceed $250,000,000. 

(4) MINIMUM GUARANTEE AMOUNT.—No sin-
gle loan in an amount that is less than 
$25,000,000 may be guaranteed under this sec-
tion. 

(5) TIMELINES.—The Board shall approve or 
deny each application for a guarantee under 
this section as soon as possible after receipt 
of such application. 

(6) ADDITIONAL COSTS.—For the additional 
cost of the loans guaranteed under this sub-
section, including the costs of modifying the 
loans as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 661a), 
there is appropriated $140,000,000 to remain 
available until expended. 

(g) REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN GUARAN-
TEES.—A loan guarantee may be issued under 
this section upon application to the Board by 
a qualified steel company pursuant to an 
agreement to provide a loan to that qualified 
steel company by a private bank or invest-
ment company, if the Board determines 
that— 

(1) credit is not otherwise available to that 
company under reasonable terms or condi-
tions sufficient to meet its financing needs, 
as reflected in the financial and business 
plans of that company; 

(2) the prospective earning power of that 
company, together with the character and 
value of the security pledged, furnish reason-
able assurance of repayment of the loan to 
be guaranteed in accordance with its terms; 

(3) the loan to be guaranteed bears interest 
at a rate determined by the Board to be rea-
sonable, taking into account the current av-
erage yield on outstanding obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods of ma-
turity comparable to the maturity of such 
loan; and 

(4) the company has agreed to an audit by 
the General Accounting Office, prior to the 
issuance of the loan guarantee and annually 
while any such guaranteed loan is out-
standing. 

(h) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUAR-
ANTEES.— 

(1) LOAN DURATION.—All loans guaranteed 
under this section shall be payable in full 
not later than December 31, 2005, and the 
terms and conditions of each such loan shall 
provide that the loan may not be amended, 
or any provision thereof waived, without the 
consent of the Board. 

(2) LOAN SECURITY.—Any commitment to 
issue a loan guarantee under this section 
shall contain such affirmative and negative 
covenants and other protective provisions 
that the Board determines are appropriate. 
The Board shall require security for the 
loans to be guaranteed under this section at 
the time at which the commitment is made. 

(3) FEES.—A qualified steel company re-
ceiving a guarantee under this section shall 
pay a fee in an amount equal to 0.5 percent 
of the outstanding principal balance of the 
guaranteed loan to the Department of the 
Treasury. 

(i) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—The Secretary 
of Commerce shall submit to the Congress 
annually, a full report of the activities of the 
Board under this section during fiscal years 
1999 and 2000, and annually thereafter, during 
such period as any loan guaranteed under 
this section is outstanding. 

(j) SALARIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—For necessary expenses to admin-
ister the Program, $5,000,000 is appropriated 
to the Department of Commerce, to remain 
available until expended, which may be 
transferred to the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Trade Development of the 
International Trade Administration. 

(k) TERMINATION OF GUARANTEE AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority of the Board to make 
commitments to guarantee any loan under 
this section shall terminate on December 31, 
2001. 

(l) REGULATORY ACTION.—The Board shall 
issue such final procedures, rules, and regu-
lations as may be necessary to carry out this 
section not later than 60 days after the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(m) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire 
amount made available to carry out this sec-
tion— 

(1) is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)); and 

(2) shall be available only to the extent 
that an official budget request that includes 
designation of the entire amount of the re-
quest as an emergency requirement (as de-
fined in the Balanced Budget and Emergency 
Deficit Control Act of 1985) is transmitted by 
the President to the Congress. 

SEC. 1402. PETROLEUM DEVELOPMENT MAN-
AGEMENT. (a) SHORT TITLE.—This section 
may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency Oil and Gas 
Guaranteed Loan Program Act’’. 

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) consumption of foreign oil in the United 

States is estimated to equal 56 percent of all 
oil consumed, and that percentage could 
reach 68 percent by 2010 if current prices pre-
vail; 

(2) the number of oil and gas rigs operating 
in the United States is at its lowest since 
1944, when records of this tally began; 

(3) if prices do not increase soon, the 
United States could lose at least half its 
marginal wells, which in aggregate produce 
as much oil as the United States imports 
from Saudi Arabia; 

(4) oil and gas prices are unlikely to in-
crease for at least several years; 

(5) declining production, well abandon-
ment, and greatly reduced exploration and 
development are shrinking the domestic oil 
and gas industry; 

(6) the world’s richest oil producing regions 
in the Middle East are experiencing increas-
ingly greater political instability; 

(7) United Nations policy may make Iraq 
the swing oil producing nation, thereby 
granting Saddam Hussein tremendous power; 

(8) reliance on foreign oil for more than 60 
percent of our daily oil and gas consumption 
is a national security threat; 

(9) the level of United States oil security is 
directly related to the level of domestic pro-
duction of oil, natural gas liquids, and nat-
ural gas; and 

(10) a national security policy should be de-
veloped that ensures that adequate supplies 
of oil are available at all times free of the 
threat of embargo or other foreign hostile 
acts. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the 

Loan Guarantee Board established by sub-
section (e). 

(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘Program’’ means 
the Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan 
Program established by subsection (d). 

(3) QUALIFIED OIL AND GAS COMPANY.—The 
term ‘‘qualified oil and gas company’’ means 
a company that— 

(A) is incorporated under the laws of any 
State; 

(B) is— 
(i) an independent oil and gas company 

(within the meaning of section 57(a)(2)(B)(i) 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986); or 

(ii) a small business concern under section 
3 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632) 
that is an oil field service company whose 
main business is providing tools, products, 
personnel, and technical solutions on a con-
tractual basis to exploration and production 
operators who drill, complete, produce, 
transport, refine and sell hydrocarbons and 
their byproducts as their main commercial 
business; and 

(C) has experienced layoffs, production 
losses, or financial losses since the beginning 
of the oil import crisis, after January 1, 1997. 

(d) EMERGENCY OIL AND GAS GUARANTEED 
LOAN PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—There is established the 
Emergency Oil and Gas Guaranteed Loan 
Program, the purpose of which shall be to 
provide loan guarantees to qualified oil and 
gas companies in accordance with this sec-
tion. 

(2) LOAN GUARANTEE BOARD.—There is es-
tablished to administer the Program a Loan 
Guarantee Board, to be composed of— 

(A) the Secretary of Commerce, who shall 
serve as Chairperson of the Board; 

(B) the Secretary of Labor; and 
(C) the Secretary of the Treasury. 
(e) AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Program may guar-

antee loans provided to qualified oil and gas 
companies by private banking and invest-
ment institutions in accordance with proce-
dures, rules, and regulations established by 
the Board. 

(2) TOTAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The aggre-
gate amount of loans guaranteed and out-
standing at any one time under this section 
shall not exceed $500,000,000. 

(3) INDIVIDUAL GUARANTEE LIMIT.—The ag-
gregate amount of loans guaranteed under 
this section with respect to a single qualified 
oil and gas company shall not exceed 
$10,000,000. 

(4) MINIMUM GUARANTEE AMOUNT.—No sin-
gle loan in an amount that is less than 
$250,000 may be guaranteed under this sec-
tion. 

(5) EXPEDITIOUS ACTION ON APPLICATIONS.— 
The Board shall approve or deny an applica-
tion for a guarantee under this section as 
soon as practicable after receipt of an appli-
cation. 

(f) REQUIREMENTS FOR LOAN GUARANTEES.— 
The Board may issue a loan guarantee on ap-
plication by a qualified oil and gas company 
under an agreement by a private bank or in-
vestment company to provide a loan to the 
qualified oil and gas company, if the Board 
determines that— 

(1) credit is not otherwise available to the 
company under reasonable terms or condi-
tions sufficient to meet its financing needs, 
as reflected in the financial and business 
plans of the company; 

(2) the prospective earning power of the 
company, together with the character and 
value of the security pledged, provide a rea-
sonable assurance of repayment of the loan 
to be guaranteed in accordance with its 
terms; 

(3) the loan to be guaranteed bears interest 
at a rate determined by the Board to be rea-
sonable, taking into account the current av-
erage yield on outstanding obligations of the 
United States with remaining periods of ma-
turity comparable to the maturity of the 
loan; and 
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(4) the company has agreed to an audit by 

the General Accounting Office before 
issuance of the loan guarantee and annually 
while the guaranteed loan is outstanding. 

(g) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF LOAN GUAR-
ANTEES.— 

(1) LOAN DURATION.—All loans guaranteed 
under this section shall be repayable in full 
not later than December 31, 2010, and the 
terms and conditions of each such loan shall 
provide that the loan agreement may not be 
amended, or any provision of the loan agree-
ment waived, without the consent of the 
Board. 

(2) LOAN SECURITY.—A commitment to 
issue a loan guarantee under this section 
shall contain such affirmative and negative 
covenants and other protective provisions as 
the Board determines are appropriate. The 
Board shall require security for the loans to 
be guaranteed under this section at the time 
at which the commitment is made. 

(3) FEES.—A qualified oil and gas company 
receiving a loan guarantee under this section 
shall pay a fee in an amount equal to 0.5 per-
cent of the outstanding principal balance of 
the guaranteed loan to the Department of 
the Treasury. 

(h) REPORTS.—During fiscal year 1999 and 
each fiscal year thereafter until each guar-
anteed loan has been repaid in full, the Sec-
retary of Commerce shall submit to the Con-
gress a report on the activities of the Board. 

(i) SALARIES AND ADMINISTRATIVE EX-
PENSES.—For necessary expenses to admin-
ister the Program, $2,500,000 is appropriated 
to the Department of Commerce, to remain 
available until expended, which may be 
transferred to the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Trade Development of the 
International Trade Administration. 

(j) TERMINATION OF GUARANTEE AUTHOR-
ITY.—The authority of the Board to make 
commitments to guarantee any loan under 
this section shall terminate on December 31, 
2001. 

(k) REGULATORY ACTION.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Board shall issue such final procedures, 
rules, and regulations as are necessary to 
carry out this section. 

(l) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire 
amount made available to carry out this sec-
tion— 

(1) is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 
U.S.C. 901(b)(2)(A)); and 

(2) shall be available only to the extent 
that the President submits to the Congress a 
budget request that includes designation of 
the entire amount of the request as an emer-
gency requirement. 

SEC. 1403. DEDUCTION FOR OIL AND GAS PRO-
DUCTION. (a) DEDUCTION.—Subject to the lim-
itations in subsection (c), the Secretary of 
the Interior shall allow lessees operating one 
or more qualifying wells on public land to 
deduct from the amount of royalty otherwise 
payable to the Secretary on production from 
a qualifying well, the amount of expendi-
tures made by such lessees after April 1, 1999 
to— 

(1) increase oil or gas production from ex-
isting wells on public land; 

(2) drill new oil or gas wells on existing 
leases on public land; or 

(3) explore for oil or gas on public land. 
(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-

tion— 
(1) the term ‘‘lessee’’ means any person to 

whom the United States issues a lease for oil 
and gas exploration, production, or develop-
ment on public land, or any person to whom 
operating rights in such lease have been as-
signed; 

(2) the term ‘‘public land’’ has the same 
meaning given such term in section 103(e) of 

the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1702(e)); and 

(3) the term ‘‘qualifying well’’ means any 
well for the production of natural gas, crude 
oil, or both that is on public land and— 

(A) has production that is treated as mar-
ginal production under section 631A(c)(6) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; or 

(B) has been classified as a qualifying well 
by the Secretary of the Interior for purposes 
of maximizing the benefits of this section. 

(c) SUNSET.—The Secretary of the Interior 
shall not allow a deduction under this sec-
tion after— 

(1) September 30, 2000; 
(2) the thirtieth consecutive day on which 

the price for West Texas Intermediate crude 
oil on the New York Mercantile Exchange 
closes above $18 per barrel; or 

(3) lessees have deducted a total of 
$123,000,000 under this section— 
whichever occurs first. 

(d) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—For necessary 
expenses of the Department of the Interior 
under this section, $2,000,000 is appropriated 
to the Secretary of the Interior, to remain 
available until expended. 

(e) EMERGENCY DESIGNATION.—The entire 
amount made available to carry out this sec-
tion— 

(1) shall be available only to the extent an 
official budget request for $125,000,000, that 
includes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985, as amend-
ed, is transmitted by the President to the 
Congress; and 

(2) is designated by the Congress as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to section 
251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

(f) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT.—An additional 
amount of $125,000,000 is rescinded as pro-
vided in section 3002 of this Act. 

TITLE II—SUPPLEMENTAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 

CHAPTER 1 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

ENFORCEMENT AND BORDER AFFAIRS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 

and Expenses, Enforcement and Border Af-
fairs’’ to support increased detention re-
quirements for criminal and illegal aliens, 
$80,000,000, which shall remain available 
until September 30, 2000. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS, RESEARCH, AND FACILITIES 

For the necessary expenses of additional 
research, management, and enforcement ac-
tivities in the Northeast Multispecies fish-
ery, and for the acquisition of shoreline data 
for nautical charts, $3,880,000, to remain 
available until expended: Provided, That 
from unobligated balances in this account 
available under the heading ‘‘CLIMATE AND 
GLOBAL CHANGE RESEARCH’’, $2,000,000 shall be 
made available for regional applications pro-
grams at the University of Northern Iowa 
consistent with the direction in the report to 
accompany Public Law 105–277. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL AND LAW 

ENFORCEMENT 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Inter-

national Narcotics Control and Law Enforce-
ment’’, $23,000,000, for additional counterdrug 
research and development activities: Pro-
vided, That the entire amount is designated 
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the 

Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That 
such amount shall be available only to the 
extent an official budget request that in-
cludes designation of the entire amount of 
the request as an emergency requirement as 
defined in such Act is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress. 

THE JUDICIARY 
SUPREME COURT OF THE UNITED STATES 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Salaries 

and Expenses,’’ $921,000, to remain available 
until expended. 

CHAPTER 2 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 

MILITARY PERSONNEL 
RESERVE PERSONNEL, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Reserve 
Personnel, Army’’, $2,900,000. 

NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, ARMY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘National 

Guard Personnel, Army’’, $7,300,000. 
NATIONAL GUARD PERSONNEL, AIR FORCE 

For an additional amount for ‘‘National 
Guard Personnel, Air Force’’, $1,000,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army’’, $50,000,000. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Navy’’, $16,000,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Air Force’’, $8,000,000. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 

and Maintenance, Defense-Wide’’, $21,000,000, 
of which $20,000,000 is available only for the 
CINC initiative fund. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
NATIONAL GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
and Maintenance, Army National Guard’’, 
$20,000,000. 

OVERSEAS HUMANITARIAN, DISASTER, AND 
CIVIC AID 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Overseas 
Humanitarian, Disaster, and Civic Aid’’, 
$37,500,000. 

NEW HORIZONS EXERCISE TRANSFER FUND 
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For emergency expenses incurred by 
United States military forces to participate 
in the New Horizons Exercise programs to 
undertake relief, rehabilitation, and restora-
tion operations and training activities in re-
sponse to disasters within the United States 
Southern Command area of responsibility; 
$46,000,000, to remain available for transfer 
until September 30, 1999: Provided, That the 
Secretary of Defense may transfer these 
funds to operation and maintenance ac-
counts: Provided further, That the funds 
transferred shall be merged with and shall be 
available for the same purposes and for the 
same time period, as the appropriation to 
which transferred: Provided further, That the 
transfer authority provided in this para-
graph is in addition to any other transfer au-
thority contained in Public Law 105–262. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS CHAPTER 
SEC. 2201. Of the amounts appropriated or 

otherwise made available in the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public 
Law 105–262) for ‘‘Operation and mainte-
nance, defense-wide’’, up to $8,000,000 may be 
made available for the award of a grant to a 
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consortium of nonprofit, higher education 
institutions for the purpose of creating a 
computer network among such institutions 
to enhance teaching and learning opportuni-
ties in science, technology and communica-
tions. 

SEC. 2202. (a) UNITED STATES MILITARY 
ACADEMY.—Section 4344(b)(3) of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘five persons’’ and inserting ‘‘10 persons’’. 

(b) UNITED STATES NAVAL ACADEMY.—Sec-
tion 6957(b)(3) of such title is amended by 
striking ‘‘five persons’’ and inserting ‘‘10 per-
sons’’. 

(c) UNITED STATES AIR FORCE ACADEMY.— 
Section 9344(b)(3) of such title is amended by 
striking ‘‘five persons’’ and inserting ‘‘10 per-
sons’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply with respect 
to students from a foreign country entering 
the United States Military Academy, the 
United States Naval Academy, or the United 
States Air Force Academy on or after May 1, 
1999. 

SEC. 2203. (a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE PAY-
MENTS.—Subject to the provisions of this sec-
tion, the Secretary of Defense is authorized 
to make payments for the settlement of the 
claims arising from the deaths caused by the 
accident involving a United States Marine 
Corps EA–6B aircraft on February 3, 1998, 
near Cavalese, Italy. 

(b) DEADLINE FOR EXERCISE OF AUTHOR-
ITY.—The Secretary shall make the decision 
to exercise the authority in subsection (a) 
not later than 90 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(c) SOURCE OF PAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, of the 
amounts appropriated or otherwise made 
available for the Department of the Navy for 
operation and maintenance for fiscal year 
1999 or other unexpended balances from prior 
years, the Secretary shall make available 
$40,000,000 only for emergency and extraor-
dinary expenses associated with the settle-
ment of the claims arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a). 

(d) AMOUNT OF PAYMENT.—The amount of 
the payment under this section in settle-
ment of the claims arising from the death of 
any person associated with the accident de-
scribed in subsection (a) may not exceed 
$2,000,000. 

(e) TREATMENT OF PAYMENTS.—Any amount 
paid to a person under this section is in-
tended to supplement any amount subse-
quently determined to be payable to the per-
son under section 127 or chapter 163 of title 
10, United States Code, or any other provi-
sion of law for administrative settlement of 
claims against the United States with re-
spect to damages arising from the accident 
described in subsection (a). 

(f) CONSTRUCTION.—The payment of an 
amount under this section may not be con-
sidered to constitute a statement of legal li-
ability on the part of the United States or 
otherwise as evidence of any material fact in 
any judicial proceeding or investigation aris-
ing from the accident described in subsection 
(a). 

SEC. 2204. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, a military technician (dual 
status) (as defined in section 10216 of title 10, 
United States Code) performing active duty 
without pay while on leave from technician 
employment under section 6323(d) of title 5, 
United States Code, may, in the discretion of 
the Secretary concerned, be authorized a per 
diem allowance under this title, in lieu of 
commutation for subsistence and quarters as 
described in section 1002(b) of title 37, United 
States Code. 

SEC. 2205. OPERATIONAL SUPPORT AIRCRAFT 
MULTI-YEAR LEASING DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT. (a) AUTHORITY TO LEASE.—Effective 

on or after October 1, 1999, the Secretary of 
the Air Force may obtain transportation for 
operational support purposes, including 
transportation for combatant Commanders 
in Chief, by lease of aircraft, on such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary may deem 
appropriate, consistent with this section, 
through an operating lease consistent with 
OMB Circular A–11. 

(b) MAXIMUM LEASE TERM FOR MULTI-YEAR 
LEASE.—The term of any lease into which 
the Secretary enters under this section shall 
not exceed ten years from the date on which 
the lease takes effect. 

(c) COMMERCIAL TERMS.—The Secretary 
may include terms and conditions in any 
lease into which the Secretary enters under 
this section that are customary in the leas-
ing of aircraft by a nongovernmental lessor 
to a nongovernmental lessee. 

(d) TERMINATION PAYMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may, in connection with any lease 
into which the Secretary enters under this 
section, to the extent the Secretary deems 
appropriate, provide for special payments to 
the lessor if either the Secretary terminates 
or cancels the lease prior to the expiration of 
its term or the aircraft is damaged or de-
stroyed prior to the expiration of the term of 
the lease. In the event of termination or can-
cellation of the lease, the total value of such 
payments shall not exceed the value of one 
year’s lease payment. 

(e) OBLIGATION AND EXPENDITURE OF 
FUNDS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law— 

(1) an obligation need not be recorded upon 
entering into a lease under this section, in 
order to provide for the payments described 
in subsection (d); and 

(2) any payments required under a lease 
under this section, and any payments made 
pursuant to subsection (d), may be made 
from— 

(A) appropriations available for the per-
formance of the lease at the time the lease 
takes effect; 

(B) appropriations for the operation and 
maintenance available at the time which the 
payment is due; and 

(C) funds appropriated for those payments. 
(f) OTHER AUTHORITY PRESERVED.—The au-

thority granted to the Secretary of the Air 
Force by this section is separate from and in 
addition to, and shall not be construed to 
impair or otherwise affect, the authority of 
the Secretary to procure transportation or 
enter into leases under a provision of law 
other than this section. 

CHAPTER 3 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

OPERATION OF INDIAN PROGRAMS 

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Operation 
of Indian Programs’’, $1,136,000, to remain 
available until expended for suppression of 
western spruce budworm: Provided, That 
such funds shall be derived by transfer of 
funds provided in previous appropriations 
acts under the heading ‘‘Forest Service, 
Wildland Fire Management’’. 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
prior Appropriations Acts for the Automated 
Land and Mineral Record System, $1,000,000 
shall be available until expended to meet in-
creased workload requirements stemming 
from the anticipated higher volume of Appli-
cations for Permits to Drill in the Powder 
River Basin: Provided, That unless there is 
an agreement in place between the coal min-
ing operator and the gas producer, the funds 
made available herein shall not be used to 

approve Applications for Permits to Drill for 
well sites that are located within an area 
covered by: (1) an existing coal lease, or (2) 
an existing coal mining permit, or (3) an ex-
isting Lease by Application for a coal mining 
lease, or (4) a future Lease by Application for 
an area adjacent to and within one mile of 
an area covered by (1), (2), or (3) above. Noth-
ing in this paragraph shall be construed or 
operate as a restriction on current resources 
appropriated to the Department of the Inte-
rior. 

OFFICE OF THE SPECIAL TRUSTEE FOR 
AMERICAN INDIANS 

FEDERAL TRUST PROGRAMS 
For an additional amount for ‘‘Federal 

Trust Programs’’, $6,800,000, to remain avail-
able until expended for activities pursuant to 
the Trust Management Improvement Project 
High Level Implementation Plan. 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 
WATER AND RELATED RESOURCES 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Water and 
Related Resources’’ for emergency repairs to 
the Headgate Rock Hydroelectric Project, 
$5,000,000 is appropriated pursuant to the 
Snyder Act (25 U.S.C.), to be expended by the 
Bureau of Reclamation, to remain available 
until expended. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading for fire operations in previous Acts 
of Appropriation (exclusive of amounts for 
hazardous fuels reduction), $100,000,000 shall 
be transferred to the Knutson-Vandenberg 
fund established pursuant to section 3 of 
Public Law 71–319 (16 U.S.C. 576 et. seq.) 
within 10 days of passage of this Act. 

CHAPTER 4 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

GENERAL DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
For an additional amount for ‘‘general de-

partmental management’’, $1,400,000, to re-
duce the backlog of pending nursing home 
appeals before the Departmental Appeals 
Board. 

RELATED AGENCY 
CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING 

For an additional amount for the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting, to remain 
available until expended, $18,000,000: Pro-
vided, That such funds be made available to 
National Public Radio, as the designated 
manager of the Public Radio Satellite Sys-
tem, for acquisition of satellite capacity. 

CHAPTER 5 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Military 
Construction, Army National Guard’’ to 
cover the incremental costs arising from the 
consequences of Hurricane Georges, 
$14,500,000, as authorized by 10 U.S.C. 2854, to 
remain available until September 30, 2003. 

CHAPTER 6 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 
Of amounts appropriated for fiscal year 

1999 for salaries and expenses under the Sala-
ries and Expenses account in title II of Pub-
lic Law 105–276, $3,400,000 shall be transferred 
to the Community Development Block 
Grants account in title II of Public Law 105– 
276 for grants for service coordinators and 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 22:54 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00173 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S25MR9.PT2 S25MR9m
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 — SENATES3558 March 25, 1999 
congregate services for the elderly and dis-
abled: Provided, That in distributing such 
amount, the Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development shall give priority to public 
housing agencies that submitted eligible ap-
plications for renewal of fiscal year 1995 el-
derly service coordinator grants pursuant to 
the Notice of Funding Availability for Serv-
ice Coordinator Funds for Fiscal Year 1998, 
as published in the Federal Register on June 
1, 1998. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

Under this heading in Public Law 105–276, 
add the words, ‘‘to remain available until 
September 30, 2000,’’ after ‘‘$81,910,000,’’. 

CHAPTER 7 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

For an additional amount for ‘‘Construc-
tion, General’’, $500,000 shall be available for 
technical assistance related to shoreline ero-
sion at Lake Tahoe, Nevada caused by high 
lake levels pursuant to section 219 of the 
Water Resources Development Act of 1992. 

CHAPTER 8 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
AND FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS 

HIGH INTENSITY DRUG TRAFFICKING AREAS 
PROGRAM 

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS) 

For necessary expenses of the Office of Na-
tional Drug Control Policy’s High Intensity 
Drug Trafficking Areas Program, an addi-
tional $750,000 is appropriated for drug con-
trol activities which shall be used specifi-
cally to expand the Southwest Border High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area for the 
State of New Mexico to include Rio Arriba 
County, Santa Fe County, and San Juan 
County, New Mexico, which are hereby des-
ignated as part of the Southwest Border High 
Intensity Drug Trafficking Area for the 
State of New Mexico, and an additional 
$500,000 is appropriated for national efforts 
related to methamphetamine reduction ef-
forts. 

CHAPTER 9 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE RELATED 
AGENCY 

UNITED STATES COMMISSION ON 
INTERNATIONAL RELIGIOUS FREEDOM 

For necessary expenses for the United 
States Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom, as authorized by title II of 
the International Religious Freedom Act of 
1998 (Public Law 105–292), $3,000,000, to re-
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the amount of the rescission under 
chapter 2 of title III of this Act under the 
heading ‘‘CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS’’ is hereby increased by 
$3,000,000. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS TITLE 

SEC. 2301. The Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is amended 
under the heading ‘‘Forest Service, Recon-
struction and Construction’’ by inserting be-
fore the final period the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided further, That notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, funds appropriated 
for Forest Service construction of a new for-
estry research facility at Auburn University, 
Auburn, Alabama, shall be available for a di-

rect payment to Auburn University for this 
purpose, but no more than $4,000,000 shall be 
available for such payment prior to October 
1, 1999: Provided further, That if within the 
life of the facility the USDA Forest Service 
needs additional space for collaborative lab-
oratory activities on the Auburn University 
campus, Auburn University shall provide 
such laboratory space within the new facil-
ity constructed with these funds, free of any 
charge for rent’’. 

SEC. 2302. None of the funds made available 
under this or any other Act may be used by 
the Secretary of the Interior to issue and fi-
nalize the rule to revise 43 C.F.R. Part 3809, 
published on February 9, 1999 at 64 Fed. Reg. 
6421 or the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement on Surface Management Regula-
tions for Locatable Mineral Operations, pub-
lished in February, 1999, unless the Secretary 
has provided a period of not less than 120 
days for accepting public comment on the 
proposed rule after the report of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences’ Committee on 
Hardrock Mining on Federal Lands, author-
ized and required by the Department of the 
Interior and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, 
section 101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is sub-
mitted to the appropriate federal agencies, 
the Congress, and the Governors of the af-
fected states in accordance with the require-
ments of that Act. 

SEC. 2303. CIVIL LIBERTIES PUBLIC EDU-
CATION FUND. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law and in addition to any funds 
appropriated for this purpose, the Attorney 
General may transfer from any funds avail-
able to the Department of Justice not more 
than $4,300,000 to the Fund established under 
the Civil Liberties Act of 1988 (50 U.S.C. App. 
1989b et seq.) for the purpose of paying res-
titution to individuals (1) who are eligible 
for restitution under such Act and have filed 
timely claims for the restitution, or (2) who 
are found eligible under the settlement 
agreement in the case of Carmen Mochizuki 
et al. vs. United States (Case No. 97–294C, 
United States Court of Federal Claims) and 
filed timely claims covered by the agree-
ment. 

SEC. 2304. Division A, section 101(a), title 
XI, section 1122(c) is amended by inserting 
after ‘‘basis’’ ‘‘: Provided, That no adminis-
trative costs shall be charged against this 
program which would have been incurred 
otherwise’’. 

SEC. 2305. None of the funds in this or any 
other Act shall be used to issue a notice of 
final rulemaking with respect to the valu-
ation of crude oil for royalty purposes, in-
cluding a rulemaking derived from proposed 
rules published in 63 Federal Register 6113 
(1998), 62 Federal Register 36030, and 62 Fed-
eral Register 3742 (1997) until October 1, 1999, 
or until there is a negotiated agreement on 
the rule. 

SEC. 2306. Of the $2,200,000 appropriated in 
Public Law 105–276 in accordance with H.R. 
Conference Report No. 105–769 to meet sewer 
infrastructure needs associated with the 2002 
Winter Olympic Games shall be awarded to 
Wasatch County, UT, for both water and 
sewer. 

SEC. 2307. For the remainder of fiscal year 
1999, no funds may be used by the Depart-
ment of the Interior to implement Secre-
tarial Order 3208, issued January 5, 1999, re-
garding the ‘‘Reorganization of the Office of 
the Special Trustee for American Indians’’. 
Fiscal year 1999 funds appropriated for pur-
poses of reforming trust funds management 
practices shall continue to be administered 
as if the Order had not been issued. 

SEC. 2308. EXTENSION OF AIRPORT IMPROVE-
MENT PROGRAM. (a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPRO-

PRIATIONS.—Section 48103 of title 49, United 
States Code, as amended by section 110(b)(1) 
of title I of division C of the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), is 
amended by striking ‘‘$1,205,000,000’’ and all 
that follows through ‘‘October 1, 1998’’and in-
serting ‘‘$1,607,000,000 for the 8-month period 
beginning October 1, 1998.’’. 

(b) OBLIGATIONAL AUTHORITY.—Section 
47104(c) of title 49, United States Code, as 
amended by section 110(b)(2) of title I of divi-
sion C of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), is amended by 
striking ‘‘March 31, 1999’’ and inserting ‘‘May 
31, 1999’’. 

(c) LIQUIDATION OF CONTRACT AUTHORIZA-
TION.—The Department of Transportation 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999, as enacted in section 101(g) of Public 
Law 105–277, is amended as follows: Under 
the heading ‘‘Grants-in-Aid for Airports, 
(Liquidation of Contract Authorization), 
(Airport and Airway Trust Fund)’’, delete 
the last proviso, and insert the following in 
lieu thereof: ‘‘: Provided further, That not 
more than $1,300,000,000 of funds limited 
under this heading may be obligated before 
the enactment of a bill extending contract 
authorization for the Grants-in-Aid for air-
ports program beyond May 31, 1999.’’. 

SEC. 2309. (a) Section (a) of section 149, di-
vision C of Pubic Law 105–277 is amended by 
striking ‘‘April 1, 1999’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘September 30, 1999’’. 

(b) Section (b) of section 149, division C of 
Public Law 105–277 is amended by striking 
‘‘April 1, 1999’’ each time it appears and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘September 30, 1999’’. 

SEC. 2310. (a) Section 339(b)(3) of the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development Act 
(7 U.S.C. 1989(b)(3) is amended— 

(1) by striking the comma and the remain-
der of paragraph (3) following the comma; 
and 

(2) by inserting a period after ‘‘(1)’’. 
(b) Section 353(c)(3)(C) of the Consolidated 

Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 
2001(c)(3)(C)) is amended by striking ‘‘100 per-
cent’’ and inserting ‘‘110 percent’’. 

SEC. 2311. PROHIBITION ON TREATING ANY 
FUNDS RECOVERED FROM TOBACCO COMPANIES 
AS AN OVERPAYMENT FOR PURPOSES OF MED-
ICAID. (a) AMENDMENT TO SOCIAL SECURITY 
ACT.—Section 1903(d)(3) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(d)(3)) is amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘(A)’’ after ‘‘(3)’’; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B)(i) Subparagraph (A) and paragraph 

(2)(B) shall not apply to any amount recov-
ered or paid to a State as part of the com-
prehensive settlement of November 1998 be-
tween manufacturers of tobacco products, as 
defined in section 5702(d) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986, and State Attorneys Gen-
eral, or as part of any individual State set-
tlement or judgment reached in litigation 
initiated or pursued by a State against one 
or more such manufacturers. 

‘‘(ii) Except as provided in subsection 
(i)(19), a State may use amounts recovered or 
paid to the State as part of a comprehensive 
or individual settlement, or a judgment, de-
scribed in clause (i) for any expenditures de-
termined appropriate by the State.’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT FOR ADMINIS-
TRATIVE EXPENSES INCURRED IN PURSUING TO-
BACCO LITIGATION.—Section 1903(i) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396b(i)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (18), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (18) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(19) with respect to any amount expended 
on administrative costs to initiate or pursue 
litigation described in subsection (d)(3)(B).’’. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3559 March 25, 1999 
(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 

amendments made by this section shall 
apply to amounts paid to a State prior to, 
on, or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

SEC. 2312. EXTENSION OF AVIATION INSUR-
ANCE PROGRAM. Section 44310 of title 49, 
United States Code, is amended by striking 
‘‘March 31, 1999.’’ and inserting ‘‘May 31, 
1999.’’. 

SEC. 2313. TITLE 49 RECODIFICATION CORREC-
TION. Effective December 31, 1998, section 
4(k) of the Act of July 5, 1994 (Public Law 
103–272, 108 Stat. 1370), as amended by section 
7(a)(3)(D) of the Act of October 31, 1994 (Pub-
lic Law 103–429, 108 Stat. 4329), is repealed. 

SEC. 2314. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the taking of a Cook Inlet 
beluga whale under the exemption provided 
in section 101(b) of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act (16 U.S.C. 1371(a)) between the 
date of the enactment of this Act and Octo-
ber 1, 2000 shall be considered a violation of 
such Act unless such taking occurs pursuant 
to a cooperative agreement between the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service and Cook 
Inlet Marine Mammal Council. 

SEC. 2315. Funds provided in the Depart-
ment of Commerce, Justice, and State, the 
Judiciary, and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277, division 
A, section 101(b)) for the construction of cor-
rectional facility in Barrow, Alaska shall be 
made available to the North Slope Borough. 

SEC. 2316. LIABILITY OF CERTAIN NATURAL 
GAS PRODUCERS. The Natural Gas Policy Act 
of 1978 (15 U.S.C. 3301 et seq.) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 603. LIABILITY OF CERTAIN NATURAL GAS 

PRODUCERS. 
‘‘If the Commission orders any refund of 

any rate or charge made, demanded, or re-
ceived for reimbursement of State ad valo-
rem taxes in connection with the sale of nat-
ural gas before 1989, the refund shall be or-
dered to be made without interest or penalty 
of any kind.’’. 

SEC. 2317. Section 328 of the Department of 
the Interior and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277, division 
A, section 1(e), title III) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘none of the funds in this Act’’ and in-
serting ‘‘none of the funds provided in this 
Act to the Indian Health Service or Bureau 
of Indian Affairs’’. 

SEC. 2318. (a) LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS 
FOR CLUB WHEAT PRODUCERS.—In making 
loan deficiency payments available under 
section 135 of the Agricultural Market Tran-
sition Act (7 U.S.C. 7235) to producers of club 
wheat, the Secretary of Agriculture may not 
assess a premium adjustment on the amount 
that would otherwise be computed for club 
wheat under the section to reflect the pre-
mium that is paid for club wheat to ensure 
its availability to create a blended specialty 
product known as western white wheat. 

(b) RETROACTIVE APPLICATION.—As soon as 
practicable after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture 
shall make a payment to each producer of 
club wheat that received a discounted loan 
deficiency payment under section 135 of the 
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7235) before that date as a result of the as-
sessment of a premium adjustment against 
club wheat. The amount of the payment for 
a producer shall be equal to the difference 
between— 

(1) the loan deficiency payment that would 
have been made to the producer in the ab-
sence of the premium adjustment; and 

(2) the loan deficiency payment actually 
received by the producer. 

(c) FUNDING SOURCE.—The Secretary shall 
use funds available to provide marketing as-
sistance loans and loan deficiency payments 
under subtitle C of the Agricultural Market 

Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7231 et seq.) to make 
the payments required by subsection (b). 

SEC. 2319. GLACIER BAY. (a) DUNGENESS 
CRAB FISHERMEN.—Section 123(b) of the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 101(e) 
of division A of Public Law 105–277) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘February 1, 1999’’ and in-

serting ‘‘June 1, 1999’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘1996’’ and inserting ‘‘1998’’; 

and 
(2) by striking ‘‘the period January 1, 1999, 

through December 31, 2004, based on the indi-
vidual’s net earnings from the Dungeness 
crab fishery during the period January 1, 
1991, through December 31, 1996’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘for the period beginning January 1, 1999 
that is equivalent in length to the period es-
tablished by such individual under paragraph 
(1), based on the individual’s net earnings 
from the Dungeness crab fishery during such 
established period’’. 

(b) OTHERS AFFECTED BY FISHERY CLOSURES 
AND RESTRICTIONS.—Section 123 of the De-
partment of the Interior and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 101(e) 
of division A of Public Law 105–277), as 
amended, is amended further by redesig-
nating subsection (c) as subsection (d) and 
inserting immediately after subsection (b) 
the following new subsection: 

‘‘(c) OTHERS AFFECTED BY FISHERY CLO-
SURES AND RESTRICTIONS.—The Secretary of 
the Interior is authorized to provide such 
funds as are necessary for a program devel-
oped with the concurrence of the State of 
Alaska to fairly compensate United States 
fish processors, fishing vessel crew members, 
communities, and others negatively affected 
by restrictions on fishing in Glacier Bay Na-
tional Park. For the purpose of receiving 
compensation under the program required by 
this subsection, a potential recipient shall 
provide a sworn and notarized affidavit to es-
tablish the extent of such negative effect.’’. 

(c) IMPLEMENTATION.—Section 123 of the 
Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 
101(e) of division A of Public Law 105–277), as 
amended, is amended further by inserting at 
the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(e) IMPLEMENTATION AND EFFECTIVE 
DATE.—The Secretary of the Interior shall 
publish an interim final rule for the federal 
implementation of subsection (a) and shall 
provide an opportunity for public comment 
on such interim final rule. The effective date 
of the prohibitions in paragraphs (2) through 
(5) of section (a) shall be 60 days after the 
publication in the Federal Register of a final 
rule for the federal implementation of sub-
section (a). In the event that any individual 
eligible for compensation under subsection 
(b) has not received full compensation by 
June 15, 1999, the Secretary shall provide 
partial compensation on such date to such 
individual and shall expeditiously provide 
full compensation thereafter.’’. 

(d) Of the funds provided under the heading 
‘‘National Park Service, Construction’’ in 
Public Law 105–277, $3,000,000 shall not be 
available for obligation until October 1, 1999. 

SEC. 2320. WHITE RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT 
#47–1. From any unobligated funds that are 
available to the Secretary of Education to 
carry out section 306(a)(1) of the Department 
of Education Appropriations Act, 1996, the 
Secretary shall provide not more than 
$239,000, under such terms and conditions as 
the Secretary determines appropriate, to the 
White River School District #47–1, White 
River, South Dakota, to be used to repair 
damage caused by water infiltration at the 
White River High School, which shall remain 
available until expended. 

SEC. 2321. (a) The treatment provided to 
firefighters under section 628(f) of the Treas-

ury and General Government Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (as included in section 101(h) of di-
vision A of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) shall be pro-
vided to any firefighter who— 

(1) on the effective date of section 5545b of 
title 5, United States Code— 

(A) was subject to such section; and 
(B) had a regular tour of duty that aver-

aged more than 60 hours per week; and 
(2) before December 31, 1999, is involun-

tarily moved without a break in service from 
the regular tour of duty under paragraph (1) 
to a regular tour of duty that— 

(A) averages 60 hours or less per week; and 
(B) does not include a basic 40-hour work-

week. 
(b) Subsection (a) shall apply to fire-

fighters described under that subsection as 
of the effective date of section 5545b of title 
5, United States Code. 

(c) The Office of Personnel Management 
may prescribe regulations necessary to im-
plement this section. 

SEC. 2322. SENSE OF THE SENATE: EXPRESS-
ING THE SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT A PEND-
ING SALE OF WHEAT AND OTHER AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES TO IRAN BE APPROVED. 
(a) The Senate finds: 

(1) That an export license is pending for 
the sale of United States wheat and other ag-
ricultural commodities to the nation of Iran. 

(2) That this sale of agricultural commod-
ities would increase United States agricul-
tural exports by about $500,000,000, at a time 
when agricultural exports have fallen dra-
matically. 

(3) That sanctions on food are counter-
productive to the interest of United States 
farmers and to the people who would be fed 
by these agricultural exports. 

(b) Now therefore, it is the sense of the 
Senate that the pending license for this sale 
of United States wheat and other agricul-
tural commodities to Iran be approved by 
the administration. 

SEC. 2323. PROHIBITION. (a) Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, prior to eight 
months after Congress receives the report of 
the National Gambling Impact Study Com-
mission, the Secretary of the Interior shall 
not— 

(1) promulgate as final regulations, or in 
any way implement, the proposed regula-
tions published on January 22, 1998, at 63 
Fed. Reg. 3289; or 

(2) issue a notice of proposed rulemaking 
for, or promulgate, or in any way implement, 
any similar regulations to provide for proce-
dures for gaming activities under the Indian 
Gaming Regulatory Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et 
seq.), in any case in which a State asserts a 
defense of sovereign immunity to a lawsuit 
brought by an Indian tribe in a Federal court 
under section 11(d)(7) of that Act (25 U.S.C. 
2710(d)(7)) to compel the State to participate 
in compact negotiations for class III gaming 
(as that term is defined in section 4(8) of that 
Act (25 U.S.C. 2703(8))). 

(3) approve class III gaming on Indian 
lands by any means other than a Tribal- 
State compact entered into between a State 
and a tribe. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.— 
(1) The terms ‘‘class III gaming’’, ‘‘Sec-

retary’’, ‘‘Indian lands’’, and ‘‘Tribal-State 
compact’’ shall have the same meaning for 
the purposes of this section as those terms 
have under the Indian Gaming Regulatory 
Act (25 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.). 

(2) The ‘‘report of the National Gambling 
Impact Study Commission’’ is the report de-
scribed in section 4(b) of Public Law 104–169 
(18 U.S.C. sec. 1955 note). 

SEC. 2324. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF SENATE 
REGARDING SEQUENTIAL BILLING POLICY FOR 
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HOME HEALTH PAYMENTS UNDER THE MEDI-
CARE PROGRAM. (a) FINDINGS.—The Senate 
finds the following: 

(1) Section 4611 of the Balanced Budget Act 
of 1997 included a provision that transfers fi-
nancial responsibility for certain home 
health visits under the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.) from part A to part B 
of such program. 

(2) The sole intent of the transfer described 
in paragraph (1) was to extend the solvency 
of the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust 
Fund under section 1817 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395i). 

(3) The transfer described in paragraph (1) 
was supposed to be ‘‘seamless’’ so as not to 
disrupt the provision of home health services 
under the medicare program. 

(4) The Health Care Financing Administra-
tion has imposed a sequential billing policy 
that prohibits home health agencies under 
the medicare program from submitting 
claims for reimbursement for home health 
services provided to a beneficiary unless all 
claims for reimbursement for home health 
services that were previously provided to 
such beneficiary have been completely re-
solved. 

(5) The Health Care Financing Administra-
tion has also expanded medical reviews of 
claims for reimbursement submitted by 
home health agencies, resulting in a signifi-
cant slowdown nationwide in the processing 
of such claims. 

(6) The sequential billing policy described 
in paragraph (4), coupled with the slowdown 
in claims processing described in paragraph 
(5), has substantially increased the cash flow 
problems of home health agencies because 
payments are often delayed by at least 3 
months. 

(7) The vast majority of home health agen-
cies under the medicare program are small 
businesses that cannot operate with signifi-
cant cash flow problems. 

(8) There are many other elements under 
the medicare program relating to home 
health agencies, such as the interim pay-
ment system under section 1861(v)(1)(L) of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395x(v)(1)(L)), that are 
creating financial problems for home health 
agencies, thereby forcing more than 2,200 
home health agencies nationwide to close 
since the date of enactment of the Balanced 
Budget Act of 1997. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration should— 

(1) evaluate and monitor the use of the se-
quential billing policy (as described in sub-
section (a)(4)) in making payments to home 
health agencies under the medicare program 
under title XVIII of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395 et seq.); 

(2) ensure that— 
(A) contract fiscal intermediaries under 

the medicare program are timely in their 
random medical review of claims for reim-
bursement submitted by home health agen-
cies; and 

(B) such intermediaries adhere to Health 
Care Financing Administration instructions 
that limit the number of claims for reim-
bursement held for such review for any par-
ticular home health agency to no more than 
10 percent of the total number of claims sub-
mitted by the agency; and 

(3) ensure that such intermediaries are 
considering and implementing constructive 
alternatives, such as expedited reviews of 
claims for reimbursement, for home health 
agencies with no history of billing problems 
who have cash flow problems due to random 
medical reviews and sequential billing. 

SEC. 2325. A payment of $800,000 from the 
total amount of $1,000,000 for construction of 
the Pike’s Peak Summit House, as specified 

in Conference Report 105–337, accompanying 
the Department of the Interior and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1998, Public Law 105–83, and payments of 
$2,000,000 for the Borough of Ketchikan to 
participate in a study of the feasibility and 
dynamics of manufacturing veneer products 
in Southeast Alaska and $200,000 for con-
struction of the Pike’s Peak Summit House, 
as specified in Conference Report 105–825 ac-
companying the Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 1999 (as contained in division A, 
section 101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)), shall be 
paid in lump sum and shall be considered di-
rect payments, for the purposes of all appli-
cable law except that these direct grants 
may not be used for lobbying activities. 

SEC. 2326. Section 617 of the Department of 
Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (as added by section 101(b) of division A 
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended— 

(1) by striking subsection (a) and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘(a) None of the funds made available in 
this Act or any other Act hereafter enacted 
may be used to issue or renew a fishing per-
mit or authorization for any fishing vessel of 
the United States greater than 165 feet in 
registered length, of more than 750 gross reg-
istered tons, or that has an engine or engines 
capable of producing a total of more than 
3,000 shaft horsepower as specified in the per-
mit application required under part 
648.4(a)(5) of title 50, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, part 648.12 of title 50, Code of Federal 
Regulations, and the authorization required 
under part 648.80(d)(2) of title 50, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, to engage in fishing for At-
lantic mackerel or herring (or both) under 
the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.), 
unless the regional fishery management 
council of jurisdiction recommends after Oc-
tober 21, 1998, and the Secretary of Com-
merce approves, conservation and manage-
ment measures in accordance with such Act 
to allow such vessel to engage in fishing for 
Atlantic mackerel or herring (or both).’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(a)’’. 

SEC. 2327. The Corps of Engineers is di-
rected to reprogram $800,000 of the funds 
made available to that agency in fiscal year 
1999 for the operation of the Pick-Sloan 
project to perform the preliminary work 
needed to transfer Federal lands to the tribes 
and State of South Dakota, and to provide 
the Lower Brule Sioux Tribe and Cheyenne 
River Sioux Tribe with funds to begin pro-
tecting invaluable Indian cultural sites, 
under the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe, 
Lower Brule Sioux Tribe, and State of South 
Dakota Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Restora-
tion Act. 

SEC. 2328. GLACIER BAY. No funds may be 
expended by the Secretary of the Interior to 
implement closures or other restrictions of 
subsistence or commercial fishing or subsist-
ence gathering in Glacier Bay National 
Park, except the closure of Dungeness crab 
fisheries under section 123(b) of the Depart-
ment of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 101(e) of di-
vision A of Public Law 105–277), until such 
time as the State of Alaska’s legal claim to 
ownership and jurisdiction over submerged 
lands and tidelands in the affected area has 
been resolved either by a final determination 
by the judiciary or by a settlement between 
the parties to the lawsuit. 

TITLE III—RESCISSIONS AND OFFSETS 
CHAPTER 1 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in division A, section 101(a), title IV 
of Public Law 105–277, $521,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

FARM SERVICE AGENCY 
EMERGENCY CONSERVATION FUND 

Of the amount made available under the 
heading ‘‘EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PRO-
GRAM’’ in chapter 1 of title II of the 1998 Sup-
plemental Appropriations and Rescissions 
Act (Public Law 105–174; 112 Stat. 68), $700,000 
are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 2 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, $5,000,000 are rescinded. 
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
ENFORCEMENT AND BORDER AFFAIRS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, excluding funds appro-
priated for equipment and facilities, 
$40,000,000 are rescinded. 

CITIZENSHIP AND BENEFITS, IMMIGRATION 
SUPPORT AND PROGRAM DIRECTION 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, excluding funds appro-
priated for equipment and facilities, 
$25,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC 

ADMINISTRATION 
OPERATIONS, RESEARCH AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, $1,000,000 are rescinded. 
PROCUREMENT, ACQUISITION, AND 

CONSTRUCTION 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, $2,000,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED 

AGENCIES 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND 

CONFERENCES 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL 

ORGANIZATIONS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unobligated balances available 
under this heading, excluding funds appro-
priated for arrearages, $22,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

CONTRIBUTIONS FOR INTERNATIONAL 
PEACEKEEPING ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading, excluding funds appro-
priated for arrearages, $21,000,000 are re-
scinded. 

INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPERATIONS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unobligated balances available 
under this heading, $1,000,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 3 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE-WIDE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided in Public Law 105– 

262, the following funds are hereby rescinded 
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as of the date of enactment of this Act from 
the following account: Under the heading, 
‘‘Operation and Maintenance, Defense- 
Wide’’, $217,700,000. 

CHAPTER 4 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

OTHER BILATERAL ASSISTANCE 

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for Haiti under 
this heading in Public Law 105–118 and in the 
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Sup-
plemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Public 
Law 105–277), $10,000,000 are rescinded. 

ASSISTANCE FOR EASTERN EUROPE AND THE 
BALTIC STATES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for Bosnia and 
Herzegovina under this heading in Public 
Law 105–118 and in the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), 
$10,000,000 are rescinded. 

ASSISTANCE FOR THE NEW INDEPENDENT 
STATES OF THE FORMER SOVIET UNION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available for Russia 
under this heading in Public Law 103–306, 
Public Law 105–118 and in the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), 
$10,000,000 are rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL BANK 
FOR RECONSTRUCTION AND DEVELOPMENT 

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT FACILITY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), $60,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

CHAPTER 5 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT OF LANDS AND RESOURCES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts appropriated under this 
heading in previous appropriations acts, 
$6,800,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 6 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ADMINISTRATION 

STATE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND 
EMPLOYMENT SERVICE OPERATIONS 

Under this heading in section 101(f) of Pub-
lic Law 105–277, delete ‘‘$3,132,076,000’’ and in-
sert ‘‘$3,114,676,000’’; and delete ‘‘$180,933,000’’ 
and insert ‘‘$163,533,000’’. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

EDUCATION RESEARCH, STATISTICS, AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in section 101(f) of Public Law 105– 
277, $8,000,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 7 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACCOUNT, 
PART IV 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 105–237, $14,500,000 are 
rescinded. 

CHAPTER 8 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING 
HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND 

(DEFERRAL) 
Of the funds made available under this 

heading in Public Law 105–276 for use in con-
nection with expiring or terminating section 
8 contracts, $350,000,000 shall not become 
available until October 1, 1999. 

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unobligated balances available 

under this heading in the 1998 Supplemental 
Appropriations and Rescissions Act (Public 
Law 105–174), $63,600,000 are rescinded. 

Of the unobligated balances available 
under this heading in division B, of the Om-
nibus Consolidated and Emergency Supple-
mental Appropriations, 1999 (Public Law 105– 
277), $250,000,000 are rescinded. 

INDEPENDENT AGENCY 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available in Public Law 
105–277, $10,000,000 for research associated 
with the Climate Change Technology Initia-
tive are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 9 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 105–245 for the Lacka-
wanna River, Scranton, Pennsylvania, 
$5,500,000 are rescinded. 

CHAPTER 10 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
AND FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

FEDERAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAMS 

SPECIAL FORFEITURE FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this 
heading in division A of the Omnibus Con-
solidated and Emergency Supplemental Ap-
propriations, 1999 (Public Law 105–277) 
$1,250,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS, THIS TITLE 

SEC. 3001. (a) Division B, title V, chapter 1 
of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277) is repealed. 

(b) Section 832(a) of the Western Hemi-
sphere Drug Elimination Act (Public Law 
105–277) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence— 
(A) by striking ‘‘Secretary of Agriculture’’ 

and inserting ‘‘Secretary of State’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘the Agricultural Research 

Service of the Department of Agriculture’’ 
and inserting ‘‘the Department of State’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by inserting ‘‘(without 
regard to any requirement in law relating to 
public notice or competition)’’ after ‘‘to con-
tract’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Any record related to a contract entered 
into, or to an activity funded, under this 
subsection shall be exempted from disclosure 
as described in section 552(b)(3) of title 5, 
United States Code.’’. 

SEC. 3002. Of the funds appropriated with 
an emergency designation in division B of 
Public Law 105–277, other than those appro-
priated to the Department of Defense—Mili-
tary, $343,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, 
That these reductions shall be applied pro-
portionally to each appropriation account 
and budget activity being reduced by this 
section: Provided further, That within 30 days 
of enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub-
mit to the Committees on Appropriations a 
listing of the amounts by account of the re-
ductions made pursuant to this section. 

SEC. 3003. Of the funds appropriated or oth-
erwise made available for fiscal year 1999 for 
the non-defense discretionary category, 
$100,000,000 are rescinded as a result of re-
vised economic assumptions from inflation 
adjusted accounts: Provided, That within 30 
days of enactment of this Act, the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall submit to the Committees on Appro-
priations a listing of the amounts by account 
of the reductions made pursuant to this sec-
tion. 

SEC. 3004. GAO AND INSPECTOR GENERAL 
AUDIT. The Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development and 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall conduct an audit of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to assess 
the extent the Department has been in com-
pliance with the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development Reform Act of 1989 over 
the last two years. The Inspector General of 
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment and the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall issue a preliminary re-
port to the Congress on this assessment 
within 6 months and a final report within 12 
months. 

TITLE IV—TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 

SEC. 4001. The Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(as contained in division A, section 101(a) of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended: 

(1) in title III, under the heading ‘‘Rural 
Community Advancement Program (Includ-
ing Transfer of Funds)’’, by inserting 
‘‘1926d,’’ after ‘‘1926c,’’; by inserting ‘‘, 
306(a)(2), and 306D’’ after ‘‘381E(d)(2)’’ the 
first time it appears in the paragraph; and by 
striking ‘‘, as provided in 7 U.S.C. 1926(a) and 
7 U.S.C. 1926C’’, 

(2) in title VII, in section 718 by striking 
‘‘this Act’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘an-
nual appropriations Acts’’, 

(3) in title VII, in section 747 by striking 
‘‘302’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘203’’, and 

(4) in title VII, in section 763(b)(3) by strik-
ing ‘‘section 402(d) of Public Law 94–265’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘section 116(a) of 
Public Law 104–297’’. 

SEC. 4002. The Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (as contained in division A, 
section 101(d) of the Omnibus Consolidated 
and Emergency Supplemental Appropria-
tions Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is 
amended: 

(1) in title II under the heading ‘‘Burma’’ 
by striking ‘headings ‘‘Economic Support 
Fund’’ and’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘headings ‘‘Child Survival and Disease Pro-
grams Fund’’, ‘‘Economic Support Fund’’, 
and’, 
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(2) in title V in section 587 by striking 

‘‘199–339’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘99– 
399’’, 

(3) in title V in subsection 594(a) by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (C)’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘subsection (c)’’, 

(4) in title V in subsection 594(b) by strik-
ing ‘‘subparagraph (a)’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘subsection (a)’’, and 

(5) in title V in subsection 594(c) by strik-
ing ‘‘521 of the annual appropriations Act for 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and 
Related Programs’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘520 of this Act’’. 

SEC. 4003. Subsection 1706(b) of title XVII 
of the International Financial Institutions 
Act (22 U.S.C. 262r–262r–2), as added by sec-
tion 614 of the Foreign Operations, Export 
Financing, and Related Programs Appropria-
tions Act, 1999, is amended by striking ‘‘June 
30’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘September 
30’’. 

SEC. 4004. The Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 
1999 (as contained in division A, section 
101(e) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277)) is amended: 

(1) in the last proviso under the heading 
‘‘United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 
Administrative Provisions’’ by striking ‘‘sec-
tion 104(c)(50)(B) of the Marine Mammal Pro-
tection Act (16 U.S.C. 1361–1407)’’ and insert-
ing in lieu thereof ‘‘section 104(c)(5)(B) of the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act of 1972 (16 
U.S.C. 1361–1407)’’. 

(2) under the heading ‘‘Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs, Operation of Indian Programs’’, by 
striking ‘‘$94,010,000’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$94,046,000’’, by striking 
‘‘$114,871,000’’ and inserting in lieu thereof 
‘‘$114,891,000’’, by striking ‘‘$387,365,000’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$389,307,000’’, and 
by striking ‘‘$52,889,000’’ and inserting in lieu 
thereof ‘‘$53,039,000’’. 

(3) in section 354(a) by striking ‘‘16 U.S.C. 
544(a)(2))’’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘16 
U.S.C. 544b(a)(2))’’. 

(4) The amendments made by paragraphs 
(1), (2), and (3) of this section shall take ef-
fect as if included in Public Law 105–277 on 
the date of its enactment. 

SEC. 4005. The Departments of Labor, 
Health and Human Services, Education, and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(as contained in division A, section 101(f) of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277)) is amended: 

(1) in title I, under the heading ‘‘Federal 
Unemployment Benefits and Allowances’’, by 
striking ‘‘during the current fiscal year’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘from October 1, 
1998, through September 30, 1999’’; 

(2) in title II under the heading ‘‘Office of 
the Secretary, General Departmental Man-
agement’’ by striking ‘‘$180,051,000’’ and in-
serting in lieu thereof ‘‘$188,051,000’’; 

(3) in title II under the heading ‘‘Children 
and Families Services Programs, (Including 
Rescissions)’’ by striking ‘‘notwithstanding 
section 640(a)(6), of the funds made available 
for the Head Start Act, $337,500,000 shall be 
set aside for the Head Start Program for 
Families with Infants and Toddlers (Early 
Head Start): Provided further, That’’; 

(4) in title II under the heading ‘‘Office of 
the Secretary, General Departmental Man-
agement’’ by inserting after the first proviso 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds made available under this heading for 
carrying out title XX of the Public Health 
Service Act, $10,831,000 shall be for activities 
specified under section 2003(b)(2), of which 
$9,131,000 shall be for prevention service dem-
onstration grants under section 510(b)(2) of 
title V of the Social Security Act, as amend-

ed, without application of the limitation of 
section 2010(c) of said title XX:’’; 

(5) in title III under the heading ‘‘Special 
Education’’ by inserting before the period at 
the end of the paragraph the following: ‘‘: 
Provided further, That $1,500,000 shall be for 
the recipient of funds provided by Public 
Law 105–78 under section 687(b)(2)(G) of the 
Act to provide information on diagnosis, 
intervention, and teaching strategies for 
children with disabilities’’; 

(6) in title II under the heading ‘‘Public 
Health and Social Services Emergency 
Fund’’ by striking ‘‘$322,000’’ and inserting in 
lieu thereof ‘‘$180,000’’; 

(7) in title III under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Reform’’ by striking ‘‘$491,000,000’’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$459,500,000’’; 

(8) in title III under the heading ‘‘Voca-
tional and Adult Education’’ by striking 
‘‘$6,000,000’’ the first time that it appears and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘$14,000,000’’, and by 
inserting before the period at the end of the 
paragraph the following: ‘‘: Provided further, 
That of the amounts made available for the 
Perkins Act, $4,100,000 shall be for tribally 
controlled postsecondary vocational institu-
tions under section 117’’; 

(9) in title III under the heading ‘‘Higher 
Education’’ by inserting after the first pro-
viso the following: ‘‘Provided further, That 
funds available for part A, subpart 2 of title 
VII of the Higher Education Act shall be 
available to fund awards for academic year 
1999–2000 for fellowships under part A, sub-
part 1 of title VII of said Act, under the 
terms and conditions of part A, subpart 1:’’; 

(10) in title III under the heading ‘‘Edu-
cation Research, Statistics, and Improve-
ment’’ by inserting after the third proviso 
the following: ‘‘Provided further, That of the 
funds appropriated under section 10601 of 
title X of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as amended, $1,000,000 
shall be used to conduct a violence preven-
tion demonstration program: Provided fur-
ther, That of the funds appropriated under 
section 10601 of title X of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, as 
amended, $50,000 shall be awarded to the Cen-
ter for Educational Technologies to conduct 
a feasibility study and initial planning and 
design of an effective CD ROM product that 
would complement the book, We the People: 
The Citizen and the Constitution:’’; 

(11) in title III under the heading ‘‘Reading 
Excellence’’ by inserting before the period at 
the end of the paragraph the following: ‘‘: 
Provided, That up to one percent of the 
amount appropriated shall be available Octo-
ber 1, 1998 for peer review of applications’’; 

(12) in title V in section 510(3) by inserting 
after ‘‘Act’’ the following: ‘‘or subsequent 
Departments of Labor, Health and Human 
Services, Education, and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Acts’’; and 

(13)(A) in title VIII in section 405 by strik-
ing subsection (e) and inserting in lieu there-
of the following: 

‘‘(e) OTHER REFERENCES TO TITLE VII OF 
THE STEWART B. MCKINNEY HOMELESS AS-
SISTANCE ACT.—The table of contents of the 
Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance 
Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) is amended— 

‘‘(1) by striking the items relating to title 
VII of such Act, except the item relating to 
the title heading and the items relating to 
subtitles B and C of such title; and 

‘‘(2) by striking the item relating to the 
title heading for title VII and inserting in 
lieu thereof the following: 

‘‘TITLE VII—EDUCATION AND 
TRAINING’’. 

(B) The amendments made by paragraph 
(13)(A) of this section shall take effect as if 
included in Public Law 105–277 on the date of 
its enactment. 

SEC. 4006. The last sentence of section 
5595(b) of title 5, United States Code (as 
added by section 309(a)(2) of the Legislative 
Branch Appropriations Act, 1999, Public Law 
105–275) is amended by striking ‘‘(a)(1)(G)’’ 
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘(a)(1)(C)’’. 

SEC. 4007. Division B, title II, chapter 5 of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277) is amended under the head-
ing ‘‘Capitol Police Board, Security En-
hancements’’ by inserting before the period 
at the end of the paragraph ‘‘: Provided fur-
ther, That for purposes of carrying out the 
plan or plans described under this heading 
and consistent with the approval of such 
plan or plans pursuant to this heading, the 
Capitol Police Board shall transfer the por-
tion of the funds made available under this 
heading which are to be used for personnel 
and overtime increases for the United States 
Capitol Police to the heading ‘‘Capitol Police 
Board, Capitol Police, Salaries’’ under the 
Act making appropriations for the legisla-
tive branch for the fiscal year involved, and 
shall allocate such portion between the Ser-
geant at Arms of the House of Representa-
tives and the Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper of the Senate in such amounts as may 
be approved by the Committee on Appropria-
tions of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the Sen-
ate’’. 

SEC. 4008. Division B, title 1, chapter 3 of 
the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1999 (Pub-
lic Law 105–277) is amended under the head-
ing ‘‘Family Housing, Navy and Marine 
Corps’’ by striking the word ‘‘Hurricane’’ and 
inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘Hurricanes Georges 
and’’. 

SEC. 4009. The Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1999, as contained in division A, section 
101(g) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), is amended in 
title I under the heading ‘‘Capital Invest-
ment Grants (Including Transfer of Funds)’’ 
within the project description of project 
number 127, by inserting the words ‘‘and bus 
facilities’’ after the word ‘‘replacements’’, 
and within the project description of project 
number 261 by striking the words 
‘‘Multimodal Center’’ and inserting ‘‘buses 
and bus related facilities’’. 

SEC. 4010. The Department of Transpor-
tation and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Act, 1999, as contained in division A, section 
101(g) of the Omnibus Consolidated and 
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act, 1999 (Public Law 105–277), is amended in 
title I under the heading ‘‘Federal-Aid High-
ways (Limitation on Obligations) (Highway 
Trust Fund)’’ by striking ‘‘not more than 
$38,000,000 shall be available for the imple-
mentation and execution of the Ferry Boat 
and Ferry Terminal Facility Program’’, and 
inserting in lieu thereof, ‘‘not more than 
$59,290,000 shall be available for the imple-
mentation and execution of the Ferry Boat 
and Ferry Terminal Facility Program’’. 

SEC. 4011. (a) AMERICAN FISHERIES ACT.— 
The American Fisheries Act (title II of divi-
sion C of Public Law 105–277) is amended— 

(1) in section 202(b) by inserting a comma 
after ‘‘United States Code’’; 

(2) in section 207(d)(1)(A) by striking ‘‘Fish-
ery Conservation and Management’’; 

(3) in section 208(b)(1) by striking ‘‘615085’’ 
and inserting ‘‘633219’’; 

(4) in section 213(c)(1) by striking ‘‘title’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subtitle’’; and 

(5) in section 213(c)(2) by striking ‘‘title’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subtitle’’. 

(b) TITLE 46.—Section 12122(c) of title 46, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
a comma after ‘‘statement or representa-
tions’’. 
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SEC. 4012. Section 113 of the Department of 

Justice Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 
101(b) of division A of Public Law 105–277) is 
amended by striking ‘‘section 102(2) of the 
Federally Recognized Indian Tribe List Act 
of 1994 (25 U.S.C. 479a(2))’’ and inserting ‘‘sec-
tion 4(b) of the Indian Self-Determination 
and Education Assistance Act (25 U.S.C. 
450b(b))’’. 

SEC. 4013. DENALI COMMISSION. The Denali 
Commission Act of 1998 (title III of division 
C of Public Law 105–277) is amended— 

(1) in section 303(b)(1)(D) by striking in two 
instances ‘‘Alaska Federation or Natives’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Alaska Federation of Na-
tives’’; 

(2) in section 303(c) by striking ‘‘Members’’ 
and inserting ‘‘The Federal Cochairperson 
shall serve for a term of four years and may 
be reappointed. All other members’’; 

(3) in section 306(a) by inserting after the 
first sentence the following: ‘‘The Federal 
Cochairperson shall be compensated at the 
annual rate prescribed for level IV of the Ex-
ecutive Schedule under section 5315 of title 5, 
United States Code.’’; 

(4) in section 306(c)(2) by striking ‘‘Chair-
man’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal Cochair-
person’’; 

(5) by inserting at the end of section 306 
the following new subsections: 

‘‘(g) ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES AND 
RECORDS.—The Commission is hereby prohib-
ited from using more than 5 percent of the 
amounts appropriated under the authority of 
this Act or transferred pursuant to section 
329 of the Department of Transportation and 
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(section 101(g) of division A of this Act) for 
administrative expenses. The Commission 
and its grantees shall maintain accurate and 
complete records which shall be available for 
audit and examination by the Comptroller 
General of his or her designee. 

‘‘(h) INSPECTOR GENERAL.—Section 8G(a)(2) 
of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. 
App. 3, section 8G(a)(2)) is amended by in-
serting ‘the Denali Commission,’ after ‘the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting,’.’’; and 

(6) in section 307(b) by inserting imme-
diately before ‘‘The Commission’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘Funds transferred to the Commis-
sion pursuant to section 329 of the Depart-
ment of Transportation and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 1999 (section 101(g) 
of division A of this Act) shall be available 
without further appropriation and until ex-
pended.’’. 

SEC. 4014. Section 3347(b) of title 5, United 
States Code, as added by the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998, is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘provision to which subsection (a)(2) ap-
plies’’ and inserting ‘‘provision to which sub-
section (a)(1) applies’’. 

SEC. 4015. Of the amount appropriated 
under the heading ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL PRO-
GRAMS AND MANAGEMENT’’ in title III of the 
Departments of Veterans Affairs and Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
(Public Law 105–276), $1,300,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the ‘‘STATE AND TRIBAL ASSISTANCE 
GRANTS’’ account for a grant for water and 
wastewater infrastructure projects in the 
State of Idaho. 

SEC. 4016. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Act, none of the amounts 
provided by this Act are designated by Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

(b) An additional amount of $2,250,000,000 is 
rescinded as provided in section 3002 of this 
Act. 

SEC. 4017. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, none of the amounts pro-
vided by this Act are designated by the Con-
gress as an emergency requirement pursuant 
to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 
1985. 

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS 

SEC. 5001. (a) DISPOSAL AUTHORIZED.—Sub-
ject to subsection (c), the President may dis-
pose of the material in the National Defense 
Stockpile specified in the table in subsection 
(b). 

(b) TABLE.—The total quantity of the ma-
terial authorized for disposal by the Presi-
dent under subsection (a) is as follows: 

AUTHORIZED STOCKPILE DISPOSAL 

Material for disposal Quantity 

Zirconium ore .................... 17,383 short dry tons 

(c) MINIMIZATION OF DISRUPTION AND 
LOSS.—The President may not dispose of ma-
terial under subsection (a) to the extent that 
the disposal will result in— 

(1) undue disruption of the usual markets 
of producers, processors, and consumers of 
the material proposed for disposal; or 

(2) avoidable loss to the United States. 
(d) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER DISPOSAL AU-

THORITY.—The disposal authority provided in 
subsection (a) is new disposal authority and 
is in addition to, and shall not affect, any 
other disposal authority provided by law re-
garding the material specified in such sub-
section. 

(e) NATIONAL DEFENSE STOCKPILE DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘National 
Defense Stockpile Transaction Fund’’ means 
the fund in the Treasury of the United States 
established under section 9(a) of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act 
(50 U.S.C. 98h(a)). 

SEC. 5002. (a) AVAILABILITY OF SETTLEMENT 
AMOUNT.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the amount received by the 
United States in settlement of the claims de-
scribed in subsection (b) shall be available as 
specified in subsection (c). 

(b) COVERED CLAIMS.—The claims referred 
to in this subsection are the claims of the 
United States against Hunt Building Cor-
poration and Ellsworth Housing Limited 
Partnership relating to the design and con-
struction of an 828-unit family housing 
project at Ellsworth Air Force Base, South 
Dakota. 

(c) SPECIFIED USES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the amount referred to in subsection (a) 
shall be available as follows: 

(A) Of the portion of such amount received 
in fiscal year 1999— 

(i) an amount equal to 3 percent of such 
portion shall be credited to the Department 
of Justice Working Capital Fund for the civil 
debt collection litigation activities of the 
Department with respect to the claims re-
ferred to in subsection (b), as provided for in 
section 108 of Public Law 103–121 (107 Stat. 
1164; 28 U.S.C. 527 note); and 

(ii) of the balance of such portion— 
(I) an amount equal to 7⁄8 of such balance 

shall be available to the Secretary of Trans-
portation for purposes of construction of an 
access road on Interstate Route 90 at Box 

Elder, South Dakota (item 1741 of the table 
contained in section 1602 of the Transpor-
tation Equity Act for the 21st Century (Pub-
lic Law 105–178; 112 Stat. 320)); and 

(II) an amount equal to 1⁄8 of such balance 
shall be available to the Secretary of the Air 
Force for purposes of real property and facil-
ity maintenance projects at Ellsworth Air 
Force Base. 

(B) Of the portion of such amount received 
in fiscal year 2000— 

(i) an amount equal to 3 percent of such 
portion shall be credited to the Department 
of Justice Working Capital Fund in accord-
ance with subparagraph (A)(i); and 

(ii) an amount equal to the balance of such 
portion shall be available to the Secretary of 
Transportation for purposes of construction 
of the access road described in subparagraph 
(A)(ii)(I). 

(C) Of any portion of such amount received 
in a fiscal year after fiscal year 2000— 

(i) an amount equal to 3 percent of such 
portion shall be credited to the Department 
of Justice Working Capital Fund in accord-
ance with subparagraph (A)(i); and 

(ii) an amount equal to the balance of such 
portion shall be available to the Secretary of 
the Air Force for purposes of real property 
and facility maintenance projects at Ells-
worth Air Force Base. 

(2) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS 
FOR ACCESS ROAD.— 

(A) LIMITATION.—The amounts referred to 
in subparagraphs (A)(ii)(I) and (B)(ii) of para-
graph (1) shall be available as specified in 
such subparagraphs only if, not later than 
September 30, 2000, the South Dakota De-
partment of Transportation enters into an 
agreement with the Federal Highway Admin-
istration providing for the construction of an 
interchange on Interstate Route 90 at Box 
Elder, South Dakota. 

(B) ALTERNATIVE AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.— 
If the agreement described in subparagraph 
(A) is not entered into by the date referred 
to in that subparagraph, the amounts de-
scribed in that subparagraph shall be avail-
able to the Secretary of the Air Force as of 
that date for purposes of real property and 
facility maintenance projects at Ellsworth 
Air Force Base. 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS.— 
(A) ACCESS ROAD.—Amounts available 

under this section for construction of the ac-
cess road described in paragraph (1)(A)(ii)(I) 
are in addition to amounts available for the 
construction of that access road under any 
other provision of law. 

(B) PROPERTY AND FACILITY MAINTENANCE 
PROJECTS.—Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, amounts available under this 
section for property and facility mainte-
nance projects at Ellsworth Air Force Base 
shall remain available for expenditure with-
out fiscal year limitation. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Emergency 
Supplemental Appropriations Act for Fiscal 
Year 1999’’. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
FILE LEGISLATIVE OR EXECU-
TIVE ITEMS ON TUESDAY, APRIL 
6, 1999 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that on Tuesday, April 6, 
committees have from the hours of 11 
a.m. to 2 p.m. in order to file legisla-
tive or executive reported items. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
FILE LEGISLATIVE MATTERS ON 
MARCH 26, 1999 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that committees have 
from 10 a.m. until 11 a.m. on Friday, 
March 26, in order to file legislative 
matters. 

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

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the Senate proceed 
immediately to executive session to 
consider all nominations reported by 
the Armed Services Committee today. 

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

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nations be confirmed, the motion to re-
consider be laid upon the table, any 
statements relating to the nominations 
appear at this point in the RECORD, the 
President be immediately notified of 
the Senate’s action, and the Senate 
then return to legislative session. 

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

The nominations, considered and 
confirmed, en bloc, are as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
Rose Eilene Gottemoeller, of Virginia, to 

be an Assistant Secretary of Energy (Non- 
Proliferation and National Security). 

The above nomination was approved sub-
ject to the nominee’s commitment to re-
spond to requests to appear and testify be-
fore any duly constituted committee of the 
Senate. 

IN THE AIR FORCE 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Eugene L. Tattini, 0000. 
IN THE ARMY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Army to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Harold L. Timboe, 0000. 
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 brigadier general 

Col. William C. Jones, Jr., 0000. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment in the United States Air Force to the 
grade indicated while assigned to a position 
of importance and responsibility under title 
10, U.S.C., section 601: 

To be lieutenant general 

Maj. Gen. Michael V. Hayden, 0000. 
IN THE ARMY 

The following Army National Guard of the 
United States officer for appointment in the 

Reserve of the Army to the grade indicated 
under title 10, U.S.C., section 12203: 

To be major general 

Brig. Gen. Reginald A. Centracchio, 0000. 
IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral (lower half) 

Capt. Edward J. Fahy, Jr., 0000. 
The following named officers for appoint-

ment in the United States Navy to the grade 
indicated under title 10, U.S.C., section 624: 

To be rear admiral 

Rear Adm. (lh) Daniel R. Bowler, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John E. Boyington, Jr., 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John V. Chenevey, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Albert T. Church, III, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John P. Davis, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John B. Foley, III, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Veronica A. Froman, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Alfred G. Harms, Jr., 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John M. Johnson, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Timothy J. Keating, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Roland B. Knapp, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Timothy W. LaFleur, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) James W. Metzger, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Richard J. Naughton, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) John B. Padgett, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Kathleen K. Paige, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) David P. Polatty, III, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Ronald A. Route, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Steven G. Smith, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Ralph E. Suggs, 0000. 
Rear Adm. (lh) Paul F. Sullivan, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment as a Permanent Professor of the United 
States Military Academy in the grade indi-
cated under title 10, U.S.C., section 4333 (b): 

To be colonel 

Patrick Finnegan, 0000. 
Army nominations beginning CHRIS-

TOPHER D. LATCHFORD, and ending 
JAMES E. BRAMAN, which nominations 
were received by the Senate and appeared in 
the Congressional Record on March 8, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning LEE G. 
KENNARD, and ending MICHAEL E. 
THOMPSON, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on March 8, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning WESLEY D. 
COLLIER, and ending THOMAS L. 
MUSSELMAN, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the 
Congressional Record on March 8, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning DAVID E. 
BELL, and ending HOWARD LOCKWOOD, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 8, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning *JAN E. 
ALDYKIEWICZ, and ending *LOUIS P. YOB, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 8, 1999. 

Army nominations beginning TIMOTHY K. 
ADAMS, and ending DERICK B. ZIEGLER, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 8, 1999. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade indicated in the United 
States Marine Corps under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

Stanley A. Packard, 0000. 
The following named officer for appoint-

ment to the grade indicated in the United 
States Marine Corps under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 624: 

To be major 

Todd D. Bjorklund, 0000. 
IN THE NAVY 

The following named officer for appoint-
ment to the grade indicated in the United 
States Naval Reserve under title 10, U.S.C., 
section 12203: 

To be captain 

Tarek A. Elbeshbeshy, 0000. 

Navy nominations beginning GLEN C. 
CRAWFORD, and ending LEONARD G. 
ROSS, JR., which nominations were received 
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on March 8, 1999. 

Navy nominations beginning STEVEN W. 
ALLEN, and ending DANIEL C. WYATT, 
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional 
Record on March 8, 1999. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now return to legislative ses-
sion. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 755 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I under-
stand that S. 755, which was introduced 
earlier by Senator HATCH and others, is 
at the desk, and I ask that it be read 
the first time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

A bill (S. 755) to extend the period for com-
pliance with certain ethical standards of 
Federal prosecutors. 

Mr. ENZI. I now ask for its second 
reading and object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 754 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I under-
stand that bill No. S. 754 introduced 
earlier today by Senator EDWARDS is at 
the desk and I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

A bill (S. 754) to designate the Federal 
building located at 310 New Bern Avenue in 
Raleigh, North Carolina as the ‘‘Terry San-
ford Federal Building.’’ 

Mr. ENZI. I ask for its second reading 
and object to my own request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 

f 

RECONSTITUTING THE SENATE 
ARMS CONTROL OBSERVER 
GROUP AS THE SENATE NA-
TIONAL SECURITY WORKING 
GROUP 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate now pro-
ceed to the immediate consideration of 
S. Res. 75, submitted earlier today by 
Senator LOTT. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

A resolution (S. Res. 75) reconstituting the 
Senate Arms Control Observer Group as the 
Senate National Security Working Group in 
revising the authority of the group. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to this resolution ap-
pear at this point in the RECORD. 

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

The resolution (S. Res. 75) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

S. RES. 75 
Resolved, That Senate Resolution 105 of the 

One Hundred First Congress, agreed to April 
13, 1989, as amended by Senate Resolution 149 
of the One Hundred Third Congress, agreed 
to October 5, 1993, is further amended as fol-
lows: 

(1) In subsection (a) of the first section, by 
striking paragraph (1) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) the Senate Arms Control Observer 
Group, which was previously constituted and 
authorized by the authority described in 
paragraph (2), is hereby reconstituted and re-
authorized as the Senate National Security 
Working Group (hereafter in this resolution 
referred to as the ‘Working Group’).’’. 

(2) By striking ‘‘Observer Group’’ each 
place it appears in the resolution, except 
paragraph (3) of subsection (a) of the first 
section, and inserting ‘‘Working Group’’. 

(3) By striking ‘‘Group’’ in the second sen-
tence of section 3(a) and inserting ‘‘Working 
Group’’. 

(4) By striking paragraph (3) of subsection 
(a) of the first section and inserting the fol-
lowing:, 

‘‘(3)(A) The members of the Working Group 
shall act as official observers on the United 
States delegation to any negotiations, to 
which the United States is a party, on any of 
the following: 

‘‘(i) Reduction, limitation, or control of 
conventional weapons, weapons of mass de-
struction, or the means for delivery of any 
such weapons. 

‘‘(ii) Reduction, limitation, or control of 
missile defenses. 

‘‘(iii) Export controls. 
‘‘(B) In addition, the Working Group is en-

couraged to consult with legislators of for-
eign nations, including the members of the 
State Duma and Federal Council of the Rus-
sian Federation and, as appropriate, legisla-
tors of other foreign nations, regarding mat-
ters described in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(C) The Working Group is not authorized 
to investigate matters relating to espionage 
or intelligence operations against the United 
States, counterintelligence operations and 
activities, or other intelligence matters 
within the jurisdiction of the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence under Senate Resolu-
tion 400 of the Ninety-Fourth Congress, 
agreed to on May 19, 1976.’’. 

(5) In paragraph (4) of subsection (a) of the 
first section— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘Five’’ in the matter pre-

ceding clause (i) and inserting ‘‘Seven’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘two’’ in clause (ii) and in-

serting ‘‘three’’; and 
(iii) by striking ‘‘two’’ in clause (iii) and 

inserting ‘‘three’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘Six’’ 

and inserting ‘‘Five’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (D), by striking 

‘‘Seven’’ and inserting ‘‘Six’’. 
(6) In section 2(b)(3), by striking ‘‘five’’. 
(7) In the second sentence of section 3(a)— 

(A) by striking ‘‘$380,000’’ and inserting 
‘‘$500,000’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘except that not more 
than’’ and inserting ‘‘of which not more 
than’’. 

(8) By striking section 4. 
(9) By amending the title to read as fol-

lows: ‘‘Resolution reconstituting the Senate 
Arms Control Observer Group as the Senate 
National Security Working Group, and revis-
ing the authority of the Group.’’. 

f 

MAKING TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS 
TO THE MICROLOAN PROGRAM 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on 
Small Business be discharged from fur-
ther consideration of H.R. 440, and that 
the Senate proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 440) to make technical correc-

tions in the Microloan Program. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, tonight 
the Senate will vote on H.R. 440, the 
Microloan Program Technical Correc-
tions Act of 1999. I urge my colleagues 
to support this Act which, including 
my amendment, makes important 
changes to the Small Business Admin-
istration’s (SBA) Microloan program. 
It revises the loan loss reserve require-
ment for microlenders and makes 
changes that will more equitably dis-
tribute the microloan dollars available 
to each state. Ultimately, these 
changes will allow microlenders and 
intermediaries to make more loans and 
offer more technical assistance to our 
nation’s small businesses. 

Most of my colleagues know that 
microloans and technical assistance 
are effective and powerful economic de-
velopment tools because they voted to 
make the SBA’s microloan program a 
permanent part of the Agency’s lending 
programs in 1997. 

Let’s look at the record since the 
SBA’s microloan pilot program was 
launched in 1991. It has provided more 
than 7,900 microloans, worth some $80.3 
million. For every microloan, 1.7 jobs 
are created. And, if a borrower was a 
welfare recipient, it is common for 
them to hire other welfare recipients. 
As the program was intended to do, a 
great percentage of microloans have 
gone to traditionally underserved 
groups, including 45 percent to women- 
owned businesses, 39 percent to minor-
ity-owned businesses and 11 percent to 
veteran-owned businesses. Voting for 
these measures will be a vote to make 
a good program better. 

Specifically, this legislation revises 
the loan loss reserve requirement (a 
cash reserve to guarantee that the gov-
ernment is paid back if a loan defaults) 
for microlenders by setting a 15-per-
cent ceiling and a 10-percent floor. 

After a microloan intermediary has 
participated in the SBA Microloan pro-
gram for five years and demonstrated 
its ability to maintain a healthy loan 
fund, it can request that SBA review 
and, when appropriate, reduce its loan 
loss reserve from 15 percent to a per-
centage based on its average loan loss 
rate for the five-year period. The pro-
posed change would continue to protect 
the government’s interest in 
microloans as well as enhance the pro-
gram by freeing up cash which micro-
lenders could reprogram for more 
microloans or technical assistance to 
small business owners. 

With my amendment, this legislation 
establishes a floor for the distribution 
of microloan funds available to the 
states, including the District of Colum-
bia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, 
the U.S. Virgin Islands, Guam, and 
American Samoa. Depending on the 
amount of appropriations, the SBA 
must provide the lesser of either 
$800,000 or the even division of the 
funds among the 55 states. For any 
monies that exceed $44 million ($800,000 
x 55 states), the Administration has the 
discretion to decide how to distribute 
the microloan funds. The Administra-
tion also has the discretion to dis-
tribute any additional money that is 
left over at the beginning of the third 
quarter of a fiscal year. 

Mr. President, in Massachusetts and 
across the country, microloans and 
technical assistance are working; as-
sisting individuals with the tools to 
successfully start and manage their 
own business. I thank my colleagues 
for their past support of small business 
and urge them to vote for H.R. 440 as 
amended. 

AMENDMENT NO. 248 
(Purpose: To provide for the equitable 
allocation of appropriated amounts) 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. ENZI], for 

Mr. KERRY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 248. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, strike lines 7 through 20, and in-

sert the following: 
(1) in paragraph (7), by striking subpara-

graph (B) and inserting the following: 
‘‘(B) ALLOCATION.— 
‘‘(i) MINIMUM ALLOCATION.—Subject to the 

availability of appropriations, of the total 
amount of new loan funds made available for 
award under this subsection in each fiscal 
year, the Administration shall make avail-
able for award in each State (including the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Is-
lands, Guam, and American Samoa) an 
amount equal to the sum of— 

‘‘(I) the lesser of— 
‘‘(aa) $800,000; or 
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‘‘(bb) 1⁄55 of the total amount of new loan 

funds made available for award under this 
subsection for that fiscal year; and 

‘‘(II) any additional amount, as determined 
by the Administration. 

‘‘(ii) REDISTRIBUTION.—If, at the beginning 
of the third quarter of a fiscal year, the Ad-
ministration determines that any portion of 
the amount made available to carry out this 
subsection is unlikely to be made available 
under clause (i) during that fiscal year, the 
Administration may make that portion 
available for award in any 1 or more States 
(including the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the United 
States Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa) without regard to clause (i).’’; and 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment be 
agreed to, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, the bill, as amend-
ed, be considered read the third time, 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, all without any in-
tervening action or debate. 

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

The amendment (No. 248) was agreed 
to. 

The bill (H.R. 440), as amended, was 
considered read the third time and 
passed. 

f 

DISASTER MITIGATION 
COORDINATION ACT OF 1999 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that S. 388 be discharged 
from the Small Business Committee 
and the Senate proceed to its imme-
diate consideration. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 388) to authorize the establish-

ment of a disaster mitigation pilot program 
in the Small Business Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, after one 
year of working to enact a program 
that emphasizes prevention over reac-
tion in dealing with natural disasters, 
the bill Senator CLELAND and I first in-
troduced in the 105th Congress has 
made its way back to the Senate for 
our consideration and support. I ask 
my colleagues to vote for S. 388, the 
Disaster Mitigation Coordination Act 
of 1999. Your vote will help our nation’s 
small businesses save money and pre-
pare for natural disasters. 

This bill establishes a 5-year pilot 
program that would make low-interest, 
long-term loans available to small 
business owners financing preventive 
measures to protect their businesses 
against, and lessen the extent of, fu-
ture disaster damage. This pilot is de-
signed to help those small businesses 
that can’t get credit elsewhere and 
that are located in disaster-prone 
areas. 

The small business pre-disaster miti-
gation loan pilot program would be run 

as part of the Small Business Adminis-
tration’s regular disaster loan pro-
gram, testing the pros and cons of pre-
paredness versus reaction. Currently, 
SBA’s disaster loans are available for 
mitigation after a recent natural dis-
aster. Those loans are also limiting be-
cause only 20 percent of an SBA dis-
aster loan may be used to install new 
mitigation techniques that will pre-
vent future damage. In contrast, this 
legislation would allow 100 percent of 
an SBA disaster loan to be used for 
mitigation purposes within any area 
that the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA) has designated 
as disaster-prone. In Massachusetts, 
that includes Marshfield and Quincy, 
two coastal communities that are 
prone to flooding, rainstorms and 
Nor’easters. 

I see a great need for this type of as-
sistance in the small business commu-
nity. Aside from avoiding inconven-
iences and disruptions, we know that 
there are cost-benefits to making 
meaningful improvements and changes 
to facilities before a disaster. Accord-
ing to the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency, which has a disaster 
mitigation program for communities, 
rather than businesses, we save two 
dollars of disaster relief money for 
each dollar spent on disaster mitiga-
tion. 

Nationwide, whether you’re a busi-
ness in Florida or Massachusetts, this 
pilot would allow you to take out a 
loan to make the improvements to 
your building or office to protect 
against disasters. To lessen damage 
from hurricanes, it can mean con-
structing retaining and sea walls. To 
lessen damage from fires, it can mean 
adding sprinklers and flame-retardant 
building materials. And to lessen dam-
age from floods, it can mean grading 
and contouring land or relocating the 
business. 

The administration supports this 
pilot program and included it in Presi-
dent Clinton’s budget request two 
years in a row—fiscal years 1999 and 
2000. As the bill authorizes, the Presi-
dent requests that up to $15 million of 
the total $358 million proposed for dis-
aster loans be used for disaster mitiga-
tion loans. 

Senator CLELAND and I introduced 
this same legislation in the last Con-
gress. And although it passed com-
mittee and the full Senate without op-
position, the House did not vote on its 
merits before the 105th Congress ended. 
I thank our friends in the House and 
my colleagues in the Senate for shar-
ing our concern to meet the needs of 
our small business owners while also 
working to find solutions that are 
smarter, more pro-active and more 
cost-effective. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to be a cosponsor of this legis-
lation and am hopeful it will pass the 
Senate today and that the President 
will soon sign it in to law. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 

laid upon the table, and that any state-
ments relating to the bill appear in the 
RECORD. 

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

The bill (S. 388) was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

S. 388 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DISASTER MITIGATION PILOT PRO-

GRAM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7(b)(1) of the 

Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 636(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (B), by adding ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) during fiscal years 2000 through 2004, 

to establish a predisaster mitigation pro-
gram to make such loans (either directly or 
in cooperation with banks or other lending 
institutions through agreements to partici-
pate on an immediate or deferred (guaran-
teed) basis), as the Administrator may deter-
mine to be necessary or appropriate, to en-
able small businesses to use mitigation tech-
niques in support of a formal mitigation pro-
gram established by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, except that no loan or 
guarantee may be extended to a small busi-
ness under this subparagraph unless the Ad-
ministration finds that the small business is 
otherwise unable to obtain credit for the 
purposes described in this subparagraph;’’. 

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
Section 20 of the Small Business Act (15 
U.S.C. 631 note) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

‘‘(f) DISASTER MITIGATION PILOT PRO-
GRAM.—The following program levels are au-
thorized for loans under section 7(b)(1)(C): 

‘‘(1) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2000. 
‘‘(2) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2001. 
‘‘(3) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2002. 
‘‘(4) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2003. 
‘‘(5) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2004.’’. 
(c) EVALUATION.—On January 31, 2003, the 

Administrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration shall submit to the Committees on 
Small Business of the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate a report on the effec-
tiveness of the pilot program authorized by 
section 7(b)(1)(C) of the Small Business Act 
(15 U.S.C. 636(b)(1)(C)), as added by sub-
section (a) of this section, which report shall 
include— 

(1) information relating to— 
(A) the areas served under the pilot pro-

gram; 
(B) the number and dollar value of loans 

made under the pilot program; and 
(C) the estimated savings to the Federal 

Government resulting from the pilot pro-
gram; and 

(2) such other information as the Adminis-
trator determines to be appropriate for eval-
uating the pilot program. 

f 

REPORTS BY THE POSTMASTER 
GENERAL ON OFFICIAL MAIL OF 
THE HOUSE 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that H.R. 705 be discharged from the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, and 
the Senate now proceed to its consider-
ation. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 705) to make technical correc-

tions with respect to the monthly reports 
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submitted by the Postmaster General on of-
ficial mail of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be read the third time and 
passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the bill appear in the 
RECORD. 

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

The bill (H.R. 705) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

EXTENSION OF AVIATION WAR 
RISK INSURANCE PROGRAM 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that H.R. 98 be discharged from the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, and 
further, that the Senate proceed to its 
consideration. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows:. 
A bill (H.R 98) to amend chapter 443 of title 

49, United States Code, to extend the avia-
tion war risk insurance program, and to 
amend the Centennial of Flight Commemo-
ration Act to make technical and other cor-
rections. 

AMENDMENT NO. 249 

(Purpose: To strike section 2 relating to the 
Centennial of Flight Commemoration Act 
(36 U.S.C. 143 note; 112 Stat 3486 et seq.) 

Mr. ENZI. I understand Senator 
THOMPSON has an amendment at the 
desk. I ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Wyoming (Mr. ENZI), for 

Mr. THOMPSON, proposes an amendment num-
bered 249: 

Strike section 2. 
Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘An Act to 

amend chapter 443 of title 49, United States 
Code, to extend the aviation war risk insur-
ance program.’’. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of H.R. 98, which would reau-
thorize the aviation war risk insurance 
program for five years. As U.S. troops 
embark on strikes against Yugoslavia, 
it is important that we make sure to 
provide the Administration all of the 
tools necessary to carry out our for-
eign policy interests. 

The Aviation Insurance Program in-
sures U.S. air carriers against losses 
resulting from war, terrorism or other 
hostile acts. Program insurance is 
available when a carrier’s commercial 
insurance is canceled, or is unavailable 
at reasonable rates. First, however, the 
President or his designee must deter-
mine that a flight is essential to the 
foreign policy interests of the United 
States. 

We must act on this legislation now. 
Otherwise, the Aviation Insurance Pro-
gram will expire at the end of March. I 
cannot overemphasize its importance. 
During Operation Desert Storm, for in-
stance, the program insured more than 
5,000 flights provided by commercial 
airlines in support of the Department 
of Defense, as part of the Civil Reserve 

Air Fleet. U.S. carriers simply would 
not be able to participate in the Civil 
Reserve Air Fleet if they could not in-
sure against high risks of loss or dam-
age. 

I want to emphasize another impor-
tant point. The Senate recently ap-
proved legislation that, among other 
things, would reauthorize the Aviation 
Insurance Program for two months. 
H.R. 98 would reauthorize the program 
for five years. In the event that the 
legislation containing the two-month 
extension is enacted into law after H.R. 
98 is enacted into law, the two-month 
provision should not trump the five- 
year provision. In other words, it is our 
intent that the Aviation Insurance 
Program is reauthorized for five years. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this legislation to reauthor-
ize the aviation war risk insurance pro-
gram for five years. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be agreed to, the 
bill then be referred to the Commerce 
Committee; I further ask consent that 
the bill then be immediately dis-
charged, the Senate proceed to its con-
sideration, the bill be read the third 
time and passed, the motion to recon-
sider be laid upon the table, and any 
statements relating to the measure ap-
pear in the RECORD. 

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

The Amendment (No. 249) was agreed 
to. 

The bill (H.R. 98), as amended, was 
read the third time and passed. 

Mr. ENZI. I finally ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment to the 
title, which is at the desk, be agreed 
to. 

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

The title was amended so as to read: 
‘‘An Act to amend chapter 443 of title 
49, United States Code, to extend the 
aviation war risk insurance program.’’ 

f 

MAKING OF RISK MANAGEMENT 
DECISIONS 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of S. 756 introduced 
earlier today by Senator LINCOLN and 
Senator HUTCHINSON 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 756) to provide adversely affected 

crop producers with additional time to make 
fully informed risk management decisions 
for the 1999 crop year. 

There being no objection the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, this 
bill addresses a crop insurance crisis 
that is plaguing my home state of Ar-
kansas. 

As many of you know, the outlook 
for the agricultural economy is very 
bleak for many parts of the country. 
As farmers in Arkansas and other 
states making their planting decisions 

for the upcoming growing season, they 
were offered what seemed to be a light 
at the end of the tunnel. A crop insur-
ance policy entitled CRCPlus. 

CRCPlus is a supplemental crop in-
surance policy available only from 
America Agrisurance, Inc. and is of-
fered on corn, cotton, grain sorghum, 
soybeans, wheat and rice in several 
states. For Arkansas’ rice growers, the 
original CRCPlus policies offered what 
appeared to be a financially viable risk 
management tool by adding a privately 
backed 3 cents per pound to the under-
lying federal Crop Revenue Coverage 
(CRC) policies. This placed the guaran-
teed fall price for rice at a level above 
projected prices. With commodity 
prices depressed across the board, a 
large number of farmers decided to 
switch to growing rice based on this 
‘‘too good to be true’’ offer. 

At a time when the agricultural cli-
mate in Arkansas is devastated to 
begin with, these policies were a last 
ray of hope for hundreds of farmers. 
Now, essentially, American Agrisur-
ance has pulled the rug out from under 
these families. On March 1, the com-
pany reneged, saying it would reduce 
the additional guarantee of coverage 
from 3 cents to 11⁄2 cents per pound. 
This announcement came after the 
sales period for crop insurance was 
closed, leaving many producers with a 
product they would not have otherwise 
purchased. Many producers felt they 
had been misled and I tend to agree. I 
am very thankful to Secretary of Agri-
culture Dan Glickman and Risk Man-
agement Agency Director, Ken Acker-
man for their assistance in opening the 
cancellation period for crop insurance 
over the last two weeks so that the af-
fected producers had more time to 
evaluate whether to keep the CRCPlus 
policies. This extra time eased the 
mind of many producers in my state 
during a very troubling period. During 
this extended cancellation period many 
producers reevaluated the cost/benefit 
ratios calculated at the 11⁄2 cent level 
rather than the 3 cent level. Several 
producers canceled their polities with 
American Agrisurance, but many pro-
ducers decided that the coverage of-
fered was still sufficient to provide pro-
tection during a very volatile growing 
season and opted to stick with Amer-
ican Agrisurance and the CRCPlus pol-
icy. I wish the story ended here. 

American Agrisurance has since indi-
cated that due to a problem with its re-
insurers, they may not be able to live 
up to the additional 11⁄2 cents of cov-
erage on policies currently held by 
many producers. The company is re-
viewing its financial status and will 
announce on March 25th whether or not 
the 11⁄2 cent polices will be honored. 
This situation has further clouded the 
outlook for producers and left them 
wondering what to believe and who to 
trust. 

Regardless of the company’s excuses 
for its actions, it is now imperative 
that farmers who were wronged by this 
company be able to withdraw their 
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business. I have been working with the 
Administration, the distinguished 
Chairman of the Senate Agriculture 
Committee Chairman Lugar, and sev-
eral other members of the Senate Agri-
culture Committee to draft legislation 
that addresses our producers’ needs. 
This bill allows the Department of Ag-
riculture to reopen the crop insurance 
sales period so that producers affected 
by the uncertainty of the CRCPlus sit-
uation can transfer to another ap-
proved insurance provider. 

Farmers are on the verge of planting, 
so a swift response is necessary to clear 
up the confusion over their insurance 
protection. As the daughter of a sev-
enth generation Arkansas farm family, 
I truly understand that in situations 
like this it’s the farmer who gets left 
holding the bag. Each year, farmers go 
out on a limb and make critical plant-
ing decisions based on obligations and 
promises. My heart goes out to all who 
have made plans based on these poli-
cies. I urge my colleagues to act quick-
ly on this matter so that a wrong can 
be righted in America’s heartland. 
Thank you Mr. President. I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be considered read the 
third time, and passed, the motion to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to the 
bill appear in the RECORD. 

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

The bill (S. 756) was considered read 
the third time and passed, as follows: 

S. 756 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. CROP INSURANCE OPTIONS FOR PRO-

DUCERS WHO APPLIED FOR CROP 
REVENUE COVERAGE PLUS. 

(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—This section ap-
plies with respect to a producer eligible for 
insurance under the Federal Crop Insurance 
Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) who applied for the 
supplemental crop insurance endorsement 
known as Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS (re-
ferred to in this section as ‘‘CRCPLUS’’) for 
the 1999 crop year for a spring planted agri-
cultural commodity. 

(b) ADDITIONAL PERIOD FOR OBTAINING OR 
TRANSFERRING COVERAGE.—Notwithstanding 
the sales closing date for obtaining crop in-
surance coverage established under section 
508(f)(2) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 
U.S.C. 1508(f)(2)) and notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation shall provide a 14-day 
period beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act, but not to extend beyond April 12, 
1999, during which a producer described in 
subsection (a) may— 

(1) with respect to a federally reinsured 
policy, obtain from any approved insurance 
provider a level of federally reinsured cov-
erage for the agricultural commodity for 
which the producer applied for the CRCPLUS 
endorsement that is equivalent to or less 
than the level of federally reinsured cov-
erage that the producer applied for from the 
insurance provider that offered the 
CRCPLUS endorsement; and 

(2) transfer to any approved insurance pro-
vider any federally reinsured coverage pro-
vided for other agricultural commodities of 
the producer by the same insurance provider 

that offered the CRCPLUS endorsement, as 
determined by the Corporation. 

f 

PROTECTION FOR PRODUCERS OF 
AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the imme-
diate consideration of H.R. 1212, just 
received from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 1212) to protect producers of 

agricultural commodities who applied for a 
Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS supplemental 
endorsement for the 1999 crop year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill be read the third time, 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table. 

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

The bill (H.R. 1212) was read the third 
time, and passed. 

f 

THE CALENDAR 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 

that the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration en bloc of the following 
bills reported by the Energy Com-
mittee: 

S. 278, Calendar No. 41; S. 291, Cal-
endar No. 46; S. 292, Calendar No. 47; S. 
293, Calendar No. 42; S. 243, Calendar 
No. 45; S. 334, Calendar No. 63; S. 356, 
Calendar No. 48; S. 366, Calendar No. 49; 
S. 382, Calendar No. 50; S. 422, Calendar 
No. 65; H.R. 171, Calendar No. 51; and, 
H.R. 193, Calendar No. 52. 

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

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment numbered 250 to 
S. 293, which is at the desk, be agreed 
to, and the amendment numbered 251 
to S. 243 be agreed to, any committee 
amendments where applicable be 
agreed to, the bills then be considered 
read the third time and passed, as 
amended, if amended, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, and 
that any statements relating to any of 
these bills appear in the RECORD with 
the above occurring en bloc. 

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

f 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
TO THE COUNTY OF RIO ARRIBA, 
NM 
The bill (S. 278) to direct the Sec-

retary of the Interior to convey certain 
lands to the county of Rio Arriba, New 
Mexico, was considered, ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed; as follows: 

S. 278 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. OLD COYOTE ADMINISTRATIVE SITE. 

(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.—Not later 
than one year after the date of enactment of 
this Act, the Secretary of the Interior (here-
in ‘‘the Secretary’’) shall convey to the 
County of Rio Arriba, New Mexico (herein 
‘‘the County’’), subject to the terms and con-
ditions stated in subsection (b), all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to the land (including all improvements 
on the land) known as the ‘‘Old Coyote Ad-
ministrative Site’’ located approximately 1⁄2 
mile east of the Village of Coyote, New Mex-
ico, on State Road 96, comprising one tract 
of 130.27 acres (as described in Public Land 
Order 3730), and one tract of 276.76 acres (as 
described in Executive Order 4599). 

(b) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.— 
(1) Consideration for the conveyance de-

scribed in subsection (a) shall be— 
(A) an amount that is consistent with the 

special pricing program for Governmental 
entities under the Recreation and Public 
Purposes Act; and 

(B) an agreement between the Secretary 
and the County indemnifying the Govern-
ment of the United States from all liability 
of the Government that arises from the prop-
erty. 

(2) The lands conveyed by this Act shall be 
used for public purposes. If such lands cease 
to be used for public purposes, at the option 
of the United States, such lands will revert 
to the United States. 

(c) LAND WITHDRAWALS.—Land withdrawals 
under Public Land Order 3730 and Executive 
Order 4599 as extended in the Federal Reg-
ister on May 25, 1989 (54 F.R. 22629) shall be 
revoked simultaneous with the conveyance 
of the property under subsection (a). 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
very pleased that the Senate has again 
passed legislation to convey unwanted 
federal land to Rio Arriba County, New 
Mexico. While identical legislation 
passed the Senate last summer, it was 
unable to get through the House of 
Representatives due to political wran-
gling in the waning days of the 105th 
Congress. 

Meanwhile, Rio Arriba has been wait-
ing for access to this much-needed land 
and facilities. The vast majority of this 
Northern New Mexico county is in fed-
eral ownership. Communities find 
themselves unable to grow or find 
available property necessary to provide 
local services. This legislation allows 
for transfer by the Secretary of the In-
terior real property and improvements 
at an abandoned and surplus adminis-
trative site for the Carson National 
Forest to the County. The site is 
known as the old Coyote Ranger Dis-
trict Station, near the small town of 
Coyote, new Mexico. 

The Coyote Station will continue to 
be used for public purposes, including a 
community center, and a fire sub-
station. Some of the buildings will also 
be available for the County to use for 
storage and repair of road maintenance 
equipment, and other County vehicles. 

Mr. President, the Forest Service has 
determined that this site is of no fur-
ther use to them, since they have re-
cently completed construction of a new 
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administrative facility for the Coyote 
Range District. The Forest Service re-
ported to the General Services Admin-
istration that the improvements on the 
site were considered surplus, and would 
be available for disposal under their 
administrative procedures. At this par-
ticular site, however, the land on 
which the facilities have been built is 
withdrawn public domain land, under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

The Administration is supportive of 
the legislation. Since neither the Bu-
reau of land Management nor the For-
est Service have any interest in main-
taining Federal ownership of this land 
and the surplus facilities, and Rio 
Arriba County desperately needs them, 
passage of S. 278 is a win-win situation 
for the federal government and New 
Mexico. I hope this meritorious bill 
will be passed promptly in the House, 
and quickly become law to give Rio 
Arriba County the necessary commu-
nity land to grow. 

f 

CARLSBAD IRRIGATION PROJECT 
ACQUIRED LAND TRANSFER ACT 
The bill (S. 291) to convey certain 

real property within the Carlsbad 
Project in New Mexico to the Carlsbad 
Irrigation District, was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed; as 
follows: 

S. 291 
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 ‘‘Carlsbad Ir-
rigation Project Acquired Land Transfer 
Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CONVEYANCE. 

(a) LANDS AND FACILITIES.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), and subject to subsection (c), 
the Secretary of the Interior (in this Act re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’) may convey to 
the Carlsbad Irrigation District (a quasi-mu-
nicipal corporation formed under the laws of 
the State of New Mexico and in this Act re-
ferred to as the ‘‘District’’), all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and to 
the lands described in subsection (b) (in this 
Act referred to as the ‘‘acquired lands’’) and 
all interests the United States holds in the 
irrigation and drainage system of the Carls-
bad Project and all related lands including 
ditch rider houses, maintenance shop and 
buildings, and Pecos River Flume. 

(2) LIMITATION.— 
(A) RETAINED SURFACE RIGHTS.—The Sec-

retary shall retain title to the surface estate 
(but not the mineral estate) of such acquired 
lands which are located under the footprint 
of Brantley and Avalon dams or any other 
project dam or reservoir division structure. 

(B) STORAGE AND FLOW EASEMENT.—The 
Secretary shall retain storage and flow ease-
ments for any tracts located under the max-
imum spillway elevations of Avalon and 
Brantley Reservoirs. 

(b) ACQUIRED LANDS DESCRIBED.—The lands 
referred to in subsection (a) are those lands 
(including the surface and mineral estate) in 
Eddy County, New Mexico, described as the 
acquired lands and in section (7) of the ‘‘Sta-
tus of Lands and Title Report: Carlsbad 
Project’’ as reported by the Bureau of Rec-
lamation in 1978. 

(c) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF CONVEY-
ANCE.—Any conveyance of the acquired lands 
under this Act shall be subject to the fol-
lowing terms and conditions: 

(1) MANAGEMENT AND USE, GENERALLY.— 
The conveyed lands shall continue to be 
managed and used by the District for the 
purposes for which the Carlsbad Project was 
authorized, based on historic operations and 
consistent with the management of other ad-
jacent project lands. 

(2) ASSUMED RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS.—Ex-
cept as provided in paragraph (3), the Dis-
trict shall assume all rights and obligations 
of the United States under— 

(A) the agreement dated July 28, 1994, be-
tween the United States and the Director, 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 
(Document No. 2–LM–40–00640), relating to 
management of certain lands near Brantley 
Reservoir for fish and wildlife purposes; and 

(B) the agreement dated March 9, 1977, be-
tween the United States and the New Mexico 
Department of Energy, Minerals, and Nat-
ural Resources (Contract No. 7–07–57–X0888) 
for the management and operation of 
Brantley Lake State Park. 

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—In relation to agreements 
referred to in paragraph (2)— 

(A) the District shall not be obligated for 
any financial support agreed to by the Sec-
retary, or the Secretary’s designee, in either 
agreement; and 

(B) the District shall not be entitled to any 
receipts for revenues generated as a result of 
either agreement. 

(d) COMPLETION OF CONVEYANCE.—If the 
Secretary does not complete the conveyance 
within 180 days from the date of enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary shall submit a re-
port to the Congress within 30 days after 
that period that includes a detailed expla-
nation of problems that have been encoun-
tered in completing the conveyance, and spe-
cific steps that the Secretary has taken or 
will take to complete the conveyance. 
SEC. 3. LEASE MANAGEMENT AND PAST REVE-

NUES COLLECTED FROM THE AC-
QUIRED LANDS. 

(a) IDENTIFICATION AND NOTIFICATION OF 
LEASEHOLDERS.—Within 120 days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of the Interior shall— 

(1) provide to the District a written identi-
fication of all mineral and grazing leases in 
effect on the acquired lands on the date of 
enactment of this Act; and 

(2) notify all leaseholders of the convey-
ance authorized by this Act. 

(b) MANAGEMENT OF MINERAL AND GRAZING 
LEASES, LICENSES, AND PERMITS.—The Dis-
trict shall assume all rights and obligations 
of the United States for all mineral and graz-
ing leases, licenses, and permits existing on 
the acquired lands conveyed under section 2, 
and shall be entitled to any receipts from 
such leases, licenses, and permits accruing 
after the date of conveyance. All such re-
ceipts shall be used for purposes for which 
the Project was authorized and for financing 
the portion of operations, maintenance, and 
replacement of the Summer Dam which, 
prior to conveyance, was the responsibility 
of the Bureau of Reclamation, with the ex-
ception of major maintenance programs in 
progress prior to conveyance which shall be 
funded through the cost share formulas in 
place at the time of conveyance. The District 
shall continue to adhere to the current Bu-
reau of Reclamation mineral leasing stipula-
tions for the Carlsbad Project. 

(c) AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS PAID INTO 
RECLAMATION FUND.— 

(1) EXISTING RECEIPTS.—Receipts in the 
reclamation fund on the date of enactment 
of this Act which exist as construction cred-
its to the Carlsbad Project under the terms 
of the Mineral Leasing Act for Acquired 

Lands (30 U.S.C. 351–359) shall be deposited in 
the General Treasury and credited to deficit 
reduction or retirement of the Federal debt. 

(2) RECEIPTS AFTER ENACTMENT.—Of the re-
ceipts from mineral and grazing leases, li-
censes, and permits on acquired lands to be 
conveyed under section 2, that are received 
by the United States after the date of enact-
ment and before the date of conveyance— 

(A) not to exceed $200,000 shall be available 
to the Secretary for the actual costs of im-
plementing this Act with any additional 
costs shared equally between the Secretary 
and the District; and 

(B) the remainder shall be deposited into 
the General Treasury of the United States 
and credited to deficit reduction or retire-
ment of the Federal debt. 
SEC. 4. VOLUNTARY WATER CONSERVATION 

PRACTICES. 
Nothing in this Act shall be construed to 

limit the ability of the District to volun-
tarily implement water conservation prac-
tices. 
SEC. 5. LIABILITY. 

Effective on the date of conveyance of any 
lands and facilities authorized by this Act, 
the United States shall not be held liable by 
any court for damages of any kind arising 
out of any act, omission, or occurrence relat-
ing to the conveyed property, except for 
damages caused by acts of negligence com-
mitted by the United States or by its em-
ployees, agents, or contractors, prior to con-
veyance. Nothing in this section shall be 
considered to increase the liability of the 
United States beyond that provided under 
chapter 171 of title 28, United States Code, 
popularly known as the Federal Tort Claims 
Act. 
SEC. 6. FUTURE BENEFITS. 

Effective upon transfer, the lands and fa-
cilities transferred pursuant to this Act shall 
not be entitled to receive any further Rec-
lamation benefits pursuant to the Reclama-
tion Act of June 17, 1902, and Acts supple-
mentary thereof or amendatory thereto at-
tributable to their status as part of a Rec-
lamation Project. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mrs. President, I 
once again rise to express pleasure that 
the Senate has passed S. 291—the Carls-
bad Irrigation Project Acquired Land 
Transfer Act. I, along with Congress-
man SKEEN, have been working to con-
vey tracts of land—paid for by Carlsbad 
Irrigation District and referred to as 
‘‘acquired lands’’—back to the district, 
during the past several congresses. 
Identical legislation passed the Senate 
last year, it enjoys bi-partisan support, 
and hopefully will pass in the House of 
Representatives soon. 

The Carlsbad Irrigation District has 
had operations and maintenance re-
sponsibilities for this Bureau of Rec-
lamation project for the past 66 years. 
It met all the repayment obligations to 
the government in 1991, and it’s about 
time we let the District have what is 
rightfully theirs. This legislation will 
not affect operations at the New Mex-
ico state park at Brantley Dam, or the 
operations and ownership of the dam 
itself. Furthermore, the bill will not af-
fect recreation activities in the area. 

This legislation accomplishes three 
main things: it allows conveyance of 
acquired lands and facilities to Carls-
bad Irrigation District; allows the Dis-
trict to assume management of leases 
and the benefits of the receipts from 
these acquired lands; and sets a 180 day 
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deadline for the transfer, establishing a 
50–50 cost-sharing standard for car-
rying out the transfer. 

Unfortunately, after years of testi-
mony from the District and support 
from the Administration, this legisla-
tion failed to pass the House of Rep-
resentatives in the waning days of the 
105th Congress. With such continued 
support for this logical and fair bill, I 
hope the House will put aside its dif-
ferences and pass this worthy legisla-
tion soon. The Carlsbad Irrigation Dis-
trict has been waiting more than long 
enough to begin getting the benefits 
for that which they have paid. 

f 

ROUTE 66 LEGISLATION 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 292) to preserve the cultural re-
sources of the Route 66 corridor and to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior 
to provide assistance. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, once 
again this body will take an historic 
step in preserving one of America’s cul-
tural treasures—Route 66. Passage of S. 
292, the Route 66 Corridor Preservation 
Act, will preserve the unique cultural 
resources along the famous Route and 
authorize the Interior Secretary to 
provide assistance through the Park 
Service. Congresswoman HEATHER WIL-
SON of Albuquerque, New Mexico, re-
introduced a companion bill (H.R. 66) 
in the House of Representatives. This 
legislation almost became law at the 
end of the 105th Congress, but failed to 
pass in the House of Representatives 
due to last minute political wrangling. 
However, I believe that unfortunate 
turn of events had more to do with po-
litical grandstanding than to any ques-
tion of merit. 

I introduced the ‘‘Route 66 Study Act 
of 1990,’’ which directed the National 
Park Service to determine the best 
ways to preserve, commemorate and 
interpret Route 66. As a result of that 
study, I introduced legislation last 
summer authorizing the National Park 
Service to join with federal, state and 
private efforts to preserve aspects of 
historic Route 66, the nation’s most 
important thoroughfare for east-west 
migration in the 20th century. 

The Administration once again testi-
fied in favor of this legislation, which 
is identical to last year’s bill. S. 292 au-
thorizes a funding level over 10 years 
and stresses that we want the federal 
government to support grassroots ef-
forts to preserve aspects of this his-
toric highway. 

Designated in 1926, the 2,200-mile 
Route 66 stretched from Chicago to 
Santa Monica, Calif. It rolled through 
eight American states, and in New 
Mexico, it went through the commu-
nities of Tucumcari, Santa Rosa, Albu-
querque, Grants and Gallup. New Mex-
ico added to the aura of Route 66, giv-
ing new generations of Americans their 
first experience of our colorful culture 
and heritage. Route 66 allowed genera-
tions of vacationers to travel to pre-
viously remote areas and experience 

the natural beauty and cultures of the 
Southwest and Far West. This bill is 
designed to assist private efforts to 
preserve structures and other cultural 
resources of the historic Route 66 cor-
ridor. 

S. 292 authorizes the National Park 
Service to support state, local and pri-
vate efforts to preserve the Route 66 
corridor by providing technical assist-
ance, participating in cost-sharing pro-
grams, and making grants. The Park 
Service will also act as a clearing 
house for communication among fed-
eral, state, local, private and American 
Indian entities interested in the preser-
vation of America’s Main Street. 

I thank my colleagues for once again 
recognizing the importance of this leg-
islation. I hope this bill will not suffer 
unfairly as it did last year in the 
House, and we may quickly have a law 
recognizing the 20th Century equiva-
lent to the Santa Fe Trail. 

The bill (S. 292) was considered, or-
dered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed; as 
follows: 

S. 292 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) ROUTE 66 CORRIDOR.—The term ‘‘Route 

66 corridor’’ means structures and other cul-
tural resources described in paragraph (3), 
including— 

(A) public land within the immediate vi-
cinity of those portions of the highway for-
merly designated as United States Route 66; 
and 

(B) private land within that immediate vi-
cinity that is owned by persons or entities 
that are willing to participate in the pro-
grams authorized by this Act. 

(2) CULTURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS.—The 
term ‘‘Cultural Resource Programs’’ means 
the programs established and administered 
by the National Park Service for the benefit 
of and in support of preservation of the 
Route 66 corridor, either directly or indi-
rectly. 

(3) PRESERVATION OF THE ROUTE 66 COR-
RIDOR.—The term ‘‘preservation of the Route 
66 corridor’’ means the preservation or res-
toration of structures or other cultural re-
sources of businesses, sites of interest, and 
other contributing resources that— 

(A) are located within the land described in 
paragraph (1); 

(B) existed during the route’s period of out-
standing historic significance (principally 
between 1933 and 1970), as defined by the 
study prepared by the National Park Service 
and entitled ‘‘Special Resource Study of 
Route 66’’, dated July 1995; and 

(C) remain in existence as of the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Cultural Resource Programs at 
the National Park Service. 

(5) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means a 
State in which a portion of the Route 66 cor-
ridor is located. 
SEC. 2. MANAGEMENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, in col-
laboration with the entities described in sub-
section (c), shall facilitate the development 
of guidelines and a program of technical as-
sistance and grants that will set priorities 
for the preservation of the Route 66 corridor. 

(b) DESIGNATION OF OFFICIALS.—The Sec-
retary shall designate officials of the Na-
tional Park Service stationed at locations 
convenient to the States to perform the 
functions of the Cultural Resource Programs 
under this Act. 

(c) GENERAL FUNCTIONS.—The Secretary 
shall— 

(1) support efforts of State and local public 
and private persons, nonprofit Route 66 pres-
ervation entities, Indian tribes, State His-
toric Preservation Offices, and entities in 
the States for the preservation of the Route 
66 corridor by providing technical assistance, 
participating in cost-sharing programs, and 
making grants; 

(2) act as a clearinghouse for communica-
tion among Federal, State, and local agen-
cies, nonprofit Route 66 preservation enti-
ties, Indian tribes, State Historic Preserva-
tion Offices, and private persons and entities 
interested in the preservation of the Route 
66 corridor; and 

(3) assist the States in determining the ap-
propriate form of and establishing and sup-
porting a non-Federal entity or entities to 
perform the functions of the Cultural Re-
source Programs after those programs are 
terminated. 

(d) AUTHORITIES.—In carrying out this Act, 
the Secretary may— 

(1) enter into cooperative agreements, in-
cluding, but not limited to study, planning, 
preservation, rehabilitation and restoration; 

(2) accept donations; 
(3) provide cost-share grants and informa-

tion; 
(4) provide technical assistance in historic 

preservation; and 
(5) conduct research. 
(e) PRESERVATION ASSISTANCE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pro-

vide assistance in the preservation of the 
Route 66 corridor in a manner that is com-
patible with the idiosyncratic nature of the 
Route 66 corridor. 

(2) PLANNING.—The Secretary shall not pre-
pare or require preparation of an overall 
management plan for the Route 66 corridor, 
but shall cooperate with the States and local 
public and private persons and entities, 
State Historic Preservation Offices, non-
profit Route 66 preservation entities, and In-
dian tribes in developing local preservation 
plans to guide efforts to protect the most im-
portant or representative resources of the 
Route 66 corridor. 

SEC. 3. RESOURCE TREATMENT. 

(a) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall de-

velop a program of technical assistance in 
the preservation of the Route 66 corridor. 

(2) GUIDELINES FOR PRESERVATION NEEDS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—As part of the program 

under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall es-
tablish guidelines for setting priorities for 
preservation needs. 

(B) BASIS.—The guidelines under subpara-
graph (A) may be based on national register 
standards, modified as appropriate to meet 
the needs for preservation of the Route 66 
corridor. 

(b) PROGRAM FOR COORDINATION OF ACTIVI-
TIES.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall co-
ordinate a program of historic research, 
curation, preservation strategies, and the 
collection of oral and video histories of 
events that occurred along the Route 66 cor-
ridor. 

(2) DESIGN.—The program under paragraph 
(1) shall be designed for continuing use and 
implementation by other organizations after 
the Cultural Resource Programs are termi-
nated. 

(c) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall— 
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(1) make cost-share grants for preservation 

of the Route 66 corridor available for re-
sources that meet the guidelines under sub-
section (a); and 

(2) provide information about existing 
cost-share opportunities. 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
$10,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000 
through 2009 to carry out the purposes of this 
Act. 

f 

FERC LICENSING OF HYDRO-
ELECTRIC PROJECTS ON FRESH 
WATERS IN HAWAII 

The bill (S. 334) to amend the Federal 
Power Act to remove the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission to license projects on fresh 
waters in the State of Hawaii, was con-
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed; as follows: 

S. 334 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. PROJECTS ON FRESH WATERS IN THE 

STATE OF HAWAII. 
Section 4(e) of the Federal Power Act (16 

U.S.C. 797(e)) is amended in the first sen-
tence by striking ‘‘several States, or upon’’ 
and inserting ‘‘several States (except fresh 
waters in the State of Hawaii, unless a li-
cense would be required under section 23), or 
upon’’. 

f 

WELLTON-MOHAWK TRANSFER 
ACT 

The bill (S. 356) to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to convey certain 
works, facilities, and titles of the Gila 
Project, and designated lands within or 
adjacent to the Gila Project, to the 
Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation and Drain-
age District, and for other purposes, 
was considered, ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed; as follows: 

S. 356 
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 referred to as the 
‘‘Wellton-Mohawk Transfer Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TRANSFER. 

The Secretary of the Interior (‘‘Sec-
retary’’) is authorized to carry out the terms 
of the Memorandum of Agreement No. 8–AA– 
34–WAO14 (‘‘Agreement’’) dated July 10, 1998 
between the Secretary and the Wellton-Mo-
hawk Irrigation and Drainage District (‘‘Dis-
trict’’) providing for the transfer of works, 
facilities, and lands to the District, includ-
ing conveyance of Acquired Lands, Public 
Lands, and Withdrawn Lands, as defined in 
the Agreement. 
SEC. 3. WATER AND POWER CONTRACTS. 

Notwithstanding the transfer, the Sec-
retary and the Secretary of Energy shall pro-
vide for and deliver Colorado River water 
and Parker-Davis Project Priority Use 
Power to the District in accordance with the 
terms of existing contracts with the District, 
including any amendments or supplements 
thereto or extensions thereof and as provided 
under section 2 of the Agreement. 
SEC. 4. SAVINGS. 

Nothing in this Act shall affect any obliga-
tions under the Colorado River Basin Salin-

ity Control Act (Public Law 93–320, 43 U.S.C. 
1571). 
SEC. 5. REPORT. 

If transfer of works, facilities, and lands 
pursuant to the Agreement has not occurred 
by July 1, 2000, the Secretary shall report on 
the status of the transfer as provided in sec-
tion 5 of the Agreement. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATION. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the provisions of this Act. 

f 

MINUTEMAN MISSILE NATIONAL 
HISTORIC SITE ESTABLISHMENT 
ACT OF 1999 

The bill (S. 382) to establish the Min-
uteman Missile National Historic Site 
in the State of South Dakota, and for 
other purposes, was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed; as fol-
lows: 

S. 382 

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 ‘‘Minuteman 
Missile National Historic Site Establishment 
Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) the Minuteman II intercontinental bal-

listic missile (referred to in this Act as 
‘‘ICBM’’) launch control facility and launch 
facility known as ‘‘Delta 1’’ and ‘‘Delta 9’’, 
respectively, have national significance as 
the best preserved examples of the oper-
ational character of American history during 
the Cold War; 

(2) the facilities are symbolic of the dedica-
tion and preparedness exhibited by the 
missileers of the Air Force stationed 
throughout the upper Great Plains in remote 
and forbidding locations during the Cold 
War; 

(3) the facilities provide a unique oppor-
tunity to illustrate the history and signifi-
cance of the Cold War, the arms race, and 
ICBM development; and 

(4) the National Park System does not con-
tain a unit that specifically commemorates 
or interprets the Cold War. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are— 

(1) to preserve, protect, and interpret for 
the benefit and enjoyment of present and fu-
ture generations the structures associated 
with the Minuteman II missile defense sys-
tem; 

(2) to interpret the historical role of the 
Minuteman II missile defense system— 

(A) as a key component of America’s stra-
tegic commitment to preserve world peace; 
and 

(B) in the broader context of the Cold War; 
and 

(3) to complement the interpretive pro-
grams relating to the Minuteman II missile 
defense system offered by the South Dakota 
Air and Space Museum at Ellsworth Air 
Force Base. 
SEC. 3. MINUTEMAN MISSILE NATIONAL HIS-

TORIC SITE. 
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Minuteman Missile 

National Historic Site in the State of South 
Dakota (referred to in this Act as the ‘‘his-
toric site’’) is established as a unit of the Na-
tional Park System. 

(2) COMPONENTS OF SITE.—The historic site 
shall consist of the land and interests in land 

comprising the Minuteman II ICBM launch 
control facilities, as generally depicted on 
the map referred to as ‘‘Minuteman Missile 
National Historic Site’’, numbered 406/80,008 
and dated September, 1998, including— 

(A) the area surrounding the Minuteman II 
ICBM launch control facility depicted as 
‘‘Delta 1 Launch Control Facility’’; and 

(B) the area surrounding the Minuteman II 
ICBM launch control facility depicted as 
‘‘Delta 9 Launch Facility’’. 

(3) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map de-
scribed in paragraph (2) shall be on file and 
available for public inspection in the appro-
priate offices of the National Park Service. 

(4) ADJUSTMENTS TO BOUNDARY.—The Sec-
retary of the Interior (referred to in this Act 
as the ‘‘Secretary’’) is authorized to make 
minor adjustments to the boundary of the 
historic site. 

(b) ADMINISTRATION OF HISTORIC SITE.—The 
Secretary shall administer the historic site 
in accordance with this Act and laws gen-
erally applicable to units of the National 
Park System, including— 

(1) the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to establish a 
National Park Service, and for other pur-
poses’’, approved August 25, 1916 (16 U.S.C. 1 
et seq.); and 

(2) the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to provide for 
the preservation of historic American sites, 
buildings, objects, and antiquities of na-
tional significance, and for other purposes’’, 
approved August 21, 1935 (16 U.S.C. 461 et 
seq.). 

(c) COORDINATION WITH HEADS OF OTHER 
AGENCIES.—The Secretary shall consult with 
the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary 
of State, as appropriate, to ensure that the 
administration of the historic site is in com-
pliance with applicable treaties. 

(d) COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS.—The Sec-
retary may enter into cooperative agree-
ments with appropriate public and private 
entities and individuals to carry out this 
Act. 

(e) LAND ACQUISITION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the Secretary may acquire 
land and interests in land within the bound-
aries of the historic site by— 

(A) donation; 
(B) purchase with donated or appropriated 

funds; or 
(C) exchange or transfer from another Fed-

eral agency. 
(2) PROHIBITED ACQUISITIONS.— 
(A) CONTAMINATED LAND.—The Secretary 

shall not acquire any land under this Act if 
the Secretary determines that the land to be 
acquired, or any portion of the land, is con-
taminated with hazardous substances (as de-
fined in section 101 of the Comprehensive En-
vironmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601)), unless, 
with respect to the land, all remedial action 
necessary to protect human health and the 
environment has been taken under that Act. 

(B) SOUTH DAKOTA LAND.—The Secretary 
may acquire land or an interest in land 
owned by the State of South Dakota only by 
donation or exchange. 

(f) GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 3 years 

after the date funds are made available to 
carry out this Act, the Secretary shall pre-
pare a general management plan for the his-
toric site. 

(2) CONTENTS OF PLAN.— 
(A) NEW SITE LOCATION.—The plan shall in-

clude an evaluation of appropriate locations 
for a visitor facility and administrative site 
within the areas depicted on the map de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2) as— 

(i) ‘‘Support Facility Study Area—Alter-
native A’’; or 

(ii) ‘‘Support Facility Study Area—Alter-
native B’’. 
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(B) NEW SITE BOUNDARY MODIFICATION.—On 

a determination by the Secretary of the ap-
propriate location for a visitor facility and 
administrative site, the boundary of the his-
toric site shall be modified to include the se-
lected site. 

(3) COORDINATION WITH BADLANDS NATIONAL 
PARK.—In developing the plan, the Secretary 
shall consider coordinating or consolidating 
appropriate administrative, management, 
and personnel functions of the historic site 
and the Badlands National Park. 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to 
be appropriated such sums as are necessary 
to carry out this Act. 

(b) AIR FORCE FUNDS.— 
(1) TRANSFER.—The Secretary of the Air 

Force shall transfer to the Secretary any 
funds specifically appropriated to the Air 
Force in fiscal year 1999 for the maintenance, 
protection, or preservation of the land or in-
terests in land described in section 3. 

(2) USE OF AIR FORCE FUNDS.—Funds trans-
ferred under paragraph (1) shall be used by 
the Secretary for establishing, operating, 
and maintaining the historic site. 

(c) LEGACY RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PRO-
GRAM.—Nothing in this Act affects the use of 
any funds available for the Legacy Resource 
Management Program being carried out by 
the Air Force that, before the date of enact-
ment of this Act, were directed to be used for 
resource preservation and treaty compli-
ance. 

f 

ALASKA STATE JURISDICTION 
OVER SMALL HYDROELECTRIC 
PROJECTS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 422) to provide for Alaska state 
jurisdiction over small hydroelectric 
projects, which has been reported from 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, with an amendment on page 
4, line 23, to insert the word ‘‘not’’ be-
tween ‘‘are’’ and ‘‘located.’’ 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was considered, ordered to be 

engrossed for a third reading, read the 
third time and passed; as follows: 

S. 422 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. ALASKA STATE JURISDICTION OVER 

SMALL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS. 
Part I of the Federal Power Act (16 U.S.C. 

792 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 
‘‘SEC. 32. ALASKA STATE JURISDICTION OVER 

SMALL HYDROELECTRIC PROJECTS. 
‘‘(a) DISCONTINUANCE OF REGULATION BY 

THE COMMISSION.—Notwithstanding sections 
4(e) and 23(b), the Commission shall dis-
continue exercising licensing and regulatory 
authority under this Part over qualifying 
project works in the State of Alaska, effec-
tive on the date on which the Commission 
certifies that the State of Alaska has in 
place a regulatory program for water-power 
development that— 

‘‘(1) protects the public interest, the pur-
poses listed in paragraph (2), and the envi-
ronment to the same extent provided by li-
censing and regulation by the Commission 
under this Part and other applicable Federal 
laws, including the Endangered Species Act 
(16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and the Fish and Wild-
life Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.); 

‘‘(2) gives equal consideration to the pur-
poses of— 

‘‘(A) energy conservation; 

‘‘(B) the protection, mitigation of damage 
to, and enhancement of, fish and wildlife (in-
cluding related spawning grounds and habi-
tat); 

‘‘(C) the protection of recreational oppor-
tunities, 

‘‘(D) the preservation of other aspects of 
environmental quality, 

‘‘(E) the interests of Alaska Natives, and 
‘‘(F) other beneficial public uses, including 

irrigation, flood control, water supply, and 
navigation; and 

‘‘(3) requires, as a condition of a license for 
any project works— 

‘‘(A) the construction, maintenance, and 
operation by a licensee at its own expense of 
such lights and signals as may be directed by 
the Secretary of the Department in which 
the Coast Guard is operating, and such 
fishways as may be prescribed by the Sec-
retary of the Interior or the Secretary of 
Commerce, as appropriate; 

‘‘(B) the operation of any navigation facili-
ties which may be constructed as part of any 
project to be controlled at all times by such 
reasonable rules and regulations as may be 
made by the Secretary of the Army; and 

‘‘(C) conditions for the protection, mitiga-
tion, and enhancement of fish and wildlife 
based on recommendations received pursu-
ant to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination 
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) from the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service, and State fish and 
wildlife agencies. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITION OF ‘QUALIFYING PROJECT 
WORKS’.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘qualifying project works’ means 
project works— 

‘‘(1) that are not part of a project licensed 
under this Part or exempted from licensing 
under this Part or section 405 of the Public 
Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 prior 
to the date of enactment of this section; 

‘‘(2) for which a preliminary permit, a li-
cense application, or an application for an 
exemption from licensing has not been ac-
cepted for filing by the Commission prior to 
the date of enactment of subsection (c) (un-
less such application is withdrawn at the 
election of the applicant); 

‘‘(3) that are part of a project that has a 
power production capacity of 5,000 kilowatts 
or less; 

‘‘(4) that are located entirely within the 
boundaries of the State of Alaska; and 

‘‘(5) that are not located in whole or in part 
on any Indian reservation, a conservation 
system unit (as defined in section 102(4) of 
the Alaska National Interest Lands Con-
servation Act (16 U.S.C. 3102(4))), or segment 
of a river designated for study for addition to 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. 

‘‘(c) ELECTION OF STATE LICENSING.—In the 
case of nonqualifying project works that 
would be a qualifying project works but for 
the fact that the project has been licensed 
(or exempted from licensing) by the Commis-
sion prior to the enactment of this section, 
the licensee of such project may in its discre-
tion elect to make the project subject to li-
censing and regulation by the State of Alas-
ka under this section. 

‘‘(d) PROJECT WORKS ON FEDERAL LANDS.— 
With respect to projects located in whole or 
in part on a reservation, a conservation sys-
tem unit, or the public lands, a State license 
or exemption from licensing shall be subject 
to— 

‘‘(1) the approval of the Secretary having 
jurisdiction over such lands; and 

‘‘(2) such conditions as the Secretary may 
prescribe. 

‘‘(e) CONSULTATION WITH AFFECTED AGEN-
CIES.—The Commission shall consult with 
the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and the Secretary of Com-

merce before certifying the State of Alaska’s 
regulatory program. 

‘‘(f) APPLICATION OF FEDERAL LAWS.—Noth-
ing in this section shall preempt the applica-
tion of Federal environmental, natural re-
sources, or cultural resources protection 
laws according to their terms. 

‘‘(g) OVERSIGHT BY THE COMMISSION.—The 
State of Alaska shall notify the Commission 
not later than 30 days after making any sig-
nificant modification to its regulatory pro-
gram. The Commission shall periodically re-
view the State’s program to ensure compli-
ance with the provisions of this section. 

‘‘(h) RESUMPTION OF COMMISSION AUTHOR-
ITY.—Notwithstanding subsection (a), the 
Commission shall reassert its licensing and 
regulatory authority under this Part if the 
Commission finds that the State of Alaska 
has not complied with one or more of the re-
quirements of this section. 

‘‘(i) DETERMINATION BY THE COMMISSION.— 
‘‘(1) Upon application by the Governor of 

the State of Alaska, the Commission shall 
within 30 days commence a review of the 
State of Alaska’s regulatory program for 
water-power development to determine 
whether it complies with the requirements of 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(2) The Commission’s review required by 
paragraph (1) shall be completed within one 
year of initiation, and the Commission shall 
within 30 days thereafter issue a final order 
determining whether or not the State of 
Alaska’s regulatory program for water-power 
development complies with the requirements 
of subsection (a). 

‘‘(3) If the Commission fails to issue a final 
order in accordance with paragraph (2), the 
State of Alaska’s regulatory program for 
water-power development shall be deemed to 
be in compliance with subsection (a).’’. 

f 

COASTAL HERITAGE TRAIL ROUTE 
IN NEW JERSEY 

The bill (H.R. 171) to authorize appro-
priations for the Coastal Heritage Trail 
Route in New Jersey, and for other pur-
poses, was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

H.R. 171 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS. 
Section 6 of Public Law 100–515 (16 U.S.C. 

1244 note) is amended— 
(1) in subsection (b)(1), by striking 

‘‘$1,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$4,000,000’’; and 
(2) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘five’’ and 

inserting ‘‘10’’. 

f 

SUDBURY, ASSABET, AND CON-
CORD WILD AND SCENIC RIVER 
ACT 

The bill (H.R. 193) to designate a por-
tion of the Sudbury, Assabet, and Con-
cord Rivers as a component of the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 
was considered, ordered to a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

H.R. 193 

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 ‘‘Sudbury, 
Assabet, and Concord Wild and Scenic River 
Act’’. 
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SEC. 2. DESIGNATION OF SUDBURY, ASSABET, 

AND CONCORD SCENIC AND REC-
REATIONAL RIVERS, MASSACHU-
SETTS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord 
Wild and Scenic River Study Act (title VII of 
Public Law 101–628; 104 Stat. 4497)— 

(A) designated segments of the Sudbury, 
Assabet, and Concord Rivers in the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, totaling 29 river 
miles, for study and potential addition to the 
National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; and 

(B) directed the Secretary of the Interior 
to establish the Sudbury, Assabet, and Con-
cord Rivers Study Committee (in this sec-
tion referred to as the ‘‘Study Committee’’) 
to advise the Secretary in conducting the 
study and in the consideration of manage-
ment alternatives should the rivers be in-
cluded in the National Wild and Scenic Riv-
ers System. 

(2) The study determined the following 
river segments are eligible for inclusion in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
based on their free-flowing condition and 
outstanding scenic, recreation, wildlife, cul-
tural, and historic values: 

(A) The 16.6-mile segment of the Sudbury 
River beginning at the Danforth Street 
Bridge in the town of Framingham, to its 
confluence with the Assabet River. 

(B) The 4.4-mile segment of the Assabet 
River from 1,000 feet downstream from the 
Damon Mill Dam in the town of Concord to 
the confluence with the Sudbury River at 
Egg Rock in Concord. 

(C) The 8-mile segment of the Concord 
River from Egg Rock at the confluence of 
the Sudbury and Assabet Rivers to the Route 
3 bridge in the town of Billerica. 

(3) The towns that directly abut the seg-
ments, including Framingham, Sudbury, 
Wayland, Lincoln, Concord, Bedford, Car-
lisle, and Billerica, Massachusetts, have each 
demonstrated their desire for National Wild 
and Scenic River designation through town 
meeting votes endorsing designation. 

(4) During the study, the Study Committee 
and the National Park Service prepared a 
comprehensive management plan for the seg-
ment, entitled ‘‘Sudbury, Assabet and Con-
cord Wild and Scenic River Study, River 
Conservation Plan’’ and dated March 16, 1995 
(in this section referred to as the ‘‘plan’’), 
which establishes objectives, standards, and 
action programs that will ensure long-term 
protection of the rivers’ outstanding values 
and compatible management of their land 
and water resources. 

(5) The Study Committee voted unani-
mously on February 23, 1995, to recommend 
that the Congress include these segments in 
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
for management in accordance with the plan. 

(b) DESIGNATION.—Section 3(a) of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(160) SUDBURY, ASSABET, AND CONCORD 
RIVERS, MASSACHUSETTS.—(A) The 29 miles 
of river segments in Massachusetts, as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(i) The 14.9-mile segment of the Sudbury 
River beginning at the Danforth Street 
Bridge in the town of Framingham, down-
stream to the Route 2 Bridge in Concord, as 
a scenic river. 

‘‘(ii) The 1.7-mile segment of the Sudbury 
River from the Route 2 Bridge downstream 
to its confluence with the Assabet River at 
Egg Rock, as a recreational river. 

‘‘(iii) The 4.4-mile segment of the Assabet 
River beginning 1,000 feet downstream from 
the Damon Mill Dam in the town of Concord, 
to its confluence with the Sudbury River at 
Egg Rock in Concord; as a recreational river. 

‘‘(iv) The 8-mile segment of the Concord 
River from Egg Rock at the confluence of 
the Sudbury and Assabet Rivers downstream 
to the Route 3 Bridge in the town of Bil-
lerica, as a recreational river. 

‘‘(B) The segments referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be administered by the Sec-
retary of the Interior in cooperation with 
the SUASCO River Stewardship Council pro-
vided for in the plan referred to in subpara-
graph (C) through cooperative agreements 
under section 10(e) between the Secretary 
and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
and its relevant political subdivisions (in-
cluding the towns of Framingham, Wayland, 
Sudbury, Lincoln, Concord, Carlisle, Bedford, 
and Billerica). 

‘‘(C) The segments referred to in subpara-
graph (A) shall be managed in accordance 
with the plan entitled ‘Sudbury, Assabet and 
Concord Wild and Scenic River Study, River 
Conservation Plan’, dated March 16, 1995. 
The plan is deemed to satisfy the require-
ment for a comprehensive management plan 
under subsection (d) of this section.’’. 

(c) FEDERAL ROLE IN MANAGEMENT.—(1) 
The Director of the National Park Service or 
the Director’s designee shall represent the 
Secretary of the Interior in the implementa-
tion of the plan, this section, and the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Act with respect to each 
of the segments designated by the amend-
ment made by subsection (b), including the 
review of proposed federally assisted water 
resources projects that could have a direct 
and adverse effect on the values for which 
the segment is established, as authorized 
under section 7(a) of the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1278(a)). 

(2) Pursuant to sections 10(e) and section 
11(b)(1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 
U.S.C. 1281(e), 1282(b)(1)), the Director shall 
offer to enter into cooperative agreements 
with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
its relevant political subdivisions, the Sud-
bury Valley Trustees, and the Organization 
for the Assabet River. Such cooperative 
agreements shall be consistent with the plan 
and may include provisions for financial or 
other assistance from the United States to 
facilitate the long-term protection, con-
servation, and enhancement of each of the 
segments designated by the amendment 
made by subsection (b). 

(3) The Director may provide technical as-
sistance, staff support, and funding to assist 
in the implementation of the plan, except 
that the total cost to the Federal Govern-
ment of activities to implement the plan 
may not exceed $100,000 each fiscal year. 

(4) Notwithstanding section 10(c) of the 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 
1281(c)), any portion of a segment designated 
by the amendment made by subsection (b) 
that is not already within the National Park 
System shall not under this section— 

(A) become a part of the National Park 
System; 

(B) be managed by the National Park Serv-
ice; or 

(C) be subject to regulations which govern 
the National Park System. 

(d) WATER RESOURCES PROJECTS.—(1) In de-
termining whether a proposed water re-
sources project would have a direct and ad-
verse effect on the values for which the seg-
ments designated by the amendment made 
by subsection (b) were included in the Na-
tional Wild and Scenic Rivers System, the 
Secretary of the Interior shall specifically 
consider the extent to which the project is 
consistent with the plan. 

(2) The plan, including the detailed Water 
Resources Study incorporated by reference 
in the plan and such additional analysis as 
may be incorporated in the future, shall 
serve as the primary source of information 
regarding the flows needed to maintain 

instream resources and potential compat-
ibility between resource protection and pos-
sible additional water withdrawals. 

(e) LAND MANAGEMENT.—(1) The zoning by-
laws of the towns of Framingham, Sudbury, 
Wayland, Lincoln, Concord, Carlisle, Bed-
ford, and Billerica, Massachusetts, as in ef-
fect on the date of enactment of this Act, are 
deemed to satisfy the standards and require-
ments under section 6(c) of the Wild and Sce-
nic rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 1277(c)). For the pur-
pose of that section, the towns are deemed to 
be ‘‘villages’’ and the provisions of that sec-
tion which prohibit Federal acquisition of 
lands through condemnation shall apply. 

(2) The United States Government shall 
not acquire by any means title to land, ease-
ments, or other interests in land along the 
segments designated by the amendment 
made by subsection (b) or their tributaries 
for the purposes of designation of the seg-
ments under the amendment. Nothing in this 
section shall prohibit Federal acquisition of 
interests in land along those segments or 
tributaries under other laws for other pur-
poses. 

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary of the Interior to carry out 
this section not to exceed $100,000 for each 
fiscal year. 

(g) EXISTING UNDESIGNATED PARAGRAPHS; 
REMOVAL OF DUPLICATION.—Section 3(a) of 
the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 
1274(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking the first undesignated para-
graph after paragraph (156), relating to Elk-
horn Creek, Oregon; and 

(2) by designating the three remaining un-
designated paragraphs after paragraph (156) 
as paragraphs (157), (158), and (159), respec-
tively. 

f 

LEGISLATION TO TRANSFER 
PROPERTY IN SAN JUAN COUN-
TY, NEW MEXICO 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 293) to direct the Secretaries of 
Agriculture and Interior and to convey 
certain lands in San Juan County, New 
Mexico, to San Juan College. 

The amendment (No. 250) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. OLD JICARILLA ADMINISTRATIVE 

SITE. 
(a) CONVEYANCE OF PROPERTY.—Not later 

than one year after the date of completion of 
the survey referred to in subsection (b), the 
Secretary of the Interior shall convey to San 
Juan College, in Farmington, New Mexico, 
subject to the terms, conditions, and res-
ervations under subsection (c), all right, 
title, and interest of the United States in 
and to a parcel of real property (including 
any improvements on the land) not to exceed 
20 acres known as the ‘‘Old Jicarilla Site’’ lo-
cated in San Juan County, New Mexico 
(T29N; R5W; portions of sections 29 and 30). 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY.—The exact 
acreage and legal description of the real 
property conveyed under subsection (a) shall 
be determined by a survey satisfactory to 
the Secretary of the Interior, Secretary of 
Agriculture, and the President of San Juan 
College. The cost of the survey shall be borne 
by San Juan College. 

(c) TERMS, CONDITIONS, AND RESERVA-
TIONS.—— 

(1) Notwithstanding exceptions of applica-
tion under the Recreation and Public Pur-
poses Act (43 U.S.C. 869(c)), consideration for 
the conveyance described in subsection (a) 
shall be—— 
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(A) an amount that is consistent with the 

Bureau of Land Management special pricing 
program for Governmental entities under the 
Recreation and Public Purposes Act; and 

(B) an agreement between the Secretaries 
of the Interior and Agriculture and San Juan 
College indemnifying the Government of the 
United States from all liability of the Gov-
ernment that arises from the property. 

(2) The lands conveyed by this Act shall be 
used for educational and recreational pur-
poses. If such lands cease to be used for such 
purposes, at the option of the United States, 
such lands will revert to the United States. 

(3) The Secretary of Agriculture shall iden-
tify any reservations of rights-of-way for in-
gress, egress, and utilities as the Secretary 
deems appropriate. 

(4) The conveyance described in subsection 
(a) shall be subject to valid existing rights. 

(d) LAND WITHDRAWALS.—Public Land 
Order 3443, only insofar as it pertains to 
lands described in subsections (a) and (b) 
above, shall be revoked simultaneous with 
the conveyance of the property under sub-
section (a). 

The bill was ordered to the engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

(The text of the bill will be printed in 
a future edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased my colleagues have again 
passed this important legislation al-
lowing for transfer of an unwanted 
piece of federal property to an edu-
cational institution which needs it. 
The Old Jicarilla Site Conveyance Act 
of 1999 allows for transfer by the Secre-
taries of Agriculture and Interior real 
property and improvements at an aban-
doned and surplus ranger station to 
San Juan College. This college, located 
in a county that amazingly is 90% in 
federal ownership, has been waiting for 
use of this land. 

Finding appropriate sites for commu-
nity and educational purposes can be 
difficult in predominantly federally- 
owned areas. The site that is the sub-
ject of this legislation is in the Carson 
National Forest near the village of 
Gobernador, New Mexico. The Jicarilla 
Site will continue to be used for public 
purposes, including educational and 
recreational purposes of the college. 

The Forest Service determined that 
the acreage is of no further use to them 
because a new administrative facility 
has been located in the town of Bloom-
field, New Mexico. In fact, the facility 
has had no occupants for several years, 
and the Forest Service testified last 
year that enactment of this bill would 
‘‘provide long-term benefits for the 
people of San Juan County and the stu-
dents and faculty of San Juan Col-
lege.’’ 

While an identical bill passed the 
Senate last Congress, and was reintro-
duced this January, the Forest Service 
last week indicated it wished to make 
some last minute changes. The sub-
stitute amendment incorporates these 
technical corrections as to the acreage, 
and I hope the House of Representa-
tives will quickly act on this non-
controversial bill and the land can 
readily be put to good use for San Juan 
College and the area residents. We also 
need to put this property in the hands 

of the college soon so it can protect the 
area from further deterioration and 
fire. 

f 

PERKINS COUNTY RURAL WATER 
SYSTEM ACT OF 1999 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 243) to authorize the construc-
tion of the Perkins County Rural 
Water System and authorize financial 
assistance to the Perkins County Rural 
Water System, Inc., a nonprofit cor-
poration, in the planning and construc-
tion of the water supply system, and 
for other purposes. 

The amendment (No. 251) was agreed 
to, as follows: 

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Perkins 
County Rural Water System Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) in 1977, the North Dakota State Legisla-

ture authorized and directed the State Water 
Commission to conduct the Southwest Area 
Water Supply Study, which included water 
service to a portion of Perkins County, 
South Dakota; 

(2) amendments made by the Garrison Di-
version Unit Reformulation Act of 1986 (Pub-
lic Law 101–294) authorized the Southwest 
Pipeline project as an eligible project for 
Federal cost share participation; and 

(3) the Perkins County Rural Water Sys-
tem has continued to be recognized by the 
State of North Dakota, the Southwest Water 
Authority, the North Dakota Water Commis-
sion, the Department of the Interior, and 
Congress as a component of the Southwest 
Pipeline Project. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CORPORATION.—The term ‘‘Corporation’’ 

means the Perkins County Rural Water Sys-
tem, Inc., a nonprofit corporation estab-
lished and operated under the laws of the 
State of South Dakota substantially in ac-
cordance with the feasibility study. 

(2) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The term ‘‘feasi-
bility study’’ means the study entitled ‘‘Fea-
sibility Study for Rural Water System for 
Perkins County Rural Water System, Inc.’’, 
as amended in March 1995. 

(3) PROJECT CONSTRUCTION BUDGET.—The 
term ‘‘project construction budget’’ means 
the description of the total amount of funds 
that are needed for the construction of the 
water supply system, as described in the fea-
sibility study. 

(4) PUMPING AND INCIDENTAL OPERATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS.—The term ‘‘pumping and in-
cidental operational requirements’’ means 
all power requirements that are incidental to 
the operation of the water supply system by 
the Corporation. 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Commissioner of Reclamation. 

(6) WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM.—The term 
‘‘water supply system’’ means intake facili-
ties, pumping stations, water treatment fa-
cilities, cooling facilities, reservoirs, and 
pipelines operated by the Perkins County 
Rural Water System, Inc., to the point of de-
livery of water to each entity that distrib-
utes water at retail to individual users. 
SEC. 4. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR WATER SUP-

PLY SYSTEM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 

grants to the Corporation for the Federal 
share of the costs of— 

(1) the planning and construction of the 
water supply system; and 

(2) repairs to existing public water dis-
tribution systems to ensure conservation of 
the resources and to make the systems func-
tional under the new water supply system. 

(b) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF CON-
STRUCTION FUNDS.—The Secretary shall not 
obligate funds for the construction of the 
water supply system until— 

(1) the requirements of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.) are met with respect to the water 
supply system; and 

(2) a final engineering report and a plan for 
a water conservation program have been pre-
pared and submitted to Congress for a period 
of not less than 90 days before the com-
mencement of construction of the system. 
SEC. 5. MITIGATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

LOSSES. 
Mitigation of fish and wildlife losses in-

curred as a result of the construction and op-
eration of the water supply system shall be 
on an acre-for-acre basis, based on ecological 
equivalency, concurrent with project con-
struction, as provided in the feasibility 
study. 
SEC. 6. USE OF PICK-SLOAN POWER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From power designated 
for future irrigation and drainage pumping 
for the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin Pro-
gram, the Western Area Power Administra-
tion shall make available the capacity and 
energy required to meet the pumping and in-
cidental operational requirements of the 
water supply system during the period begin-
ning May 1 and ending October 31 of each 
year. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—The capacity and energy 
described in subsection (a) shall be made 
available on the following conditions: 

(1) The Corporation shall be operated on a 
not-for-profit basis. 

(2) The Corporation may contract to pur-
chase its entire electric service requirements 
for the water supply system, including the 
capacity and energy made available under 
subsection (a), from a qualified preference 
power supplier that itself purchases power 
from the Western Area Power Administra-
tion. 

(3) The rate schedule applicable to the ca-
pacity and energy made available under sub-
section (a) shall be the firm power rate 
schedule of the Pick-Sloan Eastern Division 
of the Western Area Power Administration 
in effect when the power is delivered by the 
Administration. 

(4) It shall be agreed by contract among— 
(A) the Western Area Power Administra-

tion; 
(B) the power supplier with which the Cor-

poration contracts under paragraph (2); 
(C) the power supplier of the entity de-

scribed in subparagraph (B); and 
(D) the Corporation; 

that in the case of the capacity and energy 
made available under subsection (a), the ben-
efit of the rate schedule described in para-
graph (3) shall be passed through to the Cor-
poration, except that the power supplier of 
the Corporation shall not be precluded from 
including, in the charges of the supplier to 
the water system for the electric service, the 
other usual and customary charges of the 
supplier. 
SEC. 7. FEDERAL SHARE. 

The Federal share under section 4 shall be 
75 percent of— 

(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 
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SEC. 8. NON-FEDERAL SHARE. 

The non-Federal share under section 4 
shall be 25 percent of— 

(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 
SEC. 9. CONSTRUCTION OVERSIGHT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—At the request of the 
Corporation, the Secretary may provide the 
Corporation assistance in overseeing matters 
relating to construction of the water supply 
system. 

(b) PROJECT OVERSIGHT ADMINISTRATION.— 
The amount of funds used by the Secretary 
for planning and construction of the water 
supply system may not exceed an amount 
equal to 3 percent of the amount provided in 
the total project construction budget for the 
portion of the project to be constructed in 
Perkins County, South Dakota. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary— 

(1) $15,000,000 for the planning and con-
struction of the water supply system under 
section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 

The bill (S. 243) was ordered to be en-
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

S. 243 
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 ‘‘Perkins 
County Rural Water System Act of 1999’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) in 1977, the North Dakota State Legisla-

ture authorized and directed the State Water 
Commission to conduct the Southwest Area 
Water Supply Study, which included water 
service to a portion of Perkins County, 
South Dakota; 

(2) amendments made by the Garrison Di-
version Unit Reformulation Act of 1986 (Pub-
lic Law 101–294) authorized the Southwest 
Pipeline project as an eligible project for 
Federal cost share participation; and 

(3) the Perkins County Rural Water Sys-
tem has continued to be recognized by the 
State of North Dakota, the Southwest Water 
Authority, the North Dakota Water Commis-
sion, the Department of the Interior, and 
Congress as a component of the Southwest 
Pipeline Project. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) CORPORATION.—The term ‘‘Corporation’’ 

means the Perkins County Rural Water Sys-
tem, Inc., a nonprofit corporation estab-
lished and operated under the laws of the 
State of South Dakota substantially in ac-
cordance with the feasibility study. 

(2) FEASIBILITY STUDY.—The term ‘‘feasi-
bility study’’ means the study entitled ‘‘Fea-
sibility Study for Rural Water System for 
Perkins County Rural Water System, Inc.’’, 
as amended in March 1995. 

(3) PROJECT CONSTRUCTION BUDGET.—The 
term ‘‘project construction budget’’ means 
the description of the total amount of funds 
that are needed for the construction of the 
water supply system, as described in the fea-
sibility study. 

(4) PUMPING AND INCIDENTAL OPERATIONAL 
REQUIREMENTS.—The term ‘‘pumping and in-

cidental operational requirements’’ means 
all power requirements that are incidental to 
the operation of the water supply system by 
the Corporation. 

(5) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Commissioner of Reclamation. 

(6) WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM.—The term 
‘‘water supply system’’ means intake facili-
ties, pumping stations, water treatment fa-
cilities, cooling facilities, reservoirs, and 
pipelines operated by the Perkins County 
Rural Water System, Inc., to the point of de-
livery of water to each entity that distrib-
utes water at retail to individual users. 
SEC. 4. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR WATER SUP-

PLY SYSTEM. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make 

grants to the Corporation for the Federal 
share of the costs of— 

(1) the planning and construction of the 
water supply system; and 

(2) repairs to existing public water dis-
tribution systems to ensure conservation of 
the resources and to make the systems func-
tional under the new water supply system. 

(b) LIMITATION ON AVAILABILITY OF CON-
STRUCTION FUNDS.—The Secretary shall not 
obligate funds for the construction of the 
water supply system until— 

(1) the requirements of the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 
et seq.) are met with respect to the water 
supply system; and 

(2) a final engineering report and a plan for 
a water conservation program have been pre-
pared and submitted to Congress for a period 
of not less than 90 days before the com-
mencement of construction of the system. 
SEC. 5. MITIGATION OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 

LOSSES. 
Mitigation of fish and wildlife losses in-

curred as a result of the construction and op-
eration of the water supply system shall be 
on an acre-for-acre basis, based on ecological 
equivalency, concurrent with project con-
struction, as provided in the feasibility 
study. 
SEC. 6. USE OF PICK-SLOAN POWER. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—From power designated 
for future irrigation and drainage pumping 
for the Pick-Sloan Missouri River Basin Pro-
gram, the Western Area Power Administra-
tion shall make available the capacity and 
energy required to meet the pumping and in-
cidental operational requirements of the 
water supply system during the period begin-
ning May 1 and ending October 31 of each 
year. 

(b) CONDITIONS.—The capacity and energy 
described in subsection (a) shall be made 
available on the following conditions: 

(1) The Corporation shall be operated on a 
not-for-profit basis. 

(2) The Corporation may contract to pur-
chase its entire electric service requirements 
for the water supply system, including the 
capacity and energy made available under 
subsection (a), from a qualified preference 
power supplier that itself purchases power 
from the Western Area Power Administra-
tion. 

(3) The rate schedule applicable to the ca-
pacity and energy made available under sub-
section (a) shall be the firm power rate 
schedule of the Pick-Sloan Eastern Division 
of the Western Area Power Administration 
in effect when the power is delivered by the 
Administration. 

(4) It shall be agreed by contract among— 
(A) the Western Area Power Administra-

tion; 
(B) the power supplier with which the Cor-

poration contracts under paragraph (2); 
(C) the power supplier of the entity de-

scribed in subparagraph (B); and 
(D) the Corporation; 

that in the case of the capacity and energy 
made available under subsection (a), the ben-
efit of the rate schedule described in para-
graph (3) shall be passed through to the Cor-
poration, except that the power supplier of 
the Corporation shall not be precluded from 
including, in the charges of the supplier to 
the water system for the electric service, the 
other usual and customary charges of the 
supplier. 
SEC. 7. FEDERAL SHARE. 

The Federal share under section 4 shall be 
75 percent of— 

(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 
SEC. 8. NON-FEDERAL SHARE. 

The non-Federal share under section 4 
shall be 25 percent of— 

(1) the amount allocated in the total 
project construction budget for the planning 
and construction of the water supply system 
under section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 
SEC. 9. CONSTRUCTION OVERSIGHT. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION.—At the request of the 
Corporation, the Secretary may provide the 
Corporation assistance in overseeing matters 
relating to construction of the water supply 
system. 

(b) PROJECT OVERSIGHT ADMINISTRATION.— 
The amount of funds used by the Secretary 
for planning and construction of the water 
supply system may not exceed an amount 
equal to 3 percent of the amount provided in 
the total project construction budget for the 
portion of the project to be constructed in 
Perkins County, South Dakota. 
SEC. 10. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary— 

(1) $15,000,000 for the planning and con-
struction of the water supply system under 
section 4; and 

(2) such sums as are necessary to defray in-
creases in development costs reflected in ap-
propriate engineering cost indices after 
March 1, 1995. 

f 

FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF 
NOMINATION 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, as in execu-
tive session, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee be allowed further consider-
ation, until April 26, 1999, of the nomi-
nation of David Williams to be the 
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Ad-
ministration. I further ask unanimous 
consent that if the nomination is not 
reported by that date, the nomination 
be automatically discharged and placed 
on the calendar. 

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

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

CONVENTION ON NUCLEAR 
SAFETY 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the Senate proceed 
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to executive session to consider the fol-
lowing treaty on today’s Executive 
Calendar: No. 1. I further ask unani-
mous consent that the treaty be con-
sidered as having been passed through 
its various parliamentary stages up to 
and including the presentation of the 
resolution of ratification; all com-
mittee provisos, reservations, under-
standings, and declarations be consid-
ered agreed to; that any statements be 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
I further ask unanimous consent that 
when the resolution of ratification is 
voted upon, the motion to reconsider 
be laid upon the table, the President be 
notified of the Senate’s action, and 
that following disposition of the treaty 
the Senate return to legislative ses-
sion. 

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

The resolution of ratification, with 
its conditions and understandings, is as 
follows: 

Resolved (two-thirds of the Senators present 
concurring therein), 
SECTION 1. SENATE ADVICE AND CONSENT SUB-

JECT TO CONDITIONS AND UNDER-
STANDINGS. 

The Senate advises and consents to the 
ratification of the Convention on Nuclear 
Safety, done at Vienna on September 20, 1994 
(Senate Treaty Document 104–6), subject to 
the conditions of section 2 and the under-
standings of section 3. 
SEC. 2. CONDITIONS. 

The advice and consent of the Senate to 
ratification of the Convention on Nuclear 
Safety is subject to the following conditions, 
which shall be binding upon the President: 

(1) CERTIFICATION ON THE ELIMINATION OF 
DUPLICATIVE ACTIVITIES.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 45 days 
after the deposit of the United States instru-
ment of ratification, the President shall cer-
tify to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress that the United States Government 
will not engage in any multilateral activity 
in the field of international nuclear regula-
tion or nuclear safety that unnecessarily du-
plicates a multilateral activity undertaken 
pursuant to the Convention. 

(B) LIMITATION.—The United States shall 
not contribute to or participate in the oper-
ation of the Convention other than by depos-
iting the United States instrument of ratifi-
cation until the certification required by 
subparagraph (A) has been made. 

(2) COMMITMENT TO REVIEW REPORTS.—Not 
later than 45 days after the deposit of the 
United States instrument of ratification, the 
President shall certify to the appropriate 
committees of Congress that the United 
States will comment in each review meeting 
held under Article 20 of the Convention (in-
cluding each meeting of a subgroup) upon as-
pects of safety significance in any report 
submitted pursuant to Article 5 of the Con-
vention by any State Party that is receiving 
United States financial or technical assist-
ance relating to the improvement in safety 
of its nuclear installations. 

(3) LIMITATION ON THE COST OF IMPLEMENTA-
TION.— 

(A) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any pro-
vision of the Convention, and subject to the 
requirements of subparagraphs (B), (C), (D), 
and (E), the United States shall pay no more 
than $1,000,000 as the portion of the United 
States annual assessed contribution to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency attrib-
utable to the payment of the costs incurred 
by the Agency in carrying out all activities 
under the Convention. 

(B) RECALCULATION OF LIMITATION.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—On January 1, 2000, and at 

3-year intervals thereafter, the Adminis-
trator of General Services, in consultation 
with the Secretary of State, shall prescribe 
an amount that shall apply in lieu of the 
amount specified in subparagraph (A) and 
that shall be determined by adjusting the 
last amount applicable under that subpara-
graph to reflect the percentage increase by 
which the Consumer Price Index for the pre-
ceding calendar year exceeds the Consumer 
Price Index for the calendar year three years 
previously. 

(ii) CONSUMER PRICE INDEX DEFINED.—In 
this subparagraph, the term ‘‘Consumer 
Price Index’’ means the last Consumer Price 
Index for all-urban consumers published by 
the Department of Labor. 

(C) ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTIONS REQUIRING 
CONGRESSIONAL APPROVAL.— 

(i) AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), the President may furnish addi-
tional contributions to the regular budget of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency 
which would otherwise be prohibited under 
subparagraph (A) if— 

(I) the President determines and certifies 
in writing to the appropriate committees of 
Congress that the failure to make such con-
tributions for the operation of the Conven-
tion would jeopardize the national security 
interests of the United States; and 

(II) Congress enacts a joint resolution ap-
proving the certification of the President 
under subclause (I). 

(ii) STATEMENT OF REASONS.—Any certifi-
cation made under clause (i) shall be accom-
panied by a detailed statement setting forth 
the specific reasons therefor and the specific 
uses to which the additional contributions 
provided to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency would be applied. 

(4) COMPLETE REVIEW OF INFORMATION BY 
THE LEGISLATIVE BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT.— 

(A) UNDERSTANDING.—The United States 
understands that neither Article 27 nor any 
other provision of the Convention shall be 
construed as limiting the access of the legis-
lative branch of the United States Govern-
ment to any information relating to the op-
eration of the Convention, including access 
to information described in Article 27 of the 
Convention. 

(B) PROTECTION OF INFORMATION.—The Sen-
ate understands that the confidentiality of 
information provided by other States Parties 
that is properly identified as protected pur-
suant to Article 27 of the Convention will be 
respected. 

(C) CERTIFICATION.—Not later than 45 days 
after the deposit of the United States instru-
ment of ratification, the President shall cer-
tify to the appropriate committees of Con-
gress that the Comptroller General of the 
United States shall be given full and com-
plete access to— 

(i) all information in the possession of the 
United States Government specifically relat-
ing to the operation of the Convention that 
is submitted by any other State Party pursu-
ant to Article 5 of the Convention, including 
any report or document; and 

(ii) information specifically relating to any 
review or analysis by any department, agen-
cy, or other entity of the United States, or 
any official thereof, undertaken pursuant to 
Article 20 of the Convention, of any report or 
document submitted by any other State 
Party. 

(D) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—Upon the re-
quest of the chairman of either of the appro-
priate committees of Congress, the President 
shall submit to the respective committee an 
unclassified report, and a classified annex as 
appropriate, detailing— 

(i) how the objective of a high level of nu-
clear safety has been furthered by the oper-
ation of the Convention; 

(ii) with respect to the operation of the 
Convention on an Article-by-Article basis— 

(I) the situation addressed in the Article of 
the Convention; 

(II) the results achieved under the Conven-
tion in implementing the relevant obligation 
under that Article of the Convention; and 

(III) the plans and measures for corrective 
action on both a national and international 
level to achieve further progress in imple-
menting the relevant obligation under that 
Article of the Convention; and 

(iii) on a country-by-country basis, for 
each country that is receiving United States 
financial or technical assistance relating to 
nuclear safety improvement— 

(I) a list of all nuclear installations within 
the country, including those installations 
operating, closed, and planned, and an iden-
tification of those nuclear installations 
where significant corrective action is found 
necessary by assessment; 

(II) a review of all safety assessments per-
formed and the results of those assessments 
for existing nuclear installations; 

(III) a review of the safety of each nuclear 
installation using installation-specific data 
and analysis showing trends of safety signifi-
cance and illustrated by particular safety-re-
lated issues at each installation; 

(IV) a review of the position of the country 
as to the further operation of each nuclear 
installation in the country; 

(V) an evaluation of the adequacy and ef-
fectiveness of the national legislative and 
regulatory framework in place in the coun-
try, including an assessment of the licensing 
system, inspection, assessment, and enforce-
ment procedures governing the safety of nu-
clear installations; 

(VI) a description of the country’s on-site 
and off-site emergency preparedness; and 

(VII) the amount of financial and technical 
assistance relating to nuclear safety im-
provement expended as of the date of the re-
port by the United States, including, to the 
extent feasible, an itemization by nuclear in-
stallation, and the amount intended for ex-
penditure by the United States on each such 
installation in the future. 

(5) AMENDMENTS TO THE CONVENTION.— 
(A) VOTING REPRESENTATION OF THE UNITED 

STATES.—A United States representative— 
(i) will be present at any review meeting, 

extraordinary meeting, or Diplomatic Con-
ference held to consider any amendment to 
the Convention Amendment Conferences; 
and 

(ii) will cast a vote, either affirmative or 
negative, on each proposed amendment made 
at any such meeting or conference. 

(B) SUBMISSION OF AMENDMENTS AS TREA-
TIES.—The President shall submit to the 
Senate for its advice and consent to ratifica-
tion under Article II, Section 2, Clause 2 of 
the Constitution of the United States any 
amendment to the Convention adopted at a 
review meeting, extraordinary meeting, or 
Diplomatic Conference. 

(6) TREATY INTERPRETATION.— 
(A) PRINCIPLES OF TREATY INTERPRETA-

TION.—The Senate affirms the applicability 
to all treaties of the constitutionally-based 
principles of treaty interpretation set forth 
in condition (1) in the resolution of ratifica-
tion of the INF Treaty, approved by the Sen-
ate on May 27, 1988. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION OF SENATE RESOLUTION OF 
RATIFICATION.—Nothing in condition (1) of 
the resolution of ratification of the INF 
Treaty, approved by the Senate on May 27, 
1988, shall be construed as authorizing the 
President to obtain legislative approval for 
modifications or amendments to treaties 
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through majority approval of both Houses of 
Congress. 

(C) DEFINITION.—As used in this paragraph, 
the term ‘‘INF Treaty’’ refers to the Treaty 
Between the United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
the Elimination of Their Intermediate- 
Range and Shorter Range Missiles, together 
with the related memorandum of under-
standing and protocols, done at Washington 
on December 8, 1987. 
SEC. 3. UNDERSTANDINGS. 

The advice and consent of the Senate to 
the Convention on Nuclear Safety is subject 
to the following understandings: 

(1) DISMANTLEMENT OF THE JURAGUA NU-
CLEAR REACTOR.—The United States under-
stands that— 

(A) no practical degree of upgrade to the 
safety of the planned nuclear installation at 
Cienfuegos, Cuba, can adequately improve 
the safety of the existing installation; and 

(B) therefore, Cuba must undertake, in ac-
cordance with its obligations under the Con-
vention, not to complete the Juragua nu-
clear installation. 

(2) IAEA TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
(A) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(i) since its creation, the International 

Atomic Energy Agency has provided more 
than $50,000,000 of technical assistance to 
countries of concern to the United States, as 
specified in section 307(a) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2227(a)) and in 
provisions of foreign operations appropria-
tions Acts; 

(ii) the International Atomic Energy Agen-
cy has budgeted, from 1995 through 1999, 
more than $1,500,000 for three ongoing tech-
nical assistance projects related to the 
Bushehr nuclear installation under construc-
tion in Iran; and 

(iii) the International Atomic Energy 
Agency continues to provide technical as-
sistance to the partially completed nuclear 
installation at Cienfuegos, Cuba. 

(B) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate 
urges the President to withhold each fiscal 
year a proportionate share of the United 
States voluntary contribution allocated for 
the International Atomic Energy Agency’s 
technical cooperation fund unless and until 
the Agency discontinues the provision of all 
technical assistance to programs and 
projects in Iran and Cuba. 
SEC. 4. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this resolution: 
(1) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CON-

GRESS.—The term ‘‘appropriate committees 
of Congress’’ means the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on International Relations of the 
House of Representatives. 

(2) CONVENTION.—The term ‘‘Convention’’ 
means the Convention on Nuclear Safety, 
done at Vienna on September 20, 1994 (Senate 
Treaty Document 104–6). 

(3) NUCLEAR INSTALLATION.—The term ‘‘nu-
clear installation’’ has the meaning given 
the term in Article 2(i) of the Convention. 

(4) STATE PARTY.—The term ‘‘State Party’’ 
means any nation that is a party to the Con-
vention. 

(5) UNITED STATES INSTRUMENT OF RATIFI-
CATION.—The term ‘‘United States instru-
ment of ratification’’ means the instrument 
of ratification of the United States of the 
Convention. 

Mr. ENZI. I ask for a division vote on 
the resolution of ratification. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion of ratification. A division is re-
quested. Senators in favor of the reso-
lution of ratification will rise and 
stand until counted. 

Those opposed will rise and stand 
until counted. 

On a division, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present and voting having voted 
in the affirmative, the resolution of 
ratification is agreed to. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
turn to legislative session. 

f 

ORDERS FOR MONDAY, APRIL 12, 
1999 

Mr. ENZI. I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate completes its 
business today, it stand in adjourn-
ment, under the provisions of S. Con. 
Res. 23, until 12 noon, Monday, April 12. 
I further ask unanimous consent that 
on Monday, immediately following the 
prayer, the Journal of proceedings be 
approved to date, the morning hour be 
deemed to have expired, the time for 
the two leaders be reserved, and the 
Senate then begin a period of morning 
business until 2 p.m. with Senators per-
mitted to speak for up to 10 minutes 
each. 

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

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, the Senate 
will adjourn this evening until 12 noon 
on Monday, April 12. There will be no 
rollcall votes during Monday’s session. 
However, Members can expect rollcall 
votes as early as Tuesday, April 13. As 
the leader previously announced, it is 
hoped that when the Senate returns 
from the Easter break, it will consider 
the supplemental appropriations con-
ference report and the budget con-
ference report, if available. 

The leader would, again, like to 
thank all Senators for their coopera-
tion during the past busy week. 

f 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. ENZI. If there is no further busi-
ness to come before the Senate, I now 
ask unanimous consent the Senate 
stand in adjournment under the provi-
sions of S. Con. Res. 23 following the 
remarks of Senator BAUCUS. 

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

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. 

f 

CHINA’S WTO ACCESSION AND THE 
VISIT OF PREMIER ZHU RONGJI 

KEEP THE POWDER DRY 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to bring your attention to a mat-
ter of pressing concern involving the 
upcoming visit of Chinese Premier Zhu 
Rongji and the prospects of China’s ac-
cession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion. 

CONTEXT OF RELATIONSHIP 
Let me begin, however, with some 

context. 
On April 8 and 9, the Premier of 

China will visit our country. As we 
speak, the Administration is negoti-
ating with China the terms of its pos-
sible accession to the WTO. 

Already this session, the Senate has 
seen one floor debate concerning our 
overall China policy. That debate was 
prompted by an amendment that would 
have required Congress to vote on the 
terms of China’s accession prior to the 
Administration’s completion of an 
agreement. Such a pre-emptive vote 
raised several constitutional and prece-
dential questions. 

Congress has not voted on any of the 
previous 110 GATT and WTO accessions 
because since 1948 WTO accessions have 
been executive agreements which gen-
erally require no U.S. concessions. 

I spoke loudly against that amend-
ment for three specific reasons. First, a 
vote on WTO accession would more 
likely be a judgment on the immediate 
state of our overall relationship with 
China than on the trade policy details 
of the accession. Second, such a vote 
could result in the U.S. holding a set of 
unilateral trade concessions by China 
to the United States hostage to every 
other concern we have about China— 
from human rights to security, envi-
ronment, labor policies and much 
more. Third, we are already required to 
vote on China’s permanent Normal 
Trading Relation status before the 
agreement becomes binding. Therefore, 
I was pleased that the Senate saw fit to 
defeat this resolution by a resounding 
vote of 69 to 30. Now we can move on to 
the matter of pressing concern. 

Mr. President, as the visit of the Chi-
nese Premier nears, and as the Admin-
istration continues with its negotia-
tions, I am sure that the Senate, the 
Administration, and the country as a 
whole will engage in an intense debate 
on China policy. Participants in this 
debate will have radically different 
views on the prospects of our relation-
ship, and on the trade, security and 
human rights policies we should adopt 
in it. 

I rise today to encourage all partici-
pants in this debate to take a deep 
breath and to think carefully about 
this issue. For there is much at stake. 
And it is incumbent upon all of us to 
make sure that our actions are in the 
best interests of our country. 

STATEMENT TO THE ADMINISTRATION 
First, let me address my remarks to 

the Administration, for they are en-
gaged in an on-going dialogue with 
China over WTO accession. 

Simply put, we must not allow the 
pending visit of the Premier to cause 
us to want an agreement so badly that 
we will accept it on anything less than 
the best possible terms. It may sound 
trite, Mr. President, but this is serious 
stuff—we have to get it right. I do not 
want to see us simply agree to a com-
mercially viable agreement, instead I 
want us to sign a commercially power-
ful agreement. 
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We’ve waited a long time to achieve 

liberalized trade with China. Many 
times in the past dozen years, we have 
tried unsuccessfully. But despite, our 
questions concerning enforcement 
never before have we been so close in 
terms of real progress and genuine 
commitment to agreeable terms that 
right now. And we must recognize that 
whatever happens, China will be a chal-
lenge for years to come. 

Take for example the matter of 
China refusing to import Pacific- 
Northwest wheat. For the first time in 
over two decades, we are near a break-
through concerning their zero toler-
ance policy. While talk is good and I 
encourage it continue, we still have 
not resolved the underlying problem. 
China is not importing our wheat. Thus 
the true measure of success will be 
weighed in terms of action and reac-
tion—both China’s commitment to 
dropping its ban and its importation of 
Pacific Northwest wheat. 

On a broader scale, Mr. President, I 
believe that any agreement with China 
must contain at a minimum, the fol-
lowing terms: 

First, it must apply to three critical 
trade sectors: agriculture, manufac-
turing, and financial services. We must 
ensure that China is willing to trade 
fairly across the board with U.S. com-
panies in each of these sectors. The 
agreement should include significant 
tariff reductions, elimination of non- 
tariff barriers and other measures to 
liberalize trade in goods. 

It should include market access for 
agriculture, including the elimination 
of phony health barriers on Pacific 
Northwest wheat, citrus, meats and 
other products. And it should include 
liberalization of service sectors includ-
ing distribution, telecommunications, 
finance, and audiovisual industries. Let 
me be very clear: China must agree to 
accept all WTO disciplines after a ne-
gotiated phase in. They should be af-
forded no special treatment. 

Second, the agreement must be com-
mercially viable, verifiable, and en-
forceable. Good words and good inten-
tions are not enough, Mr. President. 
This must be a commercially powerful 
agreement. The American people and 
American companies deserve to know 
that the words will be backed up by ac-
tions. In other trade negotiations, 
some have proposed an annual report 
card to monitor progress. 

Mr. President, I plan to review any 
accession agreement very carefully. If 
necessary, I will carry legislation to 
ensure that compliance with such an 
accession agreement is carefully mon-
itored to ensure that it is met in letter 
and spirit. For example, I think the 
concept of a general safeguard which 
would allow unilateral sanctions if 
China failed to meet its commitments 
is the most important element. Use of 
this general safeguard should also be 
linked to an annual review of the 
agreement. 

Third, and finally, I believe that the 
agreement should be coupled with a 

showing of good-faith by China. Now, I 
don’t want to prejudge the on-going ne-
gotiations. Rather I want to wait and 
see what the results of those negotia-
tions are. But I don’t think it is beyond 
reason to expect that a WTO accession 
agreement would include trade targets 
or up-front purchase agreements for 
U.S. products. 

But again, Mr. President, I am not in 
the room with the Administration as 
they negotiate this agreement, and I 
want to leave them some flexibility on 
this point. Let me reiterate that I 
mean ‘‘some’’ flexibility and Mr. Presi-
dent, I can’t emphasize this enough. 
Flexibility with Caution because we 
don’t want an accession agreement 
with China at any price. We do want an 
agreement must be fair and in the best 
interests of the United States. 

In particular I urge the Administra-
tion to closely scrutinize any agree-
ment to make sure it meets this test 
and be vigilant about the details. And 
if the offer falls short of the mark, I 
would suggest that the United States 
wait rather than push forward with 
this accession. 

STATEMENT TO SENATE COLLEAGUES 
Mr. President, I also wish to speak to 

my Senate colleagues today. Issues re-
lated to China can stir our passions. As 
we move forward with negotiations on 
China’s accession to WTO, I urge you 
to simply ‘‘keep your powder dry.’’ 
Let’s wait and take a look at the out-
come of the negotiations. 

We must not lose sight of the vital 
American interests that are at stake. 
From our perspective, WTO accession 
can create a more reciprocal trade re-
lationship; promote the rule of law in 
China; and accelerate the long-term 
trend toward China’s integration into 
the world economy and the Pacific re-
gion. 

And let me be absolutely clear. This 
is about more than wheat. The whole 
spectrum of the U.S. economy stands 
to benefit from a commercially power-
ful accession agreement with China. 
Agriculture, manufacturing, and finan-
cial services—industries affecting lit-
erally every state in the United States. 

But, Mr. President, the WTO acces-
sion holds more at stake than the in-
terests of U.S. industries. This integra-
tion is, we should always remember, 
immensely important to our long-term 
security interests. 

To choose one example, twenty-five 
years ago China would likely have seen 
the Asian financial crisis as an oppor-
tunity to destabilize the governments 
of Southeast Asia, South Korea and 
perhaps even Japan. Today China sees 
the crisis as a threat to its own invest-
ment and export prospects, and has 
thus contributed to IMF recovery 
packages and maintained currency sta-
bility. Thus China’s policy has par-
alleled and complemented our own; and 
as a result, the Asian financial crisis 
remains an economic and humani-
tarian issue rather than a political and 
security crisis. 

From China’s perspective, WTO entry 
has the long-term benefits of strength-

ening guarantees of Chinese access to 
foreign markets and promoting com-
petition and reform in the domestic 
economy; and the short-term benefit of 
creating a new source of domestic and 
foreign investor confidence at a time of 
immense economic difficulty. 

So I say to my Senate colleagues 
that we must review any agreement 
carefully. Just as I have said that we 
should not accept it out of hand, so I do 
not believe that we should reject it out 
of hand. I believe that issues related to 
nuclear security, human rights and 
Taiwan are all important issues. 

Mr. President, I believe that each of 
in the Senate need to take a close look 
at the agreement and weigh it in the 
context of all U.S. interests. Until we 
have done that, Mr. President, we 
should ‘‘keep our powder dry.’’ 

STATEMENT TO CHINA 
Mr. President, before I conclude, let 

me also send a message to China. I be-
lieve that the window of opportunity 
for China’s accession to the WTO is 
closing rapidly. The next WTO round 
begins in November in Seattle. If we 
cannot reach agreement on WTO acces-
sion, it may be many years before this 
opportunity arises again. 

Let me say this clearly to the Chi-
nese leadership: If you are willing to 
negotiate in good faith, if you are will-
ing to agree to a commercially viable 
agreement and to eliminate phony bar-
riers to the import of Pacific-North-
west wheat and other products, then I 
will be willing to support China’s ac-
cession to the WTO. And I think that 
many of my colleagues feel the same 
way. But if you are not willing to take 
that step; if you are not willing to 
agree to free and fair trade, then I will 
oppose China’s accession to the WTO 
and I will urge the Administration to 
join me in that opposition. 

CONCLUSION 
In conclusion, Mr. President, China’s 

pending accession must be considered 
carefully. 

This Administration must closely 
scrutinize any agreement to ensure 
that it meets the ‘‘commercially pow-
erful’’ test. If the offer is genuine and 
sound, the Administration should work 
toward an agreement, if it falls short, 
then the United States should wait. 

We in the Senate should ‘‘keep our 
powder dry.’’ That is to let calmer 
heads prevail by not pre-judging the 
agreement. 

Instead we should play an active role 
in the negotiations and lend our input 
as we work toward a successful agree-
ment. 

And finally, China must make every 
effort to demonstrate its desire to 
enter the global marketplace by bring-
ing forth a commercially meaningful 
offer. The ball is in China’s court. 

In sum, I would say that Premier 
Zhu’s visit offers us an immensely im-
portant opportunity to define the 
course of our overall U.S.-China rela-
tionship. I welcome his visit and hope 
my colleagues and the Administration 
will do the same. 
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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 12 NOON 

MONDAY, APRIL 12, 1999 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate, under the previous order, will 
stand adjourned until 12 noon, Monday, 
April 12, 1999. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 10:42 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, April 12, 1999, 
at 12 noon. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by 
the Senate March 25, 1999: 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

JOHNNIE E. FRAZIER, OF MARYLAND, TO BE INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, VICE 
FRANK DEGEORGE, RESIGNED. 

THE JUDICIARY 

JAMES W. KLEIN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA, VICE STANLEY S. HARRIS, RETIRED. 

ELLEN SEGAL HUVELLE, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA, TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA VICE JOHN GARRETT PENN, RE-
TIRED. 

BARBARA M. LYNN, OF TEXAS, TO BE UNITED STATES 
DISTRICT JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS, VICE HAROLD BAREFOOT SANDERS, JR., RE-
TIRED. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

MARSHALL S. SMITH, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE DEPUTY 
SECRETARY OF EDUCATION, VICE MADELEINE KUNIN. 

f 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate March 25, 1999: 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ROSE EILENE GOTTEMOELLER, OF VIRGINIA, TO BE AN 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF ENERGY (NON-PROLIFERA-
TION AND NATIONAL SECURITY). 

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 NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. EUGENE L. TATTINI, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. HAROLD L. TIMBOE, 0000. 

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 brigadier general 

COL. WILLIAM C. JONES, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES AIR FORCE TO THE GRADE INDI-
CATED WHILE ASSIGNED TO A POSITION OF IMPORTANCE 
AND RESPONSIBILITY UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 
601: 

To be lieutenant general 

MAJ. GEN. MICHAEL V. HAYDEN, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING ARMY NATIONAL GUARD OF THE 
UNITED STATES OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT IN THE RE-
SERVE OF THE ARMY TO THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be major general 

BRIG. GEN. REGINALD A. CENTRACCHIO, 0000. 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be Rear admiral (lower half) 

CAPT. EDWARD J. FAHY, JR., 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICERS FOR APPOINTMENT 
IN THE UNITED STATES NAVY TO THE GRADE INDICATED 
UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be rear admiral 

REAR ADM. (LH) DANIEL R. BOWLER, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN E. BOYINGTON, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN V. CHENEVEY, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ALBERT T. CHURCH, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN P. DAVIS, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN B. FOLEY, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) VERONICA A. FROMAN, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ALFRED G. HARMS, JR., 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN M. JOHNSON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) TIMOTHY J. KEATING, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) ROLAND B. KNAPP, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) TIMOTHY W. LAFLEUR, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JAMES W. METZGER, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RICHARD J. NAUGHTON, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) JOHN B. PADGETT, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) KATHLEEN K. PAIGE, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) DAVID P. POLATTY, III, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RONALD A. ROUTE, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) STEVEN G. SMITH, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) RALPH E. SUGGS, 0000. 
REAR ADM. (LH) PAUL F. SULLIVAN, 0000. 

IN THE ARMY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
AS A PERMANENT PROFESSOR OF THE UNITED STATES 
MILITARY ACADEMY IN THE GRADE INDICATED UNDER 
TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 4333 (B): 

To be colonel 

PATRICK FINNEGAN, 0000. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING CHRISTOPHER D. 
LATCHFORD, AND ENDING JAMES E. BRAMAN, WHICH 
NOMINATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 
1999. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING LEE G. KENNARD, AND 
ENDING MICHAEL E. THOMPSON, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING WESLEY D. COLLIER, 
AND ENDING THOMAS L. MUSSELMAN, WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING DAVID E. BELL, AND 
ENDING HOWARD LOCKWOOD, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING *JAN E. 
ALDYKIEWICZ, AND ENDING *LOUIS P. YOB, WHICH NOMI-
NATIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND AP-
PEARED IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 
1999. 

ARMY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING TIMOTHY K. ADAMS, 
AND ENDING DERICK B. ZIEGLER, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 

IN THE MARINE CORPS 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be lieutenant colonel 

STANLEY A. PACKARD, 0000. 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 624: 

To be major 

TODD D. BJORKLUND, 0000 

IN THE NAVY 

THE FOLLOWING NAMED OFFICER FOR APPOINTMENT 
TO THE GRADE INDICATED IN THE UNITED STATES 
NAVAL RESERVE UNDER TITLE 10, U.S.C., SECTION 12203: 

To be captain 

TAREK A. ELBESHBESHY, 0000. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING GLEN C. CRAWFORD, 
AND ENDING LEONARD G. ROSS, JR., WHICH NOMINA-
TIONS WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED 
IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 

NAVY NOMINATIONS BEGINNING STEVEN W. ALLEN, 
AND ENDING DANIEL C. WYATT, WHICH NOMINATIONS 
WERE RECEIVED BY THE SENATE AND APPEARED IN THE 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD ON MARCH 8, 1999. 
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MINNESOTA VALLEY NATIONAL
WILDLIFE REFUGE PROTECTION
ACT OF 1999

HON. DON YOUNG
OF ALASKA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing legislation to protect one of
the crown jewels of our national wildlife refuge
system, the Minnesota Valley National Wildlife
Refuge. On Wednesday, February 3, 1999 I
chaired a hearing of the Committee on Re-
sources on the impacts of the Minneapolis-St.
Paul, Minnesota airport expansion on this pre-
mier national wildlife refuge.

This refuge is home to a broad range of
wildlife species which deserve every bit as
much protection as do the species that live in
other national refuges. Species living in this
refuge include threatened bald eagles, 35
mammal species, 23 reptile and amphibian
species, and 97 species of birds including
Tundra Swans migrating all the way from
Alaska. The displacement of these species
could throw nature’s delicate balance into a
tail spin. If we allow the destruction of this ref-
uge and these species, it could send a
shockwave through the entire ecosystem and
impact every species in its footprint—a dev-
astating biological echo.

The new runway expansion will cause so
much noise and disturbance to visitors that
most of the facilities under the path of the run-
way will have to be relocated. In fact, the ref-
uge will be so impacted by the noise, that the
FAA has agreed to pay the Fish and Wildlife
Service over $26 million to compensate them
for the ‘‘taking’’ of their property by virtue of
the noise and the impact on visitors to the ref-
uge. This payment, however, will not mitigate
or reduce the harm to endangered species,
migratory birds, or fish living in the refuge.
This payment is intended to allow the refuge
to build additional buildings, relocate visitors
facilities, build a new parking lot, and addi-
tional roads.

Yet, even with this level of disturbance, the
Fish and Wildlife Service and the FAA found
that the wildlife would not be disturbed so
much that the airport expansion should be
stopped. They also found no impact on the
threatened bald eagle and no need for the
protections of the Endangered Species Act in
this case. They found that the wildlife in the
refuge would adjust to the noise. They found
that there is a little scientific evidence that
wildlife will be seriously harmed by over 5,000
takeoffs and landings per month at less than
2,000 feet above these important migratory
bird breeding, feeding and resting areas. In
fact, over 2,000 flights will be at less than 500
feet above ground level. Yet the Fish and
Wildlife Service has not required one dollar to
be spent to protect the wildlife living in this ref-
uge.

An environmental impact statement was
prepared by the Federal Aviation Administra-

tion, in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service. However, this environmental impact
statement makes little effort to address the im-
pacts on endangered and threatened species
in the refuge. Therefore, my view is that the
EIS should be redone before this project is al-
lowed to proceed.

I know that wildlife and humans can coexist.
In the coastal plain of Alaska, oil production
and caribou have coexisted and the caribou
population has increased. I have a picture in
my office that illustrates that point beautifully.
It shows a large herd of caribou peacefully
resting and grazing in the shadow of a large
oil drilling rig right on Alaska’s north slope.

Yet some Members of Congress, including
some who have agreed to allow this airport
expansion in Minnesota, have introduced leg-
islation that would preclude most human ac-
tivities in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge by
designating that area as a permanent wilder-
ness. I guess they believe that wildlife in Alas-
ka can’t adjust to human activities . . . but
wildlife in Minnesota can.

I want to make it clear that I support our ref-
uges. I sponsored the National Wildlife Refuge
System Improvement Act in 1997, which is
now the law of the land. I want refuges to be
places where wildlife can thrive and I want
them accessible to the public. I support ade-
quate funding so that our refuges can be open
to the public. I agree that refuges and wildlife
should not be used to stop needed projects
and development in nearby communities.

Let’s protect the very little habitat for wildlife
in these highly developed areas of the east.
This is truly a last refuge for many of these
species. Unlike Alaska, which has preserved
over 130 million acres for protecting the envi-
ronment, the highly congested and developed
areas around Minneapolis-St. Paul simply can-
not afford to lose the little amount of wild
spaces left. The United States, as a world
leader in preserving lands of significant and
symbolic value, cannot let this sort of degrada-
tion occur to its land or wildlife. We have only
one chance to save the beauty of this natural
landscape, the crown jewel of America’s wild-
life refuges, for generations of younger Ameri-
cans. Once it is gone, it is gone forever, na-
ture can never truly recover from such ad-
verse actions visited upon its fabric, an attack
upon the scope and breadth of life that, for
now, call this place—home.

For this reason, I am introducing this legisla-
tion to protect the Minnesota Valley National
Wildlife Refuge.
f

TRIBUTE TO ADRIENNE GIORDANO

HON. BILL PASCRELL, JR.
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
call to your attention Ms. Adrienne Giordano of
Belleville, New Jersey.

Adrienne Giordano wrote this letter for a
school project reflecting the impact that Can-

cer has had on the families of its victims, and
how it has had an impact on virtually every
family in America. Adrienne’s expressions are
viewed through the eyes of a young girl as
she watched the devastation of Cancer on her
family members. This essay was written out of
pure emotion and it is her insights that have
made an impression on me.

Her essay reads as follows:
When I was young I had two sets of healthy

and out-going grandparents, or so I thought.
I grew up thinking that way until I was
about six years old. At that time, my dad
told me that my grandma, his mom, had can-
cer since he was a young boy. However, she
was now in remission and was supposedly
doing quite well. By the time I was nine, I
found out that my grandma’s cancer had re-
turned, but she hadn’t told anyone for five
years or so.

From that point on, my family and I saw
her go in and out of hospitals for a few years.
Each time she was out, she would make the
best of it even though she was suffering in-
side. She became very ill at one point and
the doctors said that she would die within a
couple of months. To make matters worse,
my other grandfather went into the hospital
for cancer too.

He became very sick, in fact to the point
that he could hardly speak, or even breathe.
The thought of living without my grandpa as
a part of my life was very difficult for me. In
words I cannot express the pain inside of me,
although it couldn’t possibly amount to the
pain that he was going through. He was suf-
fering but showed it rarely, but then again
how could he not, he was in a hospital, on a
floor with dying cancer patients who were
waiting to die. He had to deal with what he
had and how it was going to be. There was no
say in what was happening to him, as a
healthy man for all of his previous life no-
body though that he would ever be this sick-
ly, and either did he. About four months
after he went in, he passed away. Although I
knew it was coming, it hit me hard and it hit
my heart. I thought that I would go through
some sort of emotional grieving stage, but I
didn’t, my feelings stayed bundled up inside
until the days of the wake and funeral. On
those days I cried more that I ever had in my
whole lifetime. But I had to move on and
keep the joyful memories in the back of my
mind. Every time I feel upset or wondered,
‘‘Why them, why such wonderful people,
what have they done to deserve this?’’, I
looked back to all of the good times they
had, and what wonderful lives they had to re-
member. Sometimes thinking about how
they loved life and cherished each moment of
the day made me realize that their lives
weren’t only misery and fighting this deadly
disease, but enjoying the good times, and
making the best of the bad.

Weeks passed after the death of my grand-
father and by then my grandma had gathered
enough strength to pull through. Once again,
she was released from the hospital, but in-
side I knew that the fight wasn’t over yet
and she would soon return to the halls of the
sickly dying cancer patients. I had seen her
fight for so many years, and the story re-
peated itself, in the hospital and out, and
back in again. What could make me think
that this time would be different? It was the
same and always the same, I knew that one
day she would take the final punch and the
fight would finally end.
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As I predicted, she went back five months

later. Although I’ve seen her go in and out of
hospitals for as long as I could remember,
when I saw her that time I noticed some-
thing different. She seemed as though she
was sick of cancer and tired of fighting it. A
couple more months passed and it looked
worse and worse. The most upsetting thing
for me to deal with was that I was losing two
grandparents, who are two of the most im-
portant people in the world to me, to a dead-
ly disease that killed millions each year,
CANCER! By that time I didn’t want to hear
another word about cancer, and I wished and
prayed that it could be cured, and quick. But
it did exist and there wasn’t a cure. It felt
like an evil monster that had corrupted my
grandparents bodies. In May of 1998, my be-
loved grandmother died. I will never forget
that day, it was one of the worst days of my
life. Inside I was torn up and my heart was
shredded to pieces, then I realized that my
grandparents wouldn’t be able to take part
in my life ever again. I remember thinking
to myself how I wished they could be alive
again just the way it was.

However, as I look back at those thoughts,
it was selfish of me to want them to be back
in the hospital, dying and suffering from
cancer, because that was the way it was, and
now I take back those wishes. Also I realized
that the memories I had with them in the
past have become priceless and those are the
memories that I will remember them in the
future. I can finally say that I am relieved
that my grandparents aren’t suffering any-
more and they are in a peaceful place. It is
now very important for me to think about
all people, not just myself, I have to under-
stand that some people aren’t as lucky as I
am, I am healthy and out-going and I should
cherish every moment of life. Things come
and go, including health, but you should
never lose your happiness and the love for
the people who love you.

Mr. Speaker, please join me, our col-
leagues, Adrienne’s family and friends in wish-
ing her continued success in all of her future
endeavors.
f

IN HONOR OF MONTE AHUJA

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Mr. Monte Ahuja, a Cleveland entre-
preneur and Cleveland State graduate, for his
achievements and generous contributions to
Cleveland State University. Mr. Ahuja has do-
nated $1 million and has pledged an additional
$1 million to Cleveland State University, pri-
marily in support of the James J. Nance Col-
lege of Business Administration.

Born in India, Mr. Ahuja received a bachelor
of science degree in mechanical engineering
from Punjab Engineering College in 1967. He
arrived in the U.S. in 1969 and earned a mas-
ter’s degree in mechanical engineering from
Ohio State University in 1970. After moving to
Cleveland in 1971, and while working full time
with a Maple Heights automotive firm, he
earned his MBA from Cleveland State’s Col-
lege of Business Administration in 1975. As an
assignment for a marketing class, he devel-
oped a business plan for an auto transmission
supply business. After graduation, Mr. Ahuja
turned this plan into his own company—
Transtar Industries, Inc. Although the firm
began with only two employees and virtually

no capital, today Transtar has nearly 700 em-
ployees and is the leader in the transmission
products industry with 21 operations in the
U.S. and worldwide distribution.

In addition to his generous monetary dona-
tions to Cleveland State University, Mr. Ahuja
has dedicated his time by serving as a director
of the Cleveland State University Foundation,
and establishing the Ahuja Endowed Scholar-
ship Fund in Business Administration and En-
gineering and the Distinguished Scholar in
Comparative Indian and Western Philosophy,
a cultural endowment initiated by a close
friend, Dr. D.C. Bhaiji. As chairman of the
Board of Trustees, Mr. Ahuja oversaw one of
the largest physical expansions in Cleveland
State’s history. In 1990, he was named one of
Cleveland State’s top 25 distinguished alumni.

Let us join Cleveland State University as
they honor Mr. Ahuja on March 26, 1999, for
his contributions to the university.
f

CLOSER TO EMPIRE

HON. RON PAUL
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise again today
to consider the effect of our current actions in
Kosovo, but this time I do not wish to address
the folly of war, for attempts to prevent war
measures against that nation are now futile.
Mr. Speaker, today I rise to address a long
term concern, a problem larger even than war.
I am referring to the folly of empire.

Our involvement in Kosovo and in Iraq, and
in Bosnia—when combined with America’s
role in Korea, and in the Middle East and
other places around the world, is now lurching
our republic ever closer to empire. Empire is
something that all Americans ought to oppose.

I remind those who believe in the Judeo-
Christian tradition that opposition to empire is
to be found in the warnings found in the book
of Ezekiel, warnings against the empowerment
of a king. And it is this same principle which
is evident in the story of the Tower of Babel,
and in that admonition of Christ, which re-
minds that those things which are of Caesar
are not of God.

To pragmatists, agnostics and such, I point
to the decline and fall which has historically at-
tended every other empire. The Ottomans and
Romans, the Spanish and the British, all who
have tried empire have faltered, and at great
costs to their own nations.

Mr. Speaker, to liberals I would remind that
these interventions, however well-intended
they may be, all require the use of forces of
occupation, and this is the key step toward co-
lonialism, itself always leading to subjugation
and to oppression.

To conservatives, I want to recall the found-
ing of our Republic, our nation’s breaking from
the yoke of empire in order that we might real-
ize the benefits of liberty and self-determina-
tion, and that we might obtain the blessings
that flow naturally from limitations on central-
ized power. Empire reflecting the most perfect
means yet devised to concentrate power in
the fewest hands.

Now, Mr. Speaker, our own nation faces a
choice and we may well be at the very preci-
pice. Indeed, to move even one step further
down the road to empire may mean that there

will be no turning back short of the eventual
decline and fall. Will we act now to restore our
Republic?

It is oft repeated that we do not realize the
import of our most critical actions at the time
that we begin to undertake them. How true,
Mr. Speaker, this statement is. Were Mr.
Townshend, or the King in England the least
contemplative of the true cost which would
eventuate as a result of the tea tax or the
stamp act?

Now we must ask, is our nation on the
verge of empire? Some will say no, because,
they say, we do not seek to have direct con-
trol over the governments of foreign lands, but
how close are we to doing just that? And is it
so important whether the dictates of empire
come from the head of our government or
from the Secretary General of some multilat-
eral entity which we direct?

Today we attempt, directly or indirectly, to
dictate to other sovereign nations who they
ought and ought not have as leader, which
peace accords they should sign, and what
form of governments they must enact. How
limited is the distinction between our actions
today and those of the emperors of history?
How limited indeed. In fact, one might suggest
that this is a distinction without a substantive
difference.

And where now are we willing to commit
troops and under what conditions? If we are to
stop all violations of human rights, what will
we do of Cuba, which recently announced
new crackdowns?

And what of communist China? Not only do
they steal our secrets, but they violate their
own citizens. Who should be more upset, for
example, about forced abortion? Is it those
who proclaim the inviolable right to life or
those who argue for so-called reproductive
rights? Even these polar opposites recognize
the crimes of the Chinese government in
forced abortion. Should we then stop this op-
pression of millions? Are we committed to lob
missiles at this massive nation until it ceases
this program?

Will the principle upon which we are now
claiming to act lead us to impose our political
solutions upon the nations that now contain
Tibet, and Kurdistan, and should the sentiment
rear, even Quebec and Chechnya?

The most dangerous thing about where we
are headed is our lack of historical memory
and our disastrous inattention to the effect of
the principles upon which we act, for ideas do
indeed have consequences, Mr. Speaker, and
they pick up a momentum that becomes all
their own.

I do believe that we are on the brink, Mr.
Speaker, but it is not yet too late. Soon I fear
the train, as it is said, will have left the station.
We stand on the verge of crossing that line
that so firmly distinguishes empire from repub-
lic. This occurs not so much by an action or
series of actions but by the acceptance of an
idea, the idea that we have a right, a duty, an
obligation, or a national interest to perfect for-
eign nations even while we remain less than
principled ourselves.

When will we, as a people and as an institu-
tion, say ‘‘we choose to keep our republic,
your designs for empire interest us not in the
least.’’ I can only hope it will be soon, for it is
my sincerest fear that failing to do so much
longer will put us beyond this great divide.
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THE SILICONE BREAST IMPLANT

RESEARCH AND INFORMATION
ACT

HON. GENE GREEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, as a

Member of the House Commerce Sub-
committee on Health, I am committed to en-
suring patients have complete and com-
prehensive access to information before they
make a decision about a medical procedure.

To this end, I am proud to re-introduce the
Silicone Breast Implant Research and Informa-
tion Act because I believe it is critical to the
advancement of women’s health and is the
first step towards answering the many ques-
tions about the safety and efficacy of silicone
breast implants.

By re-introducing this bill today, I along with
the 41 original cosponsors, hope to draw at-
tention to an issue that has been either ne-
glected or out right ignored for too long.

It is estimated that as many as 2 million
women have received silicone breast implants
over the last 30 years. Unfortunately, the infor-
mation provided to these women before they
elected to have silicone breast implants has
been both incomplete and even inaccurate.

Moreover, results from past studies have
only raised more questions about possible
negative effects that ruptured or leaking sili-
cone breast implants may have on breast milk,
connective tissue, autoimmune diseases and
the accuracy of breast cancer screening tests.

Our legislation ultimately seeks to change
this by focusing on three critical points—infor-
mation, research, and communication.

First, and in my opinion most importantly,
this bill will ensure that information sent to
women about silicone breast implants contains
the most up to date and accurate information
available.

Current information packets sent to women
do not accurately describe some of the poten-
tial risks of silicone breast implants. While re-
cent studies by the Institute of Medicine indi-
cate the rupture rate may be as high as 70
percent, information sent to women suggests
the rupture rate is only 1 percent.

Second, this bill encourages the director of
the National Institutes of Health to expand ex-
isting research projects and clinical trials.
Doing so will compliment past and existing
studies and will hopefully clear up much of the
confusion surrounding the safety and efficacy
of silicone breast implants.

Finally, this bill establishes an open line of
communication between federal agencies, re-
searchers, the public health community and
patient and breast cancer advocates.

Women, especially breast cancer patients,
want and deserve full and open access to sili-
cone breast implants. Therefore, it is critical
that these products are safe and effective, and
that women are provided complete and fre-
quently updated information about the health
risks and benefits of silicone breast implants.

While I unequivocally support a women’s
right to choose to use silicone breast implants,
I believe we have a responsibility to support
research efforts that will provide the maximum
amount of information and understanding
about these products.

Recently, I met with a group of women who
had silicone breast implants. One of them

shared with me her story about trying to get
health insurance after she received her im-
plants. To my dismay, it is standard operating
procedures for several health plans to deny
health insurance for women with breast im-
plants. And this was a healthy woman! This
story only reinforced my belief that silicone
breast implants may cause very serious health
problems.

The day has come to answer the questions
and find out what is causing so many women
who have implants to get sick. I hope each of
you join me in support of this important legis-
lation.
f

THE REFORESTATION TAX ACT OF
1999

HON. JENNIFER DUNN
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, on March 11 when
I introduced the Reforestation Tax Act of
1999, my statement focused on the benefits of
this legislation to the forest products sector of
our economy. Today, as I add eight more co-
sponsors to this increasingly popular effort, I
would like to focus my remarks on the benefits
for non-industrial forest land owners.

America’s privately-owned forests make up
almost 58% of our nation’s total forest lands
and are one of our most valuable resources.
They provide wildlife habitat, maintain water-
shed health, and are used for a wide array of
recreational activities such as hiking, camping,
fishing, and hunting. In addition, they provide
the foundation for a multi-billion dollar forest
products industry.

To ensure that our wildlife habitat and wa-
tershed needs as well as a reliable supply of
timber is available for the future, we need to
encourage industrial and nonindustrial land-
owners to invest in enhancing their forest own-
ership. Investing in forest land is risky. Trees
can take anywhere from 25 to 75 years to
grow to maturity, depending on the type of
tree, regional weather, and soil conditions.
The key to success is good management,
which is costly. Furthermore, fire, disease,
floods, and ice storms—events that are unin-
surable—can wipe out acres of trees at any
time during the long, risky growing period.

The Reforestation Tax Act of 1999 will re-
move disincentives for private investment in
our forests and help with the cost of maintain-
ing them. By reducing the capital gains paid
on timber for individuals and corporations by 3
percent each year the timber is held—up to a
maximum reduction of 50 percent—forest
landowners will be partially protected from
being taxed on inflationary gains. While this
provision would not fully compensate for the
negative tax impact of inflation, it would pro-
vide a significant incentive for those forest
land owners who must nurture their invest-
ment for a long period of time.

Today, many landowners cease reforest-
ation efforts when they reach the current
$10,000 ceiling on expenses that are eligible
for the credit. Removing the cap on expenses
eligible for the credit would eliminate a dis-
incentive for private forest land owners to
plant more trees. Current law allows this
$10,000 in reforestation expenses to be amor-
tized over a seven year period. My legislation

not only eliminates the monetary cap but also
reduces the amortization period to five years.
With these changes, the reforestation tax
credit and amortization will encourage forest
landowners to operate in an ecologically-
sound manner that leads to the expansion of
investment in this vital natural resource.

By removing these current law disincentives
to sustainable forestry for both our industrial
and non-industrial forest land owners, we will
increase reforestation and enhance sound en-
vironmental management on private land. We
believe this will benefit Americans across the
country, not just forest land owners.

I am grateful for the broad support the Re-
forestation Tax Act of 1999 has gained since
its introduction, and I look forward to working
with my colleagues in the House to make this
bill a reality.
f

JUSTICE FOR ATOMIC VETERANS
ACT—H.R. 1286

HON. LANE EVANS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, on behalf on my-
self and Congresswoman BERKLEY, I am today
introducing H.R. 1286 the Justice for Atomic
Veterans Act. This important legislation pro-
vides a presumption of service-connection for
certain radiation-related illnesses suffered by
veterans who were exposed during military
service to ionizing radiation. These veterans
include those who participated in atmospheric
testing of a nuclear device, who participated in
the occupation of Hiroshima or Nagaski be-
tween August 6, 1945 and July 1, 1946 and
who were interned as prisoners of war in
Japan during World War II and were therefore
exposed to ionizing radiation.

During their military service, these veterans
put their lives and health at risk. They were,
in most cases, sworn to secrecy concerning
the nature of their work. They were not pro-
vided with adequate protection from radiation.
the amount of radiation to which they were ex-
posed was not measured. Albert ‘‘Smokey’’
Parrish, a veteran who served at the Nevada
test site wrote ‘‘We, the Atomic veterans feel
like an innocent man in prison for life, and no
one will listen to the facts of the case.’’

Under present law, veterans who engaged
in radiation risk activities during military serv-
ice are entitled to a presumption of service-
connection for some illnesses, but for other ill-
nesses veterans must prove causation by
‘‘dose reconstruction estimates’’ which many
reputable scientists have found fatally flawed.
Because of the recognized problems inherent
in dose reconstruction, last year, the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Deputy Under Sec-
retary for Health, Dr. Kenneth Kizer, wrote that
he personally recommended strong support as
a ‘‘matter of equity and fairness’’ for legislation
similar to the Justice for Atomic Veterans Act
which was then proposed by Senator
WELLSTONE.

It is not the fault of veterans that accurate
records of their exposure to ionizing radiation
were not kept and maintained. In fact, many
veterans have been not been able to obtain
their medical records relating to their exposure
during military service despite their best ef-
forts. Records have been lost and records of
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radiation-related activities were classified and
not made available to the veterans seeking
compensation.

According to Dr. Kizer, ‘‘the scientific meth-
odology that is the basis for adjudicating radi-
ation exposure cases may be sound, the prob-
lem is that the exposure cannot be reliably de-
termined for many individuals, and it never will
be able to be determined in my judgment.
Thus, no matter how good the method is, if
the input is not valid then the determination
will be suspect.’’

Our atomic veterans were put in harm’s way
in the service of our government. However,
our government failed to collect the data and
provide the follow-up that would enable our
atomic veterans to effectively pursue claims
for the harm which resulted.

Further, Congresswoman BERKLEY and I
agree with the statement in the 1995 final re-
port of the Advisory Committee on Human Ra-
diation Experiments: ‘‘When the nation ex-
poses servicemen and women to hazardous
substances, there is an obligation to keep ap-
propriate records of both the exposures and
the long-term medical outcomes.’’

Our Nation failed to keep records on the ex-
posures experienced by our atomic veterans.
Veterans should not suffer for that neglect. Let
us right the injustices visited on our atomic
veterans since the days of World War II. Con-
gress should enact a presumption of service-
connection for illnesses which are likely to be
due to radiation risk activity. Our veterans de-
serve this simple act of justice.

f

PROTECTION OF AMERICAN WORK-
ERS AND EMPLOYERS FROM
MUSCULOSKELETAL DISORDERS

HON. DENNIS J. KUCINICH
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to rec-
ommend that OSHA be enabled to continue its
work on protecting American workers and em-
ployees by preventing Musculoskeletal injuries
and other injuries at the workplace of America.
An update of OSHA guidelines (which have
been extensively and voluntarily used by em-
ployers for the last 10 years) is timely.

American employers currently spend $15–
20 billion/year on disability and absenteeism
due to work-related musculoskeletal disorders,
not considering the legal costs of law suits
filed by employees. The total cost to the
American society is about $60 billion/year due
to medical costs and lost productivity of in-
jured employees.

The ergonomics of work is a well-studied
field by scientists in academia and NIOSH and
the conclusions from that research point that
most musculoskeletal disorders caused by the
unsound ergonomic practices could be avoid-
ed if guidelines by OSHA were implemented
at the workplace, thus protecting workers from
un-necessary suffering and saving money for
employers. While the regulations by OSHA
may be improved and made more efficient,
flexible and responsive to the needs of a par-
ticular employer, OSHA’s capability to protect
American workers and employers should be
maintained.

I believe that the costs of efficient OSHA
regulations for protecting workers from mus-
culoskeletal injuries are minuscule in compari-
son with the cost of maintaining the status quo
and continuity of costly musculoskeletal inju-
ries in the workplace.

f

HONORING JACK STARK UPON HIS
RETIREMENT

HON. DAVID DREIER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, Jack Stark, the
President of Claremont McKenna College,
after nearly three decades of outstanding lead-
ership, is retiring in July of this year. He will
be succeeded by Pamela Brooks Gann, cur-
rently Dean of Duke University School of Law.

For thirty years, the world of higher edu-
cation has been roiled by change. The free
speech movement of the 1960’s, the first chal-
lenge to campus authority, was succeeded by
demands for black and other ethnic studies,
by the anti-war movement, by sit-ins and vio-
lent demonstrations against ROTC. Then
came contests over affirmative action in ad-
mission and faculty hiring, the challenge to
courses in Western Civilization, ‘‘Gay Rights,’’
and the passions aroused by ‘‘political correct-
ness.’’ Throughout this turmoil, Claremont
McKenna College, unlike so many other aca-
demic institutions, has held firmly to its found-
ing mission—and it has prospered mightily.

Jack Stark kept CMC on course through
these stressful years, built its endowment,
raised admission standards, and recruited dis-
tinguished faculty. If this were the sum of Jack
Stark’s achievement, we would honor him as
one of the nation’s great academic leaders. It
is not only as a conservator, however, but also
as an educational innovator that he deserves
our attention.

Jack Stark built on the campus of CMC—a
small, private, undergraduate liberal arts col-
lege—nine research institutes, each different
in its scholarly focus, but each contributing to
the education of CMC’s one thousand stu-
dents.

The first to be founded was The Henry
Salvatori Center for the Study of Individual
Freedom in the Modern World. The Salvatori
Center supports the study of the conditions
essential to the preservation of liberty, and
under its directors, Ward Elliott, Ralph
Rossum and Charles Kesler, has contributed
vigorously to intellectual debate.

The Rose Institute of State and Local Gov-
ernment, which was founded 25 years ago this
April, specializes in survey research, fiscal
analysis, and database development. The In-
stitute authors studies of political and demo-
graphic trends, and its student team is trained
in many aspects of computer-aided research.
Its Board Chairman, Al Lunsford, refers to it as
an ‘‘unmatched resource of data and analysis
in its geographical area of focus,’’ and under
its long-time director, Dr. Alan Heslop, the In-
stitute has built a formidable reputation.

The third to be founded was The Institute of
Decision Science, which provides practical ex-
perience in economic and mathematical mod-

eling, decision-making, and risk analysis for in-
dustry, government and the professions. It
sponsors research and presents conferences
on topics in decision science. IDS and its di-
rector, Janet Myhre, are frequently consulted
by government agencies and major industrial
corporations.

Next to be founded was The Lowe Institute
of Political Economy. Initially under the direc-
tion of Dr. Craig Stubblebine, now headed by
Dr. Sven Arndt, the Lowe Institute supports
the study of major issues in economic policy.
Recent work has focused on the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, APEC and on
trade and regulatory policies.

The Keck Center for International and Stra-
tegic Studies was founded to support the
study of critical issues in world affairs by spon-
soring lectures, fellowships, visiting scholars,
conferences, publications, and student intern-
ships. Its director, Dr. C. J. Lee, is an expert
on Asia and has led the center in studies on
Korean affairs.

The Family of Benjamin Z. Gould Center of
Humanistic Studies, originally headed by Dr.
Ricardo Quinones, now by Dr. Jay Martin, is
dedicated to understanding vital issues of the
modern world in light of the perennial values
provided by literature, philosophy, and religion.
Towards this end, it sponsors publications, vis-
iting speakers, student and faculty research,
and organized lecture series.

The Roberts Environmental Center uses an
interdisciplinary approach encompassing biol-
ogy, chemistry, economics, and political
science to analyze environmental problems
and to evaluate policy alternatives. Under its
founding director, the late Robert Felmeth, and
now under Dr. Emil Morhardt, it conducts field
research, trains students in the use of analyt-
ical software and sponsors the Environment,
Economics, and Politics major.

The Kravis Leadership Institute provides for
the academic study of leadership and spon-
sors speakers, mentoring, internships, and the
Leadership Studies Sequence. Its director, Dr.
Ronald Riggio, has been one of the pioneers
of leadership studies in psychology.

Most recent is the newly formed Berger In-
stitute on Work, Family, and Children—the
ninth of the institutes to be fathered by Jack
Stark.

At their best, these nine CMC research insti-
tutes provide students and faculty with oppor-
tunities to engage together in the investigation
of key public policy issues. Students get close,
hands-on experience of the challenges—the
chores as well as the joys—of scholarship.
Typically, their work is not for academic credit:
the students are paid, and as their responsibil-
ities increase so does their remuneration.

Research on important subjects, produced
by small faculty-student teams, funded by out-
side grants and contracts, is achieving a solid
reputation for CMC’s institutes. CMC students
are making important extra-curricular gains by
working with faculty specialists in methodolo-
gies they are sure to encounter in their later
careers and on the important subjects that
face our society. Every one of those CMC stu-
dents owes Jack Stark a debt of gratitude.
The world of higher education, too, would be
wise to note this pioneering achievement at
Claremont McKenna College.
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HONORING WAYNE COUNTY MED-

ICAL SOCIETY FOR 150 YEARS OF
SERVICE

HON. JOHN D. DINGELL
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to honor
and congratulate a medical society which has
provided quality service to Detroit, Wayne
County, and the State of Michigan for the last
150 years.

On April 14, 1849 with just 50 physicians,
the Wayne County Medical Society was found-
ed. Today, with more than 4,200 physicians in
their membership, they continue to provide
Metropolitan Detroit with the highest caliber of
service and outstanding commitment to those
in need.

As they celebrate their sesquicentennial an-
niversary, the Wayne County Medical Society
has labored to promote and encourage the
unity and loyalty of the physicians of the com-
munity into a strong and cohesive medical so-
ciety. They have brought into one organization
the physicians of this county and with other
county societies to form the Michigan State
Medical Society and the American Medical As-
sociation.

This beloved medical society provides con-
tinuing medical education for physicians, and
maintains a program of educational service to
the public on health and scientific matters.
But, most of all they insure that a patient’s
freedom to choose a physician be maintained,
and that patients receive the highest quality of
medical care.

Over the years the Wayne County Medical
Society has had a positive impact on the pub-
lic health of both Detroit and Wayne County.
One of its most memorable accomplishments
came under the direction of its former presi-
dent, Dr. Francis P. Rhoades, who led a polio
immunization drive which immunized thou-
sands of Detroiters and virtually eliminated the
threat of this crippling disease.

Today, the Wayne County Medical Society
runs a free medical and dental clinic at the
Webber School in Detroit. Every child is af-
forded free services including physical exami-
nations, health education, dental fluoride,
sealants and prophylaxis. In addition they or-
ganized an annual Christmas Party for chil-
dren in foster care. Last year, they sponsored
a teen pregnancy conference with more than
500 Detroit Public School children in attend-
ance.

Mr. Speaker, it is with great honor and pride
that I pay tribute to this exceptional medical
society whose tradition of assisting those most
in need is truly a part of Michigan’s great his-
tory. I ask that all of my colleagues join me in
recognizing the Wayne County Medical Soci-
ety of Michigan on their 150th anniversary.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. SUE WILKINS MYRICK
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, I missed 19 re-
corded votes while I was out due to illness. If
I had been present, my vote would have been
cast as follows.

MARCH 17, 1999

Rollcall vote 53, on agreeing to Mr. Upton’s
amendment, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 54, on agreeing to Mr.
LoBiondo’s amendment, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 55, on passage of the Coast
Guard Authorization Act of 1999, I would have
voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 56, on passage of the bill to
provide for a Reduction in the Volume of Steel
Imports, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

MARCH 18, 1999

Rollcall vote 57, on agreeing to the Rule re-
garding the National Missile Defense System,
I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 58, on the motion to recommit
with instructions, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Rollcall vote 59, on passage of the National
Missile Defense System, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’

MARCH 23, 1999

Rollcall vote 66, on agreeing to the Com-
mittee Funding Resolution, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 65, on the motion to recommit
the Committee Funding Resolution with in-
structions, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Rollcall vote 64, on the motion to instruct
Conferees for the Education Flexibility Partner-
ship Act, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Rollcall vote 63, to suspend the rules and
pass H. Con. Res. 37 Concerning Anti-Semitic
Statements Made by Members of the Duma of
the Russian Federation, I would have voted
‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 62, to suspend the rules and
pass H. Con. Res. 56 Commemorating the
20th Anniversary of the Taiwan Relations Act,
I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 61, to suspend the rules and
pass H.R. 70 the Arlington National Cemetery
Burial Eligibility Act, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 60, to suspend the rules and
pass H. Res 121 Affirming the Congress’ Op-
position to All Forms of Racism and Bigotry, I
would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

MARCH 24, 1999

Rollcall vote 67, on agreeing to Mr. Sten-
holm’s amendment, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Rollcall vote 68, on agreeing to Mr. Obey’s
amendment, I would have voted ‘‘no.’’

Rollcall vote 69, on agreeing to Mr. Tiahrt’s
amendment, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 70, on passing of the Emer-
gency Supplemental Appropriations of FY
1999, I would have voted ‘‘yes.’’

Rollcall vote 71, on agreeing to the Resolu-
tion Expressing support of the U.S. House of
Representatives for the members of the U.S.
Armed Forces engaged in military operations
against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, I
would have voted ‘‘yes.’’
f

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 800, EDUCATION FLEXI-
BILITY PARTNERSHIP ACT OF
1999

SPEECH OF

HON. DANNY K. DAVIS
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 23, 1999

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Clay motion to instruct.

Mr. Speaker, the Ed-Flex bill in its current
form lacks the efficiency and accountability
needed to protect what took two decades to
correct. Mr. Speaker, America understands
that all students benefit where there is an ap-
propriate ratio of students to teachers. There-
fore, I echo America’s call and ask that this
Congress support initiatives to reduce class
size by providing 100,000 new, qualified
teachers.

I believe we can do both, support class size
reduction, IDEA, and support local control of
education. Some of my colleagues suggest we
should just vote for the Ed-Flex bill and decide
on the other matters during other discussions.
But as I listen to the debate here we are not
talking about one bill or one instance, we are
deciding the direction this nation will follow for
the next millennia. I am aware of the attempt
to cut funding from K–12 programs to pay for
the recommended increase in IDEA. Let’s not
disguise these attempts by suggesting we
should only deal with what is in front of us.

Mr. Speaker we must debate these issues
now because we may never have another
chance. I submit that this bill will affect all pro-
grams that I support. Programs like IDEA, Title
I, help for disadvantaged students, Safe and
Drug Free Schools and Communities, Tech-
nology for Education programs, Innovative
Education Strategies (Title VI), Emergency Im-
migrant Education, and the Perkins Vocational
Education Act.

Let’s not play politics. Let’s get together and
include a real bill for our children. I urge all
members not to support this bill and support
the Clay motion to instruct.
f

TRUTH IN LENDING
MODERNIZATION ACTION OF 1999

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-
troducing legislation to update key provisions
of the Truth in Lending Act, some of which
have not been revised by Congress since the
Act’s passage in 1968. The ‘‘Truth in Lending
Modernization Act of 1999’’ will restore impor-
tant consumer protections that have been
weakened by inflation and assure that out-
dated, anti-consumer accounting practices are
eliminated. This legislation is strongly sup-
ported by the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica, Consumers Union, the National Consumer
Law Center and by the U.S. Public Interest
Research Group.

Congress has given considerable time and
attention in recent sessions to modernizing our
nation’s banking laws to free financial institu-
tions of outdated restrictions that date back to
the 1930s. I believe it is time for Congress to
give equal attention to modernizing the corner-
stone of consumer credit protection—the Truth
in Lending Act (TILA).

Congress enacted TILA in 1968 to assure
that consumers receive accurate and mean-
ingful disclosure of the costs of consumer
credit to enable them to compare credit terms
and make informed credit choices. Prior to
that time, consumers had no easy way to de-
termine how much credit actually cost nor any
basis for comparing various creditors. What lit-
tle useful information consumers did receive
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was typically buried in fine print or couched in
legalese. TILA addressed these problems by
providing a standardized finance cost calcula-
tion—a simple, or actuarial annual percentage
rate (APR)—to provide a comparable calcula-
tion of total financing costs for all credit trans-
actions. It also required creditors to provide
clear and accurate disclosure of all credit
terms and costs.

Over the past thirty years, TILA has played
a dual role in the financial marketplace. It has
been the primary source of financial consumer
protection, recognizing the rights of consumers
to be informed and to be protected against
fraudulent, deceitful, or grossly misleading in-
formation and advertising. It has also stimu-
lated market competition by forcing creditors
to openly compete for borrowers and by pro-
tecting ethical and efficient lenders from de-
ceitful competitors. Congress believed in 1968
that an informed consumer credit market
would help stabilize the economy by encour-
aging consumer restraint when credit costs in-
crease. The need for an informed consumer
market is as important today as it was thirty
years ago.

Unfortunately, key consumer protections
and remedies that Congress stated in dollar
amounts in 1968 have not been updated to
provide comparable protections today. The ef-
fects of thirty years of inflation have permitted
increasing numbers of credit and lease trans-
actions to fall outside the scope of TILA pro-
tections and have weakened the deterrent
value of the penalties available to injured con-
sumers. The Truth in Lending Modernization
Act that I am introducing today would remedy
these problems in several important areas.

TILA disclosure requirements and protec-
tions currently apply to all credit transactions
secured by home equity and to other non-
business consumer loans under $25,000. In
1968 this $25,000 limit on unsecured credit
transactions was considered more than ade-
quate to ensure that most automobile, credit
card and personal loan transactions would be
covered. This is clearly not the case today,
particularly in the area of automobile loans. A
January Washington Post article estimated
that the average price of new automobiles
sold today is $22,000. This means that in-
creasing numbers of automobile transactions
are falling outside the scope of TILA, with no
requirements to provide consumers with full
and accurate credit disclosure. Many con-
sumers also routinely receive offers of unse-
cured credit and debt consolidation loans that
can easily approach or exceed $25,000.
These transactions also will increasingly fall
outside the scope of TILA.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that the value of the dollar has declined by 75
percent since 1968, which means that it would
require an exception over four times larger
than the $25,000 in the 1968 Act (or over
$108,000) to provide a comparable level of ex-
empted transactions today. However, this fully
adjusted amount is clearly excessive for to-
day’s marketplace. My bill would double the
amount of this statutory exception, from
$25,000 to $50,000, to assure that all typical
credit transactions will continue to be ac-
corded TILA protections.

A similar problem exists with the transaction
exemption in the Consumer Leasing Act sec-
tions of TILA that restricts application of con-

sumer disclosure and advertising requirements
only to leases with total contractual obligation
below $25,000. Again, this was considered
more than adequate when Congress enacted
the Consumer Leasing Act in 1976, but it is
clearly inadequate today, particularly for auto-
mobile leases. Congress could not have antici-
pated the enormous role of leasing in our cur-
rent auto markets. Leases now account for
over 40 percent of all new automobile trans-
actions, and an even more substantial per-
centage of transactions involving high-end lux-
ury automobiles. My bill would assure that in-
creasing numbers of automobile leases do not
fall outside the scope of TILA by increasing
the level of exempted leases from $25,000 to
$50,000.

As a primary enforcement mechanism, TILA
provides individual consumers with a right of
action against creditors that engage in mis-
leading or deceitful practices. Creditors that
violate any TILA requirement are liable for ac-
tual damages, additional statutory damages
and court costs. TILA permits statutory dam-
ages, in credit transactions of twice the
amount of any finance charge and, in lease
transactions, of 25 percent of the total amount
of monthly payments under the lease. In both
instances, however, these damages are lim-
ited by the requirement that damages ‘‘not be
less than $100 nor greater than $1,000.

These statutory liability provisions were in-
cluded in the statute in 1968 to provide ample
economic incentive to deter violations. This is
clearly not the case today. From my own anal-
ysis of abusive automobile leases, for exam-
ple, I find that a clever and unethical dealer
can easily exact thousands of dollars just in
the initial stages of an auto lease, simply by
not crediting trade-ins, adding undisclosed
fees and including higher finance charges than
disclosed to the consumer. A $1,000 max-
imum statutory damage clearly would not
deter these and other actions that can cheat
consumers out of thousands of dollars over
the term of a loan or lease. My bill would in-
crease the statutory damage limit to $5,000 for
both credit and lease transactions.

It would also raise the statutory damages
available to consumers in class action litiga-
tion. Currently, TILA limits statutory damages
in class actions that arise out of the same vio-
lation to the lesser of $500,000 or 1 percent
of the creditor’s net worth. For most of today’s
financial corporations this $500,000 limit rep-
resents a fraction of 1 percent of their net
worth. The bill would raise this statutory dam-
age limit to $1 million for all credit and lease
transactions.

Finally, my bill seeks to prohibit in credit
transactions a little known accounting proce-
dure, known as the Rule of 78, that is used
whenever possible by creditors because it
maximizes interest income to the creditor at
the expense of consumers. TILA requires that
consumers receive a refund of any unearned
interest on precomputed installment loans
when they prepay or refinance their loan. Until
recently, most creditors used Rule of 78 ac-
counting for calculating these refunds, a meth-
od that heavily favors creditors by counting in-
terest paid in the early phases of the loan
more heavily than actuarial accounting meth-
ods. While justified in the 1930s as helping to
reduce costs of computing interest, modern
calculators and computers have rendered the

Rule of 78 obsolete and unjustifiable. It serves
no other purpose today than to maximize in-
terest income to creditors.

Bank regulators and the IRS have banned
banks from using the Rule of 78 in reporting
interest income. In 1992 Congress prohibited
its use in calculating interest refunds on mort-
gages and other installment loans with terms
over 61 months. In 1994, the Home Owners
and Equity Protection Act ended the use of
Rule of 78 accounting in all high costs home
equity loans. My bill would complete the task
of eliminating Rule of 78 accounting in all re-
maining consumer credit transactions by pro-
hibiting its use for calculating consumer inter-
est refunds for precomputed installment loans
with terms of less than 61 months, and also
be requiring that creditors compute interest re-
funds using methods that are as favorable to
the consumer as widely used actuarial meth-
ods.

Mr. Speaker, in enacting TILA Congress
recognized the consumer’s right to be in-
formed and to be protected from deceitful and
misleading credit practices. The ‘‘Truth In
Lending Modernization Act’’ will assure that
these basic consumer protections remain ef-
fective in the future. I urge my colleagues to
join me as co-sponsors of this legislation and
work with me toward its adoption.

f

IN HONOR OF SHIRLEY K. SMALL

HON. SCOTT McINNIS
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, with a heavy
and sad heart I take this moment to recognize
the life and contributions of Shirley K. Small,
one of five daughters of Paul and Lucille Krier.

Shirley was a strong and patriotic American.
She took immense pride in being a home
maker and mother to her children Robbie,
Darcy and Amy. She brought her children up
with strong reverence for our great country.
Often she would discuss with me her concerns
for the direction of our country, its needs and
its accomplishments over time. Shirley was a
graduate of the University of Colorado and
was preceded in death by her husband John.

Shirley’s children have moved on to their
own success in western Colorado and they
too share their parents’ love of and dedication
to our country. Shirley’s children’s success is
not only realized with accomplished careers,
but above all with wonderful spouses and chil-
dren of their own.

Even in the twilight of her life, Shirley took
on her terrible disease with vigor and deter-
mination. In her last months, she attended nu-
merous medical clinics, not for her own sake,
but in the hopes she could help provide infor-
mation that would lead to the cure of the dis-
ease that promised to take her life. Shirley
willed her body to science so that doctors
could continue to seek out a remedy for the
infirmity that ailed her once she passed.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to have been Shir-
ley’s Congressman and nephew. Her uncondi-
tional love for family and country will be great-
ly missed.
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HONORING BOB CURRAN UPON HIS

RETIREMENT

HON. JACK QUINN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor Mr. Bob Curran, Columnist for the Buf-
falo News on the occasion of his retirement.

Bob Curran was born in Boston to Irish im-
migrants. World War II interrupted his football
career at Cornell University. Bob was a Ser-
geant with the 95th Infantry Division and
fought in France, Belgium and into Germany.
Gen. George Patton personally gave him the
Silver Star. Bob also received 2 Purple Hearts,
Bronze Star and Combat Infantryman’s Badge.
His wounds kept him from playing football
when he returned to Cornell.

Bob worked for Fawcett Publications in New
York, becoming editor of Cavalier before re-
signing in 1961. He was director of college
football’s Gotham Bowl, head of sports pub-
licity for NBC and syndicated columnist before
moving to Buffalo in 1967.

Bob has been a columnist for the Buffalo
News for 32 years. His columns are famous
for telling readers how to ‘‘win friends and in-
fluence him,’’ asking trivia questions and tell-
ing backward jokes.

What has set Bob apart from other col-
umnists has been his strong advocacy on be-
half of veterans. He wrote about real heroes,
the veterans in Western New York. As Chair-
man of the House Veterans’ Benefits Sub-
committee, I have greatly benefited from his
insight and advice on veterans’ issues.

As everyone in Western New York is aware,
Bob has been a vocal advocate of the des-
ignation of December 7th, Pearl Harbor Day,
as a national holiday. It was through Bob’s
passion, encouragement and support that he
generated in the veteran’s community, that
persuaded me to submit legislation in the
House of Representatives, H.R. 965, to des-
ignate Pearl Harbor Day as a federal holiday
in the same manner as November 11, Vet-
erans Day.

I and the many members of the Western
New York veteran’s community look forward to
Bob’s continued support for veteran issues.

Mr. Speaker, today I would like to join with
the Curran family, the Buffalo News, our vet-
erans and their families as well as the entire
Western New York community in tribute to Mr.
Bob Curran.

With retirement comes many new opportuni-
ties. May Bob meet each new opportunity with
the same enthusiasm and vigor in which he
demonstrated throughout his brilliant career,
and may those opportunities be as fruitful as
those in his past.

Thank you, Bob, for your advocacy, tireless
effort and personal commitment to our com-
munity, and for your friendship.
f

IN HONOR OF SHANNON MELENDI

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
share with my colleagues the tragic cir-

cumstances of a constituent, Shannon
Melendi, a 19 year-old sophomore at Emory
University in Atlanta.

Almost 5 years ago to the day, on March
26, 1994, Shannon disappeared on a Satur-
day afternoon from the Softball Country Club
where she worked as a scorekeeper, during
games.

Shannon took a work break from which she
never returned and no one has seen her since
that day.

The prime suspect, a part-time umpire at
the park, was previously convicted of kidnap-
ping and taking indecent liberties with a child
and served only 2 years of a 4-year prison
sentence.

This was his third sexual offense.
Perhaps if this man had served his full pris-

on sentence, Shannon would not have dis-
appeared.

Or, perhaps if he had received a harsher
sentence, due to the fact that it was his third
sexual offense and committed against a child,
Shannon would still be here today.

Mr. Speaker, when sexual crimes are com-
mitted, we need to ensure that these criminals
spend many years incarcerated so that
women and children are safe from sexual
predators who prey upon them.

I urge my colleagues to work together to
enact legislation that will keep people who
have committed sexual crimes off our streets
so that what happened to Shannon will never
have to happen again.

Shannon’s father, Luis, summed it up the
best when he said, ‘‘What happened to us
cannot be changed, but because of what hap-
pened to us, changes can be made.’’

f

TRIBUTE TO EAGLEVILLE, TN

HON. BART GORDON
OF TENNESSEE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
recognize the 50th Anniversary of Eagleville,
TN. Historically, the first known settlers arrived
in the Eagleville area in 1790. There are indi-
cations that Native Americans also camped
near the local springs. The town derives its
name from a legend about an unusually large
eagle that was killed near the village. This
name was officially adopted on August 16,
1836. Eagleville received its charter of incor-
poration on March 31, 1949.

Today, the tradition of this historic city con-
tinues to grow with a nationally recognized
school, the community churches and its busi-
nesses. The city government consists of an
elected mayor, Nolan S. Barham, Sr., and six
elected council members. Eagleville’s popu-
lation has steadily grown through the years
and today stands at 501 people.

On Saturday, March 27, the town of
Eagleville will celebrate their 50th anniversary.
They will be holding a community dinner from
4:00 P.M. until 7:00 P.M. Some members of
the community, who were present for the origi-
nal incorporation ceremony, will be recognized
during this event. Please join me in congratu-
lating Eagleville for reaching this milestone.

FORT BENNING, GEORGIA—1999
ARMY COMMUNITIES OF EXCEL-
LENCE COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF’S
AWARD

HON. MAC COLLINS
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, it is with great
pride that I rise today to recognize Fort
Benning, GA, the ‘‘Home of the Infantry’’ and
the Army’s premier installation, for being rec-
ognized with the 1999 Army Communities of
Excellence Commander-in-Chief’s Award.

This is the fourth Commander in Chief’s
Award Fort Benning has received in the last
five years. The annual award recognizes the
best Army installation in the world. Fort
Benning has also been awarded, for the sev-
enth consecutive year, the Chief of Staff, Army
Award which recognizes the best Army instal-
lation in the continental United States.

The ability and professionalism of the tens
of thousands of soldiers and nearly 7,000 civil-
ians who pass through Fort Benning’s gate
each and every year are responsible for this
recognition. The awards are also indicative of
the successful partnership that has been de-
veloped over the years between Fort Benning,
Columbus, Georgia, and Phenix City, Ala-
bama.

Major General Ernst, Commanding General,
and his able staff continue to reinforce Fort
Benning’s longstanding commitment to military
quality, focusing on the watchwords ‘‘first in
training, first in readiness, and first in quality of
life.’’ As the home of the infantry, Fort
Benning’s mission is to produce the world’s
finest combat-ready infantry and to continue to
be the Army’s premier installation and home
for soldiers, families, civilian employees, and
military retirees. This mission is achieved with
distinction on a daily basis by Fort Benning
soldiers who constitute a cornerstone of our
Nation’s Armed Forces.

While the infantry remains the central focus
of activity at Fort Benning, other specialized
units have been added over the years, en-
hancing the ability of the installation to accom-
plish its mission. Fort Benning houses, among
others, the 11th and 29th Infantry Regiments,
the 36th Engineer Group, the Ranger Training
Brigade and the 75th Ranger Regiment, the
U.S. Army Marksmanship Unit, the Drill Ser-
geant School, the Henry Caro Non-Commis-
sioned Officer Academy, and the U.S. Army
School of the Americas. Each of these units
work tirelessly to defend our national interests
around the world and to serve our commu-
nities at home.

To the military and civilian personnel of Fort
Benning, I offer my sincere thanks and con-
gratulations for a job well done.
f

MARCH IS NATIONAL SOCIAL
WORK MONTH

HON. EDOLPHUS TOWNS
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I want to remind
my colleagues as we adjourn for the district
work period that March is ‘‘Social Work
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Month’’. As a trained social worker, I know
first-hand the significant contributions that
have been made nationwide by this profes-
sion. Professional social workers, throughout
this nation, can be found in the most amazing
places including fortune 500 companies, de-
partments of health, courts, mental health cen-
ters, managed care companies, schools, child
welfare agencies, nursing homes, health care
settings, employee assistance programs, and
public and private agencies. Daily they are
tasked with helping to alleviate society’s most
intractable problems, working one-on-one with
troubled children and families, organizing com-
munities for change and performing cutting-
edge research and administering social pro-
grams.

The business of social work is helping peo-
ple help themselves. One such entity that has
made a point of emphasizing the importance
of social workers in the health care delivery
system is the Miami-Dade County health de-
partment. Social workers play an integral role
in servicing Dade County residents in a variety
of public health areas. The fact that the county
administration has agreed to give special rec-
ognition to its social workers is a testament to
their significant contributions to the health de-
partment. Let me congratulate all my fellow
social workers and we honor them for their
service during the month of March.
f

BEAN THERE, DONE THAT

HON. JAMES A. BARCIA
OF MICHIGAN

HON. DAVE CAMP
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BARCIA. Mr. Speaker, we have all
heard the famous story of Speaker Joe Can-
non yelling ‘‘Thunderation!’’ when he went to
the Member’s Dining Room wanting a bowl of
Michigan Navy Bean Soup, and not finding it
on the menu. Ever since that day, this soup
with its main ingredient, the Navy Bean, com-
ing from most likely my congressional district,
has been on the menu. But how many of you
have heard the story of John A. McGill, Jr.,
the now-retired Executive Vice-President and
Treasurer of the Michigan Bean Shippers As-
sociation having lunch with our former col-
league, Bob Traxler, in the same dining room,
and having to once again yell ‘‘Thunderation’’
when someone substituted impostor Great
Northern Beans for the historic and acclaimed
Navy Bean?

From 1969 until August 28, 1998, John
McGill actively worked to promote the interests
of the Michigan dry bean industry. Both ship-
pers and growers benefited from this gentle-
man’s expertise, his savy business sense, and
his well-known resolve to fight for what he be-
lieves to be right. And our Navy Bean Soup
remains secure.

His work on behalf of research both at the
Saginaw Valley Bean and Beet Farm and
Michigan State University has resulted in the
development of new varieties that will be
planted for years to come. John was a major
player in making sure the Michigan’s beans
continue to appear on plates throughout the
United Kingdom. He participated in many
trade missions to Africa and other potential

markets with the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, and was a vital player in increasing
our sales in Mexico. His development and
continued publication of the Michigan Dry
Bean Digest provides one of the most com-
prehensive documents available to the indus-
try. And he will never be forgotten for his de-
votion and competitiveness in the annual
MBSA golf tournament at the Association’s
summer meeting.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, to John and his
wife Donna, we offer our most sincere best
wishes and friendship in return for years of
their guidance, friendship, sense of humor,
and support. John’s leadership for Michigan
dry beans and for all of agriculture in Michi-
gan—spanning the decades—will not be for-
gotten soon. He has truly set an example for
future leaders, and to colleagues and friends.
Mr. Speaker, we urge you and all of our col-
leagues to join us in wishing this wonderful
gentleman his happiest years ever. May his
hunting sights be filled, his tee shots straight
and long, and his duck carving tools sharp
and true.
f

HAPPY BIRTHDAY LUELLA
POWELL KOONCE

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, this weekend
Mrs. Luella Powell Koonce will be joined by
family and friends to celebrate her 90th birth-
day. Birthdays are perfect occasions for re-
flexion. Mrs. Koonce’s life has been fruitful
and she has much of which to be proud. She
has many names—Mother, Mom-in-Law,
Granny, Aunt Tee, and Cousin Lou. She is the
eldest living member of the Powell-Hutchins-
Koonce families and has more than 100 living
relatives.

As you can imagine, a woman with so many
relations must have a busy life. She is known
as a counselor, professional seamstress, good
cook, baby sitter, family banker and hot line
monitor for her church and neighborhood.
Luella Koonce was born 90 years ago on a
farm in Blakely, Georgia. She was one of the
four children of James and Elizabeth Hutchins
Powell. After the family moved to Dothan, Ala-
bama, she met and married Early Koonce and
they subsequently moved their family of three
children to Newark, New Jersey and eventu-
ally to East Orange, New Jersey.

Family unity, independence and moral val-
ues have always been emphasized in her fam-
ily and she has passed those and other cul-
tural traditions down to her children and
grandchildren. In the early 1940s, she joined
St. Paul AME Church in East Orange. She
has remained a faithful member since that
time. During her membership, she has de-
voted her attention to the Pastor’s Aide Club,
Missionary Society, and Georgia Circle. A firm
believer that ‘‘prayer changes things,’’ she has
made a believer out of many of her relatives.

While she is proud and boastful of the ac-
complishments of her children— Willie, my
successful barber; Evelyn, a retired teacher/li-
brarian; and Mary, a member of the East Or-
ange City Council; she is always quick to re-
mind them to remember where they came
from and not get ‘‘too big for their britches.’’

Her nine grandchildren have profited from her
inspired motivational talks using the Prodigal
Son as her text to teach the value of love. As
a teenager, I remember visiting the Koonce
home. It was a place that always seemed to
have young people around. I am sure that was
because we all had a tremendous amount of
respect for Mrs. Koonce. She instilled values
in all of us, not just her children. She always
seemed to extend herself.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me
in sending Mrs. Koonce our best wishes for a
wonderful birthday.
f

RECOGNIZING HOWARD ‘‘HOWIE’’
HERBERT

HON. HEATHER WILSON
OF NEW MEXICO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mrs. WILSON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to bring

your attention to the contributions and leader-
ship of Howard (Howie) Herbert, a resident of
Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Howard Herbert moved to Albuquerque at
the age of 20, in 1950. After building a reputa-
tion in sales and management Howie began
his career as an entrepreneur. He opened the
first discount store in the southwest, calling it
Albuquerque Discount Club. Gas was sold for
seven cents a gallon to those who had the Al-
buquerque Discount Club deal. After two years
he sold this successful business and moved
on to land development and the appliance
business—Herbert Distributing. Mr. Herbert
was a founding member of Western Bank.

Howard Herbert experienced business suc-
cess, but believes that it is all about giving
back to the community. Over the years he has
served on more than 30 committees and
boards including the Governors Drug Council,
Youth Incarceration Business Outreach Pro-
gram, Board of Directors for Special Olympics,
Goodwill Industries, Trustee of the 100 Club of
New Mexico, state chairman of the Easter
Seals program and New Mexico Mental
Health, founder of the Christmas Basket Pro-
gram in Albuquerque and co-founder of the
Halfway House Rehab for Alcoholics, and the
list continues.

Please join me in the recognition of eco-
nomic and social contributions Howard Herbert
has made to my home of Albuquerque, New
Mexico.
f

EXPOSING RACISM

HON. BENNIE G. THOMPSON
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-

er, in my continuing efforts to document and
expose racism in America, I submit the fol-
lowing articles into the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

TROOPER FACES PROBE OVER OUTBURST

EUGENE, OR (AP)—A state police trooper
accused of shouting racial slurs and obsceni-
ties during an incident in Eugene is facing a
criminal charge.

Joseph Michael Jansen, 28, assigned to the
Madras patrol office, was in town for a wed-
ding when he allegedly caused the 2 a.m.
ruckus Jan. 24.
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Jansen, who is charged with disorderly

conduct, is on ‘‘modified duty status’’ while
police investigate, state police spokesman
Lt. Gregg Hastings said.

‘‘That type of behavior, whether on duty or
off duty, is very serious and it’s taken very
seriously,’’ Hastings said.

Jansen and another man were on the first
floor of the Valley River Inn yelling racial
slurs about blacks and Mexicans, according
to a Eugene police report.

Jansen gave his badge and state police
identification to the officers, who didn’t im-
mediately believe he was a trooper because
of his behavior.

Officers said they tried to calm him down,
noting that hotel guests were waking up to
see what was happening.

They said Jansen appeared to be extremely
intoxicated and continued to yell and swear,
telling one officer to ‘‘shut up’’ when she
asked him to quiet down.

As officers put him in a patrol car, they
said, they warned him that the car had a re-
cording device, but he continued to yell.

Jansen posted $510 bail five hours later and
was released. Hastings said Jensen in on paid
leave, ‘‘duty-stationed at home,’’ meaning he
has to be available to perform paperwork-
type duties during normal work hours.

Jansen, who was hired Jan. 1, 1997, could be
fired, Hastings said. However, a decision
isn’t expected until the disorderly conduct
charge is dealt with in court.

SCHOOL SAYS SYMBOL IN TILE IS NATIVE
AMERICAN, NOT NAZI

WALLED LAKE, MI (AP)—A swastika-like
symbol embedded in the mosaic floor of a
Walled Lake public school for 77 years has
brought the district under fire this week
from the NAACP and an attorney.

The symbol, covered by a throw rug in the
entryway of the district’s Community Edu-
cation Center, is a foot in diameter and was
placed in the floor when the school was built
in 1922.

District officials said the symbol is from
American Indian culture. Unlike the Nazi
swastika, the arms of the symbol on the
school’s floor point counterclockwise.

‘‘It has nothing to do with the National So-
cialist Party of Germany,’’Robert Masson,
director of the center, told the Detroit Free
Press for a story Wednesday. ‘‘The building
and the symbol precedes the Nazis by a con-
siderable amount of time.’’

School officials put a rug over the symbol
in recent years because of ‘‘possible interpre-
tation of its meaning as a swastika,’’ Masson
said.

Arnold Reed, an attorney representing a
Walled Lake student involved in a scuffle
with an administrator, complained about the
symbol.

‘‘When I pulled back that rug, I could bare-
ly move because fear gripped me. I felt like
I didn’t belong here,’’ Reed told The Oakland
Press. ‘‘You’d be hard pressed to find another
African American who did’t feel the same
way.’’

Lawyer H. Wallace Parker, who represents
the North Oakland County NAACP branch,
said regardless of its origin, it is identified
as a symbol of racial hatred and should have
been removed long ago.

Reed said he wants a plaque mounted to
explain the symbol.

CLINTON PROCLAIMS FEBRUARY BLACK
HISTORY MONTH

WASHINGTON (AP)—President Clinton has
issued his annual Black History Month proc-
lamation, urging the Nation to ‘not only re-
member the tragic errors of our past, but
also celebrate the achievements’’ of the
American descendants of African slaves.

Clinton said Monday that this year’s
events should focus on the proud legacy of
leadership blacks have built over their 350-
year history in the United States despite the
trauma of slavery and government-sanc-
tioned segregation. He urged public officials,
educators, librarians and citizens in general
to draw from the power of this collective
achievement as they seek to resolve racial
problems.

Specifically, Clinton listed notable blacks
from NAACP co-founder co-founder W.E.B.
DuBois to Martin Luther King Jr., and said
all Americans could draw from the ‘‘skills,
determination and indefatigable spirit’’ they
displayed as the were ‘‘shaped but not de-
feated by their experience of racism.’’

In his proclamation, Clinton referred to
February as ‘‘National African American
History Month.’’

f

THE VACCINATE AMERICA’S
CHILDREN NOW ACT

HON. RON LEWIS
OF KENTUCKY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today with my colleague Representative PHILIP
ENGLISH to introduce the Vaccinate America’s
Children Now Act.

This legislation seeks to lower the excise
tax on vaccines from $.75 per a dose to $.25
per a dose.

Congress imposed the vaccine excise tax in
1986 after forming the Vaccine Injury Com-
pensation Program to provide compensation to
children who develop complications due to
vaccination.

In the beginning, various tax levels were set
up for each vaccine and the amount of tax
was based on best guess estimates.

Due to a building surplus in the fund, in
1993, the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee, directed the Administration to study the
fund and report back to Congress with rec-
ommendations regarding the surplus.

The report, which included the approval
from all areas of the public health community,
called for a new flat tax of $.51 per vaccine.

With the surplus now over $1.25 billion
(twice what it was in 1993) the time has come
to lower the tax to $.25 per dose.

As part of the 1997 Balance Budget Act,
Congress created a flat tax of $.75 per dose
for each vaccine it covered thus ending the
varying tax levels for different vaccines. We
did not, however, deal with the larger problem
of over funding the trust fund.

In 1997, the trust fund was estimated to re-
ceive $180 million in tax revenue. The interest
alone, was $59 million and is more than
enough to pay all claims that are filed.

At the $.25 per dose rate, tax revenues
would be over $50 million a year with equally
as much, if not more, coming from interest.
This still brings in over $100 million in revenue
each year to the trust fund.

Since the states are a major purchaser of
vaccines, they stand to save a substantial
amount of money that can be used in other
areas. In fact, the Commonwealth of Kentucky
could have saved over $830,000 in 1997 and
Representative ENGLISH’s state of Pennsyl-
vania would have saved over $1.16 million.

This legislation was unanimously endorsed
by the guardian of the trust fund, the Advisory

Commission on Childhood Vaccines and was
supported by the Association of State and Ter-
ritorial Health Officers when it was introduced
in the 105th Congress.

I encourage my colleagues to join Rep-
resentative ENGLISH and myself in cospon-
soring this important legislation.
f

THE FRED F. HOLMES AWARD

HON. JAMES P. McGOVERN
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the Fred F.
Holmes award was established by the Vet-
erans’ Council of North Attleboro, Massachu-
setts, to recognize individuals who have had a
positive effect on the lives of local veterans.
On December 6, 1998, it was my great pleas-
ure to attend a testimonial dinner honoring this
year’s recipient of the Holmes award, Mr.
Charles E. Langille.

Mr. Langille was born in Cambridge, Massa-
chusetts, in 1922. His family moved to North
Attleboro where Mr. Langille attended a re-
gional agricultural school and began a long
period of employment with the Sales Dairy
Farm.

Mr. Langille interrupted his employment in
1943, when he enlisted in the U.S. Army and
became a member of the elite 82nd Airborne
as a paratrooper-medic. In June 1944, Mr.
Langille participated in the Normandy Inva-
sion, carrying only a pistol and sometimes no
weapon at all! Mr. Langille reports that he was
one of the fortunate few to survive that war
unscathed. After the war, Mr. Langille re-
sumed his career in agriculture and later spent
several years working in the lumber industry
and as the Animal Control Officer in North At-
tleboro, retiring at the age of 70.

Those who know Charles Langille know he
is a man of great compassion and loyalty, with
an endless capacity for assisting those in
need. As an example of his concern for oth-
ers, over the past 20 years, Mr. Langille has
regularly visited veterans at the VA hospital in
Brockton, bringing them meals, providing
recreation and helping them in countless other
ways.

The citizens of North Attleboro, and espe-
cially its veterans, are fortunate to have a per-
son like Charles Langille in their midst. I offer
Mr. Langille my deep gratitude and heartfelt
congratulations as this year’s recipient of the
Fred F. Holmes award.
f

INTRODUCTION OF THE AFTER-
SCHOOL CHILDREN’S EDUCATION
ACT

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE
OF DELAWARE

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
introduce the After-School Children’s Edu-
cation Act (ACE Act). My proposal, which
does not spend a lot of money, will lead Con-
gress to better information on after-school pro-
grams and guide us through a vitally important
decision-making process on how to meet the
educational needs of students across the na-
tion.
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There has been a lot of discussion about

out-of-school time in recent months, with sci-
entific studies proving what we have always
intuitively known about the importance of qual-
ity care for young children, and for children in
out-of-school time. There is a real threat to
many American kids across the nation.
Roughly five million children are not super-
vised after-school. This leaves them at risk of
accidents and ripe for undesirable behaviors
ranging from smoking and drinking to sexual
activity and violent crime. In fact, juvenile
crime goes up 300% after 3 p.m. and over half
of all juvenile crime occurs between 3 p.m.
and 6 p.m.

This is particularly disturbing given the ben-
efits that can be derived from productive and
educationally rewarding activities in after-
school hours. After-school programs can be
exceptionally beneficial by giving children the
chance to interact with their peers and adults
in a positive way, to gain or improve new
skills, to master educational material, to de-
velop strong bodies, and to foster creativity. In
addition, studies have shown that students
who attend productive after-school programs
make significant academic gains, enjoy school
more, feel more safe, and are less likely to
participate in delinquent behaviors year found.

I believe we need to focus on improving the
quality of children’s out-of-school time through
after-school programs. Studies indicate that
90% of parents want their children in an after-
school program, yet less than 30% of schools
have one. Amazingly, schools are locked 50%
of the time parents are working. Many policy
makers are coming to this realization and
some have proposed billions of dollars of new
spending on after-school programs. I am not
convinced that such a large infusion of money
is necessary, but I am convinced that up-to-
date information on after-school programs is
essential. There really is not good information
available. The last major study of after-school
programs was completed in 1993 by the Na-
tional Institute of Out-Of-School-Time.

The ACE Act will help meet this need with
a three prong approach. First, it requires the
General Accounting Office to conduct a state-
by-state study on after-school programs that
will help us understand what programs cur-
rently exist and where the gaps are in pro-
viding educationally enriching and personally
rewarding programs for children. Second, the
ACE Act establishes a national clearinghouse
of model after-school programs available on
the Internet. Finally, it provides $10 million for
states to use for activities that improve the
quality and availability of after-school pro-
grams.

As I have witnessed in Delaware, some
communities have collaborated to produce
high quality after-school programs. For in-
stance, the extended use of school facilities in
Delaware has allowed several organizations,
such as the Boys and Girls Clubs and the
YMCA to successfully integrate after-school
programs into schools. The ACE Act encour-
ages continued collaborations so that commu-
nities can play a more active role in providing
assistance in after-school activities in a num-
ber of ways.

In all of my discussions with constituents
and after-school program specialist, the most
troubling issue I have run across is the fact
that both after-school program providers and
after-school program participants need better
access to information. We do not fully under-

stand what programs are available and we
should.

I hope you will join me and colleagues from
both sides of the aisle to support and co-spon-
sor the After-School Children’s Education Act.
f

VIRGINIA STATE POLICE MAR-
SHALL FORCES TO ENHANCE
HIGHWAY SAFETY

HON. FRANK R. WOLF
OF VIRGINIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, Feb-
ruary 21, 1999, under the leadership of the
Superintendent of State Police, Colonel M.
Wayne Huggins, a task force of 110 Virginia
state troopers, supervisors and aviation units
conducted an eight-hour enforcement initiative
along the full 325-mile length of Interstate 81
in Virginia to control speeders and improve
highway safety for all the people who use this
heavily trafficked roadway.

The program was coordinated and imple-
mented by Lt. Colonel W.G. Massengale and
Major J.B. Scott with assistance of Captain
J.R. Quinley (Culpeper), Captain H.G. Gregory
(Appomattox), Captain C.R. Compton (Salem)
and Captain W.K. Paul (Wytheville).

As a result of the dedicated performance of
the Virginia State Police under their most able
leadership, a huge stride toward traffic safety
on Interstate 81 was made on February 21.
This crackdown resulted in 1,730 tickets being
issued to violators. Speed is a major cause of
traffic accidents and the resultant deaths and
injuries. These troopers and their commanders
saved lives on the highway that Sunday and
sent the message that Virginia is serious
about protecting its people.
f

ARLINGTON NATIONAL CEMETERY
BURIAL ELIGIBILITY ACT

HON. TERRY EVERETT
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, as Chairman of
the Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations, I strongly support
H.R. 70, a bill to codify burial eligibility require-
ments for Arlington National Cemetery. This
bill would also put an end to the abuses my
subcommittee found with politically connected
burial waivers for individuals who have been
getting into Arlington and taking the places
earned by America’s war heroes.

Full Committee Chairman BOB STUMP
moved a similar bill last year and it was not
acted upon by the Senate. I commend our
Chairman for his persistence and for his devo-
tion to our Nation’s veterans in moving H.R 70
as one of his top priorities for the 106th Con-
gress.

Veterans’ service organization and military
associations have overwhelmingly supported
this legislation and especially its prohibition
against waivers. They better than anyone
know that politics should play no part in who
rests in the hallowed ground of Arlington.

Mr. Speaker, apparently I differ with one of
my colleagues on whether abuses occurred

with Arlington burial waivers. At the January
28, 1999, Oversight and Investigations Sub-
committee hearing on Arlington burial waivers,
which I chaired, I stated that, ‘‘in my opinion,
in some cases there undoubtedly has been fa-
voritism, overwhelming pressure, political influ-
ence, string pulling, and arm twisting, as well
as public relations consideration, even if no
one will openly admit it.’’ My view has not
changed, and I believe these things were
abuses. Call them what you may, they oc-
curred and they should be stopped.

And, let there be no mistake about the mat-
ter of Larry Lawrence: he bought his way into
Arlington with campaign contributions. His
campaign contributions bought him an ambas-
sadorship. His bought ambassadorship and
his proven, not alleged, lies got him into Ar-
lington. Even on his record, he was so miser-
ably unqualified to be an ambassador that the
Foreign Service Association took the unusual
step of opposing his nomination. Money got
him in, not his service to his country.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to hold
the line against waivers, just as our brave men
and women in uniform have held the line in
battle against the enemies of freedom.
f

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIONS
NEED TO BE AMONG OUR HIGH-
EST PRIORITIES

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of water quality, smart growth
and protecting our environment—and, there-
fore, in support of the Democratic budget res-
olution.

Clean and safe drinking water must be
among our highest national priorities. We need
to ensure that we protect farmland, slow sub-
urban sprawl and protect open spaces. Fur-
ther, the Environmental Protection Agency
must have the adequate tools and resources
to do their job—protecting our environment.

That is why I support the Democratic budget
resolution which would have provided $1.6 bil-
lion more for natural resources and environ-
mental programs than the Republican budget.
Our bill allows for continued assistance to our
communities to upgrade their sewer systems
and wastewater treatment facilities. It also pro-
vides resources for our communities to protect
farmland and preserve or restore green
spaces. Our budget also provides grants for
‘‘smart growth’’ planning and park restoration.

For those of us in St. Clair and Macomb
Counties who treasure the special place in
which we live, the Democratic budget blueprint
would allow us to preserve and improve our
quality of life. That is among the most impor-
tant things we can do.

In the months ahead, I look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle to ensure that our water is safe to drink,
our lakes are safe for swimming, and our con-
tinued growth is managed responsibly. I am
also hopeful that our local and state officials
will help us in our effort to help improve sew-
ers and water treatment facilities, and to pre-
serve farmland and open spaces.

Our environment is precious and valuable.
We need to take steps today to ensure that it
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is preserved for our grandchildren to inherit.
We will continue our fight to ensure that envi-
ronmental protections are among our highest
prioritiies.
f

ON THE PASSING OF THREE
EXTRAORDINARY WOMEN

HON. NANCY PELOSI
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. PELOSI. Ms. Speaker, it sometimes
happens that the unexpected juxtaposition of
disparate events imposes its own logic, and
the emerging pattern rivets our attention and
commands our respect. So it is with the recent
passing of three extraordinary women:
Frances Ross, who died December 9th at 84
years of age; Helen Feinberg, who followed on
February 22nd, also 84; and Vivian Hallinan,
who departed March 16th after 88 years of
life. Of the same generation that was tem-
pered in the Great Depression and triumphant
in World War II, all three women shared many
characteristics and values. All, of course, were
native or adoptive Californians. And, in the
trail-blazing spirit of the Golden State, all were
true pioneers in their respective fields: Ross in
the treatment of the mentally ill; Feinberg in
nursing and human rights; and Hallinan in a
wide range of progressive causes.

All three women exhibited, early in life, the
qualities we associate with leadership. They
were relentless champions of social justice,
peace, equality, democracy, and freedom. And
in the pursuit of those values, their persever-
ance was legendary. Finally, and perhaps
most impressive, Frances, Helen, and Vivian
also shared the exquisite ability to balance an
active life in the public domain with an equally
impressive dedication to family and friends in
the private realm.

In conclusion, Frances Ross, Helen
Feinberg, and Vivian Hallinan were coura-
geous leaders of a generation that is rapidly
passing from our scene. We are losing a na-
tional treasure, and we should all pause to
register our common loss. Details about the
wonderful lives of these three women are in-
cluded in the following tributes.
[From the San Francisco Examiner, Dec. 11,

1998]
FRANCES LILLIAN ROSS—ADVOCATE FOR

MENTALLY ILL

(By Eric Brazil)
Frances Lillian Ross, who pioneered resi-

dential treatment for the mentally ill in San
Francisco, died Wednesday in San Rafael at
age 83.

She had been in failing health for two-
months, following a stroke at her Villa
Marin home.

From 1965 through 1997, Mrs. Ross was ex-
ecutive director of Conard House, which de-
veloped the model for treating mentally ill
patients in a non-institutional setting.

‘‘She was instrumental in establishing
what community mental health looks like in
this town,’’ said Steve Fields, executive di-
rector of the Progress Foundation.

Conrad House ‘‘was very, very much on the
ground floor. It was one of the first models of
a halfway house, if not the first,’’ recalled
psychiatrist Dr. Price Cobbs.

Born in San Diego, Mrs. Ross attended 13
grammar schools and three high schools—in-
cluding Polytechnic in San Francisco—be-
fore graduating from San Francisco State.

Even before the ’30s had ended Mrs. Ross
had lived an eventual life—as a ‘‘girl cash-
ier’’ at the World’s Fair on Treasure Island,
as Northern California campaign manager
for winning Democratic gubernatorial can-
didate Culbert Olson and in organizing relief
for Spanish civil war refugees.

During the early 1940s, she was a teacher
and social worker in Central Valley migrant
labor camps, including Marysville-Yuba
City, where she met and married her late
husband, Fred Ross, a community organizer,
whose career—including the discovery of
farm labor leader Cesar Chavez—became leg-
endary.

Her youngest son, Fred, now chief of staff
to Rep. Nancy Pelosi, D-San Francisco, re-
called that his mother taught birth control
as well as drama and other subjects to wives
of farm workers. He said, ‘‘Birth control was
called ‘baby spacing,’ then, and one of the
women asked her, ‘Is that to teach us how to
space them closer together or farther
apart?’’’

On the eve of World War II, Mrs. Ross
worked to get refugee Jewish physicians out
of Germany, and after the war began, she op-
erated a drill press and worked for racial in-
tegration at a Cleveland airplane parts man-
ufacturing plant, while her husband worked
with Japanese Americans who had been relo-
cated to the Midwest from the Pacific Coast.

At age 41, Mrs. Ross returned to San Fran-
cisco State and obtained a master’s degree in
clinical psychology.

Her professional career was interrupted by
polio, and she was unable to work for nine
years.

When Mrs. Ross was hired as executive di-
rector at Conard House—she had been a reha-
bilitation counselor at Lighthouse for the
Blind—institutionalization was virtually the
only recognized form of treatment for the
mentally ill.

Mrs. Ross started Conard House’s co-op
apartment program, which provides an ex-
tended period of recovery for clients admit-
ted to the program’s halfway house.

Katherine Erickson, owner of two retail
gift shops at Pier 39, who worked for Mrs.
Ross for seven years at Conard House, re-
called her as ‘‘the most powerful woman I’ve
ever worked with . . . a most extraordinary
woman. She had the ability to cut through
the B.S. and see what was really going on.’’

Mrs. Ross is survived by daughter Julia, a
director of recovery systems in Larkspur;
sons Robert, a high school teacher in Davis,
and Fred of San Francisco; and by three
grandchildren and one great-grandchild.

A memorial service will be held Dec. 19—
her 84th birthday—at 3 p.m. in the audito-
rium of Villa Marin in San Rafael, where she
had resided for the past 13 years.

The family suggests that friends wishing
to remember Mrs. Ross with charitable con-
tributions direct them to the Post Polio Sup-
port Group of Sonoma County, 4672 Park
Trail Drive, Santa Rosa, CA 95405; or to the
Larkspur public library.

[From the Los Angeles Times, Feb. 24, 1999]
HELEN FEINBERG, 84; SOCIAL ACTIVIST,

SPANISH CIVIL WAR NURSE

(By Myrna Oliver)
Helen Freeman Feinberg, nurse and human

rights advocate who aided victims of the
Spanish Civil War and Ecuador border war as
well as garment workers and Latino immi-
grants at home, has died. She was 84.

Feinberg died Monday of cancer in New-
port Beach, said her daughter, Margo
Feinberg.

A New Yorker trained in nursing at Brook-
lyn Jewish Hospital, the 22-year-old Helen
Freeman had barely begun her nursing ca-
reer in 1937 when a meeting on Spain’s strife

convinced her to sail abroad as a member of
the Medical Bureau to Aid Spanish Democ-
racy.

One of only 50 American women involved,
she worked in makeshift front-line hospitals
to aid soldiers of loyalist Spain and inter-
national volunteer fighters including Ameri-
cans in the Abraham Lincoln Brigade. The
young nurse was severely wounded during a
bombing.

‘‘We were so idealistic at the time. And we
wanted everything for a better world,’’ she
recalled in 1990 after a speech to Veterans of
the Abraham Lincoln Brigade in New York.
Feinberg served as commander of the bri-
gade’s Los Angeles post in the 1980s and
1990s.

Her injuries in Spain prevented her from
serving as a military nurse in World War II.
But she spent that time in Ecuador, fol-
lowing its border war with Peru, with the
U.S. Government Emergency Rehabilitation
Committee organizing clinics and hospitals
and training nurses in mountain and jungle
communities.

After the war, she returned to Europe with
the American Joint Distribution Committee
to develop clinics, organize health education
programs and treat chronically ill victims of
Hitler’s concentration camps.

The dedicated nurse also went to Oregon
with the Agricultural Workers Health Assn.
as a circuit-riding public health nurse for
migrant labor camps, and worked with the
New York City Health Department setting
up community health care clinics.

Working for the Union Health Care Center
of the International Ladies Garment Work-
ers Union in 1952, she met and married
Charles Feinberg, union organizer, professor
and public health administrator. After her
marriage, she went into school nursing in
New York and, after the Feinbergs moved to
Orange County in the 1970s, with the New-
port Mesa Unified School District. In Orange
County, Feinberg concentrated on working
with children and families of migrant work-
ers and other immigrants. She retired only
last year, at 83.

In 1985, the school district named a new fa-
cility at Whittier Elementary School in
Costa Mesa, Feinberg Hall in honor of both
the nurse and her husband.

Feinberg is survived by a son and daugh-
ter, union labor lawyers Michael and Margo
Feinberg, and two grandsons.

A memorial service is scheduled at 2 p.m.
March 6 at Pacific View Memorial Park in
Corona del Mar.

The family has suggested that memorial
contributions be made either to the Abra-
ham Lincoln Brigade Archives, 799 Broad-
way, Suite 227, New York, NY 10003, or to
Whittier Elementary School, 1800 N. Whit-
tier Ave., Costa Mesa, CA 92627, for its li-
brary.

[From the San Francisco Examiner, Mar. 17,
1999]

PEACE ACTIVIST, MATRIARCH VIVIAN
HALLINAN

(By Seth Rosenfield)

SHE WAS ROLE MODEL FOR POLITICAL WOMEN

Vivian Hallinan, the preeminent peace ac-
tivist, wife of the later legend Vincent
Hallinan and matriach of San Francisco,
best known Irish political family, whose
members include prominent criminal defense
lawyer Patrick Hallinan and San Francisco
District Attorney Terence Hallinan, has
died.

Mrs. Hallinan, who was 88, died Tuesday at
the Berkeley home of her son Matthew. Fam-
ily members said she has been in poor health
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in recent weeks and attributed her death to
old age.

Over a five-decade span, Mrs. Hallinan
played a prominent part in San Francisco’s
progressive politics with grace, beauty and
courage. In 1986, when she was 77, she was
tear-gassed in Chile while protesting human
rights abuses.

Although Vincent Hallinan, an atheist who
once sued the Catholic Church to prove the
existence of God, was publicly perceived as
the more radical of the pair, Vivian Hallinan
fueled the family’s political fire, two of her
sons said.

‘‘She was really the heart and soul of our
family’s political philosophy,’’ said Patrick
Hallinan, her eldest son. ‘‘My father resented
the abuse of political authority, but my
mother had a focus. She was a very
committeed radical socialist.’’

Mrs. Hallinan combined a dedication to her
family, prowess in real estate and political
passion.

U.S. Representative Nancy Pelosi, D-San
Francisco, said Tuesday that Vivian
Hallinan showed women they could combine
family and politics. ‘‘She was a role model
for many of us,’’ Pelosi said. ‘‘If Vincent was
the lion, Vivian was the lioness.’’

Mrs. Hallinan was born Vivian Moore on
Oct. 21, 1910, in San Francisco. Her father
was Irish, her mother Italian, her family
blue-collar.

Her father abandoned the family early, and
she hardly knew him, said Patrick Hallinan.
And though her mother was more present,
Mrs. Hallinan was raised mostly by her
mother’s relatives.

Mrs. Hallinan attended Girls’ High School,
a now-defunct private Catholic school in San
Francisco. She was admitted to UC-Berkeley
but quit after two years to support herself by
working in retail shops. Patrick Hallinan
said. She never graduated.

She soon met Vincent Hallinan on a blind
date. He was 13 years older and already a fa-
mous liberal lawyer.

‘‘When I opened the door, I thought she
was the most beautiful thing I’d ever seen,’’
he once said.

They were married in 1932, an occasion re-
ported by the late FBI Director J. Edgar
Hoover as ‘‘a case of one warped personality
marrying another.’’

The excitement began promptly. As the
couple left for their honey moon, Vincent
Hallinan was jailed for contempt of court for
refusing to surrender a client in a murder
case. One headline read: ‘‘Hallinan goes to
jail, bride goes home.’’

Mrs. Hallinan’s striking beauty, with bru-
net hair and hazel eyes, was part of her per-
sona, said Doris Brin Walker, a radical San
Francisco lawyer and longtime friend of the
Hallinans’.

‘‘She always looked great,’’ Walker said,
‘‘but it was not the most important part.’’

The Hallinans first lived in a Nob Hill
apartment on Sacramento Street. About two
years later, they had the first of six sons.
(Their fourth son, Michael, later died.)

During the Depression, Mrs. Hallinan
began investing some of her husband’s legal
earnings in real estate, refurbishing aban-
doned buildings and eventually building the
family fortune, said Terence Hallinan, her
second-born.

Although Mrs. Hallinan held ‘‘socialist’’
views—ideas that people should be guaran-
teed a decent living, that there should be ra-
cial equality and an end to war—she never
joined any socialist or communist party and
was a life-long Democrat, said Patrick
Hallinan.

She was one of San Francisco’s early civil
rights activities, renting and selling homes
to African Americans. Her efforts earned the
enmity of other real estate agents and her
own neighbors, her sons said.

In 1945, the Hallinans moved to political
conservative Ross in Marin County, because
it had the best public schools. They bought a
a 22-room house with its own gyn and an
Olympic-size pool.

But times got hard. In 1950, Mr. Hallinan
was sentenced to six months in McNeil Is-
land prison for a contempt citation he got
while successfully defending union leader
Harry Bridges against charges of being a
communist.

In 1952, after Mrs. Hallinan persuaded her
husband to campaign for president on Henry
Wallace’s Progressive Party ticket, the cou-
ple were indicted for tax evasion. She was ac-
quitted, but he was sentenced to two years in
jail.

The government seized some of the fam-
ily’s real estate holdings, said Terence
Hallinan. And Doubleday refused to print
more copies of a national best-seller she had
written about her family, ‘‘My Wild Irish
Rogues,’’ Patrick Hanninan said.

Hoover had branded the book as ‘‘a fla-
grant employment of the Communist Party
line, including references to racial discrimi-
nation and vicious attacks on the U.S. gov-
ernment.‘

But Mrs. Hallinan was unfazed: She sus-
tained the family with her real estate busi-
ness and continued her jailed husband’s pres-
idential campaign on his behalf.

Mr. Hallinan was disbarred and in jail dur-
ing most of the ’50s, and Mrs. Hallinan re-
mained under Hoover’s scrutiny.

In 1964, she and sons Patrick and Matthew
were arrested while sitting-in at San Fran-
cisco’s ‘‘auto row,’’ the car dealers that then
lined Van Ness Avenue, protesting their fail-
ure to hire African Americans. She served 30
days in county jail.

She helped organize anti-Vietnam war
demonstrations, leading a march of 5,000
women in Washington, D.C.

She headed the San Francisco chapter of
the Women’s International League for Peace
and Freedom. ‘‘Peace was always her biggest
issue,’’ said Terence Hallinan.

In the 1980s, she opposed U.S. policy in
Central America and befriended Daniel Or-
tega, Nicaragua’s Sandinista leader. She also
met with Fidel Castro.

In 1990, Mayor Art Agnos named her to The
City’s Human Rights Commission.

She is survived by five sons, Patrick, of
Kentfield; Terrance, of San Francisco; and
Matthew, an anthropologist, David, a travel
consultant, and Conn, a journalism pro-
fessor, all of Berkeley; 18 grandchildren; and
one great-grandchild.

A memorial service is to be announced.

f

IRA CHARITABLE ROLLOVERS

HON. RICHARD E. NEAL
OF MASSACHUSETTS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker,
today my colleague from Illinois, Representa-
tive PHIL CRANE, and I are introducing the IRA
Charitable Rollover Incentive Act of 1999.

Our legislation would allow individuals who
have reached age 591⁄2 to donate the assets
of their individual retirement account to charity
without incurring income tax liability.

I am sure that over the past few years many
of our colleagues have heard from charities in
their district that the charity was approached
by an individual who had accumulated a large
IRA and wished to make a charitable dona-
tion. However, they are effectively precluded
from doing so by the unique tax laws that
apply to IRAs. We intend to change this.

Our legislation would allow an individual to
donate his or her IRA to charity without incur-
ring any income tax consequences. The IRA
would be donated to the charity without ever
taking it into income so there is no tax con-
sequence. Similarly, because current law IRAs
represent previously untaxed income, there
would be no charitable deduction for the dona-
tion. IRA rollovers to qualifying charitable de-
ferred gifts would receive similar treatment.

Mr. Speaker, this change in tax law could
provide a valuable new source of philanthropy
for our nation’s charities. I would hope that my
colleagues will join Mr. CRANE and myself in
sponsoring this innovative new approach to
charitable giving.

f

IN HONOR OF THE 20TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF SEQUOIA COMMUNITY
HEALTH CENTER

HON. CALVIN M. DOOLEY
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr. Speaker, I
rise before my colleagues today to pay tribute
to the Sequoia Community Health Foundation,
which is celebrating its twentieth anniversary
this year.

The Sequoia Community Health Foundation
has made countless contributions to the resi-
dents of the Central Valley. Working as a pri-
mary health care provider for nearly twenty
years, Sequoia Community Health Foundation
has served tens of thousands of Valley fami-
lies, ensuring access to basic health services
including immunizations and prenatal care.

Despite a brief period of administrative dif-
ficulties, the Sequoia Community Health Foun-
dation has emerged stronger than ever in re-
cent years and has restored and expanded
the level of services provided to Valley resi-
dents. By partnering with local schools, recre-
ation centers and churches, Sequoia Commu-
nity Health Foundation has greatly facilitated
access to health services in the Valley.

Sequoia Community Health Foundation has
provided more than 200,000 patient visits in
the last four years, caring for 15,000 patients
a year including many area farmworkers. Se-
quoia also serves as a vital resource for pre-
natal and pediatric care by performing be-
tween 60 and 90 deliveries each month and
immunizing between 200 and 400 children on
a monthly basis.

Clinic services have been expanded to in-
crease hours of service, expand health edu-
cation programs, and add cardiology and psy-
chiatry specialists on site. And the clinic has
been a leader in recruiting and training His-
panic residents through the Sequoia Hispanic
Residency Pathway.

Through the leadership of their dedicated
staff, Sante Health System and ‘‘Blue Ribbon’’
Board, Sequoia Community Health Foundation
has maintained a high level of commitment to
the Central Valley.

I commend Sequoia Community Health
Foundation’s dedicated employees—past and
present—for their admirable service, and I
hope that their fellow citizens will continue to
support them with vigorous appreciation.
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THE INTRODUCTION OF THE TAX
CODE SECTION 415 RELIEF BILL

HON. JERRY WELLER
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, a great deal of
attention is being focused on retirement secu-
rity by this Congress and by the Administra-
tion. Most of us recognize the need to make
saving for retirement, through private pension
plans and personal savings, a priority for all
Americans. And, many of us recognize that
complex and irrational pension rules in the In-
ternal Revenue Code actually discourage re-
tirement savings. Among such rules are limits
under Code section 415 they deny workers
the full benefits they have earned.

I rise today to introduce legislation on behalf
of workers who have responsibly saved for re-
tirement through collectively bargained, multi-
employer defined benefit pension plans. These
workers are being unfairly penalized under
limits imposed by Code section 415. They are
being denied the full benefits that they earned
through many years of labor and on which
they and their spouses have counted in plan-
ning their retirement.

We can all appreciate their frustration and
anger when they are told, upon applying for
their pension, that the federal government
won’t let the pension plan pay them the full
amount of the benefits that they earned under
the rules of their plan.

For some workers, this benefit cutback
means they will not be able to retire when
they wanted or needed to. For other workers,
it means retirement with less income to live
on. And, for some, it means retirement without
health care coverage and other necessities of
life.

The bill that I am introducing today will give
all of these workers relief from the most con-
fiscatory provisions of Section 415 and enable
them to receive the full measure of their retire-
ment savings.

Congress has recognized and corrected the
adverse effects of Section 415 on government
employee pension plans. Most recently, as
part of the Tax Relief Act of 1997 (Public Law
105–34) and the Small Business Jobs Protec-
tion Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–188), we ex-
empted government employee pension plans
from the compensation-based limit, from cer-
tain early retirement limits, and from other pro-
visions of Section 415. Other relief for govern-
ment employee plans was included in earlier
legislation amending Section 415.

Section 415 was enacted more than two
decades ago when the pension world was
quite different than it is today. The Section
415 limits were designed to contain the tax-
sheltered pensions that could be received by
highly paid executives and professionals. The
passage of time and Congressional action has
stood this original design on its head. The lim-
its are forcing cutbacks in the pensions of
rank-and-file workers. Executives and profes-
sionals are now able to receive pensions far in
excess of the Section 415 limits by estab-
lishing non-qualified supplemental retirement
programs.

COMPENSATION-BASED LIMITS

Generally, Section 415 limits the benefits
payable to a worker by defined benefit pen-
sion plans to the lessor of: (1) the worker’s av-

erage annual compensation for the three con-
secutive years when his compensation was
the highest, the so-called ‘‘compensation-
based limit’’; and (2) a dollar limit that is
sharply reduced for retirement before the
worker’s Social Security normal retirement
age.

The compensation-based limit assumes that
the pension earned under a plan is linked to
each worker’s salary, as is typical in corporate
pension plans (e.g., a percentage of the work-
er’s final year’s salary for each year of em-
ployment). That assumption is wrong as ap-
plied to multiemployer pension plans. Multiem-
ployer plans, which cover more than ten mil-
lion individuals, have long based their benefits
on the collectively bargained contribution rates
and years of covered employment with one or
more of the multiple employers which con-
tribute to the plan. In other words, benefits
earned under a multiemployer plan have no
relationship to the wages received by a worker
from the contributing employers. The same
benefit level is paid to all workers with the
same contribution and covered employment
records regardless of their individual wage his-
tories.

A second assumption underlying the com-
pensation-based limit is that workers’ salaries
increase steadily over the course of their ca-
reers so that the three highest salary years
will be the last three consecutive years. While
this salary history may be the norm in the cor-
porate world, it is unusual in the multiemployer
plan world. In multiemployer plan industries
like building and construction, workers’ wage
earnings typically fluctuate from year-to-year
according to several variables, including the
availability of covered work and whether the
worker is unable to work due to illness or dis-
ability. An individual worker’s wage history
may include many dramatic ups-and-downs.
Because of these fluctuations, the three high-
est years of compensation for many multiem-
ployer plan participants are not consecutive.
Consequently, the Section 415 compensation-
based limit for these workers is artificially low;
lower than it would be if they were covered by
corporate plans.

Thus, the premises on which the compensa-
tion-based limit is founded do not fit the reality
of workers covered by multiemployer plans.
And, the limit should not apply.

My bill would exempt workers covered by
multiemployer plans from the compensation-
based limit, just as government employees are
now exempt.

EARLY RETIREMENT LIMIT

Section 415’s dollar limit is forcing severe
cutbacks in the earned pensions of workers
who retire under multiemployer pension plans
before they reach age 65.

Construction work is physically hard, and is
often performed under harsh climatic condi-
tions. Workers are worn down sooner than in
most other industries. Often, early retirement
is a must. Multiemployer pension plans ac-
commodate these needs of their covered
workers by providing for early retirement, dis-
ability, and service pensions that provide a
subsidized, partial or full pension benefit.

Section 415 is forcing cutbacks in these
pensions because the dollar limit is severly re-
duced for each year younger than the Social
Security normal retirement age that a worker
is when he retires. For a worker who retires at
age 50, the reduced dollar limit is now about
$40,000 per year.

This reduced limit applies regardless of the
circumstances under which the worker retires
and regardless of his plan’s rules regarding re-
tirement age. A multiemployer plan participant
worn out after years of physical challenge who
is forced into early retirement is nonetheless
subject to a reduced limit. A construction
worker who, after 30 years of demanding
labor, has well earned a 30-and-out service
pension at age 50 is nonetheless subject to
the reduced limit.

My bill will ease this early retirement benefit
cutback by extending to workers covered by
multiemployer plans some of the more favor-
able early retirement rules that now apply to
government employee pension plans and
other retirement plans. These rules still pro-
vide for a reduced dollar limit for retirements
earlier than age 62, but the reduction is less
severe than under the current rules that apply
to multiemployer plans.

Finally, I am particularly concerned that
early retirees who suffer pension benefit cut-
backs will not be able to afford the health care
coverage they need. Workers who retire be-
fore the Medicare eligibility age of 65 are typi-
cally required to pay all or a substantial part
of the cost of their health insurance. Section
415 pension cutbacks deprive workers of in-
come they need to bear these health care
costs. This is contrary to the sound public pol-
icy of encouraging workers and retirees to re-
sponsibly provide for their health care.
f

THURGOOD MARSHALL UNITED
STATES COURTHOUSE

SPEECH OF

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 23, 1999

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
support H.R. 130, a bipartisan bill which would
‘‘designate the United States Courthouse lo-
cated at 40 Centre Street in New York, New
York as the ‘Thurgood Marshall United States
Courthouse.’ ’’

It is most fitting to honor this great American
with this distinction as he was not only the first
African American Justice of the U.S. Supreme
Court, but was also one of the greatest trial
and appellate lawyers in this nation. It was
through his knowledge, advocacy, and devo-
tion to the cause of civil rights, that propelled
Thurgood Marshall into leading the charge for
equality for African Americans.

Born in Baltimore, Maryland on July 2,
1908, Thurgood Marshall graduated cum
laude from Lincoln University in Pennsylvania
and went on to receive his law degree from
Howard University here in Washington, DC
where he graduated first in his class.

In 1936, Thurgood Marshall was appointed
as Special Counsel to the National Association
for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP). A short time later, he founded the
NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund.

While at the NAACP, Thurgood Marshall
was successful in winning 29 of 32 cases he
argued before the U.S. Supreme Court. How-
ever, the victory for which he will best be re-
membered, was Brown vs. The Board of Edu-
cation, in which Marshall convinced the Su-
preme Court to declare segregation in public
schools unconstitutional.
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In 1961, President John F. Kennedy ap-

pointed Marshall to the Second Circuit Court
of Appeals. After only four years of receiving
this appointment, President Lyndon B. John-
son chose Justice Marshall to be the nation’s
first black Solicitor General. Just 2 years later
on June 13, 1967, President Johnson nomi-
nated Marshall to become the first black jus-
tice of the Supreme Court where he would
serve until his retirement in 1991.

As my colleagues may remember, the bill
passed the House last year, but did not come
to the floor of the Senate before the session
ended.

As Dean of the New York State delegation,
it is my hope that my colleagues here in the
House on both sides of the aisle, will support
H.R. 130 for I can think of no greater tribute
to the late Justice Thurgood Marshall, a man
who stood for integrity, justice, and equality for
all.
f

TRIBUTE TO SCOTT ANDERSON

HON. JAMES L. OBERSTAR
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. OBERSTAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to Scott Anderson, a Duluth resi-
dent and pioneer in general aviation. On
March 23rd, Scott died at the age of 33 fol-
lowing a tragic crash that occurred while he
was testing a new aircraft in Northern Min-
nesota.

Scott was fatally injured when the first SR20
airplane to come off Cirrus Design’s produc-
tion line, which he was piloting, crashed just
short of the Duluth International Airport. The
plane crash is not only a serious disappoint-
ment for Cirrus Design, but is also a tragedy
for general aviation aircraft development, test-
ing and evaluation—the most critical phase of
bringing a new type and model of aircraft into
the mainstream of aviation.

A major in the Air National Guard, Scott was
an experienced test pilot who flew F–16s for
the military, in addition to his job as Director
of Flight Operations and Chief Test Pilot for
Cirrus Design. Test pilots are heroes of avia-
tion who pioneer the testing of new, pre-pro-
duction aircraft to ensure that all systems
comply with Federal Aviation Administration
regulations. Scott made history last year when
he piloted the SR20 during the first test of an
innovative parachute recovery system; iron-
ically, that safety device was not on board the
aircraft he was flying at the time of the crash.

While we must await the evaluation and
findings of the National Transportation Safety
Board regarding the causes of the crash, we
know that Scott did everything humanly pos-
sible to bring the plane down safely so that in-
nocent lives on the ground would not be lost.
I offer my heartfelt sympathy to Scott’s wife,
Laurie, his parents, Paul and Carol, and sib-
lings, Catherine and Todd Anderson, as well
as to the Cirrus Design team, for their loss. I
hope, in their grief, they know that Scott made
a profound difference to the State of Min-
nesota and to the national aviation community.

As a tribute to the memory and contribution
Scott made to general aviation, which will ben-
efit future generations, I submit an article writ-
ten by Sam Cook that appeared in the Duluth
News Tribune on March 24, 1999. Mr. Cook is

a talented writer who knew Scott Anderson for
many years and with whom he shared a love
of Minnesota’s great outdoors.

[From the Duluth News Tribune, Mar. 24,
1999]

ANDERSON BLESSED OTHERS WITH LIFE

(By Sam Cook)
I can’t recall exactly how Scott Anderson

came into my life. He just appeared, and
once Scott Anderson appears in your life it’s
never quite the same.

He and his friend Steve Baker were plan-
ning a canoe trip from Duluth to Hudson
Bay. This was 1987. They were college kids
home for the summer, and they didn’t know
exactly what they were getting into, but of
course that didn’t matter. They were going
to go no matter what. As I recall, they bor-
rowed a canoe that had been cracked up and
patched back together.

I thought they might drown the day they
left Duluth, Lake Superior was kicking up,
but they were behind schedule so they made
a break for it. They ended up portaging their
canoe along Minnesota Highway 61 to jump-
start that trip, and you could see that noth-
ing else was going to hold them back.

The trip was a throwback to the old Eric
Sevareid and Walter Port trip that Sevareid
turned into his classic book, ‘‘Canoeing with
the Cree.’’ Scott and Steve made Hudson
Bay, all right, and it came as only a mild
surprise when Scott returned and said he was
going to write a book about the experience.

He had already built a submarine at col-
lege and paddled a broken boat to Hudson
Bay.

Why couldn’t he write a book?
He did, of course. And he learned to fly an

F–16. And next thing you knew he was test
flying airplanes for Cirrus Design.

Scott was one of the most engaging people
you could ever hope to meet. He was big and
blond and nearly bald, or else his hair was
just so light you couldn’t see it. I never was
sure. But he had a countenance that told you
he could handle anything that came his way,
probably without blinking.

And that smile, When he unfurled that
grin, a whole bunch of happiness spilled into
the room and you felt better just for being in
the man’s presence.

He had some devilment in there, too, but
only the harmless kind. There couldn’t have
been an ounce of meanness in that guy.

Once, out of the blue, he called and asked
me if I wanted to be part of a race. He’s been
scheming again. There would be four of us, in
two canoes, he said. The two-person teams
would leave Duluth bound for different ends
of the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder-
ness. We’d drive north, put in, paddle across
the wilderness, exchange car keys some-
where in the middle, paddle out and drive
back. First one back to Duluth wins.

I told him I couldn’t make it, but it
wouldn’t surprise me if he pulled that off,
too.

If you had a son, and he turned out to be
Scott Anderson, you would have to consider
yourself one lucky mom or dad. If Scott
showed up at your door to date your daugh-
ter, you’d send them off happily, close the
door, look at your spouse and smile. Not to
worry. There was a guy you could count on.

When I heard Tuesday afternoon that a
Cirrus plane had gone down, I got worried.
When I learned later that night that Scott
hadn’t made it, I sat in my living room and
bawled my guts out while my son played
with his Legos.

It would not surprise me if hundreds of
others did exactly the same thing I did. I’ll
bet Scott touched more lives in a meaningful
way in his 33 years than most of us will get
to in twice that. He was a brilliant, creative,
remarkable guy.

I keep seeing him in my mind, and all I see
is that big head and that wonderful grin and
all that confidence behind it.

They say that as parents there are two
things you want to give your kids—roots and
wings, Scott Anderson had both, but he was
partial to the wings.

I hope he’s still flying somewhere.

f

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH

SPEECH OF

HON. STEPHANIE TUBBS JONES
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank Representative BARBARA LEE of
California for organizing this Special Order on
behalf of the Congressional Black Caucus to
honor Women’s History Month and to cele-
brate the contributions of Women of Color.

As the newest member of the Congressional
Black Caucus and as a former municipal
Judge and Prosecutor for Cuyahoga County, I
wanted to use this time to honor my former
colleagues of the Cuyahoga County Judicial
system who have served as a source of inspi-
ration for me for many years. They are my
friends, colleagues and more importantly my
sistahs.

Each of these women are trailblazers in
their own right who deserve to be recognized
for their years of dedication to serving, pro-
tecting and upholding the laws of Ohio and
our Nation.

The first person I want to honor is Judge Lil-
lian Burke the first black woman judge in Ohio.
Judge Burke is a graduate of Ohio State Uni-
versity and received her JD from Cleveland
State University. She was admitted to the
Ohio bar in 1951 and began practicing general
law from 1952–1962.

Ms. Burke was an assistant Attorney Gen-
eral for Ohio as well as a member of various
professional and civic organizations. She was
appointed to the Cleveland Municipal Court
where she eventually became Chief Judge.

Jean Murrell Capers: Judge Jean Capers
graduated from Case Western Reserve Uni-
versity in 1932 and earned her JD from Cleve-
land Law School in 1944. She was admitted to
the Ohio bar in 1945 and began practicing law
that same year. Ms. Capers ran unsuccess-
fully three times for the Cleveland City Council
before she won in 1949. She was elected four
subsequent times to two year terms.

She also worked for the Phillis Wheatley As-
sociation and became involved in community
endeavors, including lobbying for a federal
anti-lynching bill.

In 1977, Ms. Capers was appointed Cleve-
land Municipal Judge and was re-elected but
was forced to retire in 1986 because of an
Ohio law that requires Judges to retire at age
70.

Judge C. Ellen Connally, the senior Judge
of the Cuyahoga Municipal Court, is a grad-
uate of Bowling Green State University and re-
ceived her JD from Cleveland State University
as well as a Masters of Art degree in Amer-
ican History from Cleveland State and she is
currently enrolled in the Ph.D. program in
American history at University of Akron.

Judge C. Ellen Connally was first elected to
the bench in 1985, elected beginning in 1985
to Cleveland Municipal Court and is currently
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the senior judge of the court. She is a former
President of the Northern Ohio Municipal
Judges Association and has served for the
past seven years as its Secretary/Treasurer.

Judge Connally, formerly served as chair-
person on the Youth Violence Committee of
the Task Force on Violent Crime and the May-
or’s Advisory committee on Gang Violence.

She is a former member of the Board of
Trustees of her alma mater Bowling Green
University and in 1994–1995 she served as
president of their Board of Trustees and
served as the chairperson of the presidential
search committee. She also served as past
president of the Northern Ohio Municipal
Judges Association.

Mr. Speaker, the next person I want to rec-
ognize is Judge Mabel Jasper. She received
her BS degree form Kent State University in
1956 and her JD from Cleveland Marshall Law
School in 1977.

Prior to election to the Cleveland Municipal
Court, she served as general trial referee for
the Cuyahoga County Court of Common
Pleas—Domestic Relations Division. She was
also an Assistant Attorney General for the
state of Ohio, and was employed as a trial at-
torney for the Bureau of Workers Compensa-
tion for three years.

Judge Jasper is a member of many civic
and professional organizations which include:
Ohio State Bar Association; Delta Sigma
Theta Sorority; and First woman member of
the Rotary East club, a mostly all male organi-
zation.

The next person I want to honor is Judge
Angela Stokes. Her name may sound familiar
to many in this chamber because she is the
daughter of my predecessor, Representative
Louis Stokes.

Angela received her BS degree from the
University of Maryland, College Park and her
JD from Howard University School of Law in
Washington, DC, and is admitted to the Su-
preme Court of Ohio, the United States District
Courts and Northern and Southern Districts of
Ohio and the United States Court of Appeals
Sixth District.

Prior to being elected to the bench. Angela
served as an Assistant Attorney General for
the State of Ohio where she was assigned to
the Federal Litigation Section in Columbus
and later in Cleveland. She also worked for
the British Petroleum of America corporate law
department. In 1995 she was elected to the
Cleveland Municipal Court.

Judge Stokes remains active in the Greater
Cleveland Community. She has dedicated her
time and energy to a variety of professional
and civic organizations: Active Member of the
Junior League; Member of a non-profit task
force SAMM (Stopping Aids is my Mission);
she is member of the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict Caucus; board member of the Cleveland-
Marshall College of Law Louis Stokes Scholar-
ship fund; and member of the Board of Trust-
ees of Cuyahoga County Library Board.

Judge Keenon is a graduate of the Cleve-
land Marshall Law School and received her
BS degree from Tennessee State University.
Prior to being elected to the bench, Judge
Keenon was a teacher and social worker in
the Greater Cleveland Area.

Upon earning her JD, Una became staff at-
torney for the legal aid society and was ap-
pointed Attorney in Charge of the Juvenile Di-
vision of the Cuyahoga county Public De-
fender Office. She also served as managing

attorney for the United Auto Workers legal
services plan. Judge Keenon was appointed
by then Governor Richard Celested fill a judi-
cial vacancy. She subsequently was elected to
another full term.

While on the bench, Judge Keenon estab-
lished many programs within the East Cleve-
land Municipal Court: Curfew laws for children
of the East Cleveland community and GED
program for young offenders by sending them
back to school.

She is a member of many civic and profes-
sional organizations: President of the Black
Women Lawyers; 1st Vice President of the
League of Women Voters; Co-Founder & 1st
President of Black Women Political Action
Committee; Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority; and
National Council of Negro Women.

Judge Lynn Toler received her BA degree
from Harvard University and her JD from the
University of Pennsylvania Law School.

Lynn was elected to the Cleveland Heights
Municipal court in 1994 and prior to that Lynn
Toler had a distinguished career as an attor-
ney. I have highlighted some of the civic and
professional memberships as an indication of
her commitment to her community: Cleveland
Chapter of Links; Board Member—Board of
Trustees Juvenile Diabetes Foundation; Cuya-
hoga County Criminal Justice Services which
oversaw funding for services related to the
criminal justice system; and Board of Trustees
for the Goodwill Starting Program.

Another one of my sisters I want to mention
during this special order is Judge Shirley
Strickland Staffold who received her BA de-
gree from Central State University and law de-
gree from Marshall College of Law.

Prior to her election, Judge Staffold was in
the criminal division of the Legal Aid Society
of Cleveland, Public Defender’s office. In 1994
she was elected to Cuyahoga County Court of
Common Pleas.

I want to mention some of the Civic and
Professional Associations that Judge Staffold
is affiliated with as an indication of her com-
mitment to our community: Member of the Na-
tional Bar Association; American Judges Asso-
ciation; Ohio County and Municipal Judges
Association; National Association of Women
Judges; and First African American women to
be elected President of the American Judges
Association.

Judge Janet Burney received her BS from
Skidmore College and her JD from Cleveland
State University, Cleveland Marshall College
of Law.

Prior to joining the bench this year, Judge
Burney has a long and distinguished legal ca-
reer that has spanned over twenty years.

Civic and Professional Associations: Mem-
ber of the state bar of Ohio; United States Dis-
trict Court for the Northern District of Ohio;
United States Court of Appeals for the Sixth
Circuit; United States Supreme Court; Board
of Trustees; St. Luke’s Foundation; Inter-
church Council of Greater Cleveland; Dean of
Christian Education at Open Door Missionary
Baptist Church; and Alpha Kappa Alpha Soror-
ity.

In conclusion Mr. Speaker, I again want to
thank my colleague, Representative BARBARA
LEE for organizing this Special Order.

ACKNOWLEDGING THE ACHIEVE-
MENTS OF ROBERT CONDON AND
THE ROLLING READERS

HON. BOB FILNER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker and colleagues, I
rise today to acknowledge the fine work of
Rolling Readers USA and of its founder, Rob-
ert Condon, who died in January at the young
age of 40.

In 1991, Mr. Condon, realizing the profound
benefits of reading aloud to his sons, began
reading to other children at a local homeless
shelter and at a Head Start preschool. He was
soon reading to children in Boys and Girls
Clubs, after-school programs, and public hous-
ing sites. By recruiting 10 volunteers, Mr.
Condon was able to rapidly expand this read-
ing program to over 400 economically-dis-
advantaged children each week.

From this simple beginning, Rolling Readers
USA was born! Eight short years later, 40,000
volunteers now read to and tutor 300,000 chil-
dren each week and give $3,000,000 worth of
new books to children each year—often the
first books these children have owned. Each
volunteer in the Rolling Readers program
reads to the same group of children each
week, establishing a continuity, not only in tu-
toring, but in inspiring minds, touching imagi-
nations, developing language skills, and assur-
ing a positive impact on children’s lives.

The Rolling Readers vision is very clear. We
have a major crisis in our country—for 30
years literacy rates in the United States have
been falling, with the biggest decline occurring
in those children already in the bottom half in
reading test scores. The work of Rolling Read-
ers volunteers is critical to our nation!

Rolling Readers has grown from one man’s
ideals and commitment to service to become
California’s largest and one of the Nation’s
premier volunteer-based children’s literacy or-
ganizations. Upon the death of its founder,
Rolling Readers is sponsoring a national read-
in day on March 27, 1999 to commemorate
his life and achievements.

I would like to add my voice to the many
who are thanking Robert Condon for his vi-
sion, his leadership, and his outstanding con-
tribution to the children of our nation.
f

DEATH TAX SUNSET ACT

HON. JOE SCARBOROUGH
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. SCARBOROUGH. Mr. Speaker, I’m
pleased today to introduce the Death Tax
Sunset Act which would put an end to the
Federal government’s most outrageous form
of taxation. Very simply, my bill would put an
end to estate and gift taxes after the year
2002. Hard working Americans deserve no
less.

The thought that our government can take
over half of a person’s life savings when they
die should sicken every American. How can
we justify taking 55 percent of Americans’ life
savings when they die? The answer, quite
simply, is that we cannot.
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First instituted in the late 18th century, the

estate tax was enacted to help our young na-
tion build a Navy to protect our shores. Until
1916 when it became a permanent part of the
tax code, it was repealed and brought back
several times during times of emergency. It
has been largely unchanged since the 1930’s.
The death tax is now a combination of three
taxes: the estate tax, the gift tax, and the gen-
eration-skipping transfer tax. Its tax rate is the
steepest in the tax code—beginning at 37 per-
cent and rising to an incredible 55 percent.

The National Federation of Independent
Businesses has called the estate tax ‘‘the sin-
gle greatest government burden imposed upon
small family businesses.’’ The National Com-
mission on Economic Growth noted in its re-
port that it makes little sense and is unfair to
impose extra taxes on those who choose to
pass their assets on to their children and
grandchildren rather than spend the money
before they die. This cuts to the heart of the
American dream of success from hard work
and fiscal responsibility. Entrepreneurs should
not be punished for their success—they
should be rewarded.

Why should death taxes be repealed? Be-
sides the fact that these taxes punish savings,
thrift, and entrepreneurship, they have a dev-
astating effect on family farmers and small
businesses. According to a recent report by
the Center for the Study of Taxation, 7 of our
10 businesses don’t survive through a second
generation and almost 9 in 10 fail to make it
through a third. In fact, 9 out of 10 family busi-
ness owners who took over after the prin-
cipal’s death in a recent survey said death
taxes contributed to their business’ demise.

If Congress succeeds in repealing these un-
fair, burdensome, and punitive taxes, the eco-
nomic benefits will be enormous. In fact, the
Heritage Foundation in 1997 forecast that dur-
ing the ten year period after death tax repeal:
an average of 145,000 new jobs would be cre-
ated; our economy would yield an extra $1.1
billion per year; personal income would rise by
an additional $8 billion per year; and the eco-
nomic growth caused by repeal would more
than offset any revenue lost to the treasury
from the repeal. This is just one of a number
of studies that detail the extraordinary benefits
of repealing estate and gift taxes.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join
with me in sunsetting the most egregious form
of taxation. We should set a goal of the end
of the year 2002 to completely repeal death
taxes. We must make it a priority so that we
move away from punishing hard work, thrift,
savings, and entrepreneurship and start re-
warding these most American of values.
f

EXPRESSING OPPOSITION TO DEC-
LARATION OF PALESTINIAN
STATE

SPEECH OF

HON. PAT DANNER
OF MISSOURI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 16, 1999

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, I think it is im-
portant that I clarify my position regarding the
resolution that recently passed in the House of
Representatives expressing congressional op-
position to a unilateral declaration of a Pales-
tinian state (H. Con. Res. 24).

My vote for this resolution was not a com-
ment on the merits of a Palestinian state.
Rather, my vote is a reflection of my belief
that a unilateral declaration of a Palestinian
state at this time would hamper efforts to
reach a just and lasting peace between the
parties. A unilateral Palestinian declaration of
an independent state outside of the framework
agreed upon in Madrid, Oslo and Wye would
not bode well with the current, precarious
state of the peace process. This is the position
advanced by our Administration. Indeed, the
resolution simply restates official U.S. policy.
Ultimately, this is why I voted for it.

However, I would note that I chose not to
cosponsor the resolution because of my con-
cerns with its one-sided approach. I am con-
cerned that unilateral actions by any of the
parties would have a great potential to under-
mine the efforts we have set forth for peace—
whether committed by Palestinians or Israelis.
The resolution’s failure to mention any Israeli
unilateral actions was, in my opinion, a grave
error.

The Administration has worked hard to keep
this process going—to keep the hope for
peace alive for both Israelis and Palestinians.
Congress should work diligently to support this
effort and maintain balance.
f

A BILL TO AMEND THE RESEARCH
AND EXPERIMENTATION TAX
CREDIT TO PROVIDE A CREDIT
AS AN INCENTIVE TO FOSTER
COLLABORATIVE SCIENTIFIC RE-
SEARCH PROJECTS THROUGH
BROADLY SUPPORTED NON-
PROFIT, TAX-EXEMPT SECTION
501(c)(3) RESEARCH CONSORTIA

HON. AMO HOUGHTON
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. HOUGHTON. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join my colleague from Michigan,
Mr. LEVIN, together with twenty-one of our col-
leagues, in introducing our bill, the ‘‘Public
Benefit Collaborative Research Tax Credit.’’
This bill would amend the research and ex-
perimentation tax credit in order to foster col-
laborative scientific research projects through
broadly supported non-profit section 501(c)(3)
research consortia. These collaborative not-
for-profit scientific research consortia are de-
voted to research projects that benefit not just
one company, but the economy and the coun-
try as a whole. Our amendment to the re-
search credit would provide incentives for
multi-company and multi-industry research
partnerships, with the result that this important
tax credit would be structured to foster the
kind of collaborative research on which Amer-
ica’s economic growth in the 21st century will
depend.

Our proposal would require that the re-
search tax credit be extended beyond its June
30, 1999 expiration date, and we strongly urge
extension of the credit. The research intensive
sectors of our economy find it very difficult to
do planning for research due to the constant
stop-and-start arising from the perennial expi-
ration and re-enactment of the research credit.
The research credit is one of our most impor-
tant tax incentives for economic growth, be-
cause scientific and technological innovation

are, in the final analysis, the sources of that
growth.

This is why our public benefit collaborative
research credit proposal is so important. More
and more scientific and technological research
of the greatest economic value now takes
place not in the confines of individual compa-
nies, but collaboratively—and this is true for
traditional manufacturing and utility sectors as
well as computers and telecommunications.
Yet the research credit as it currently stands
actually contains disincentives for collaborative
research. Companies are required to reduce
their contributions to non-profit research con-
sortia by an arbitrary 25% before those
amounts can be used in the computation of
the credit. Our proposal would eliminate the
disincentives in current law for collaborative
research, and make the research credit ‘‘fit’’
modern research-partnership approaches.

Under our bill, companies would be entitled
to a flat (non-incremental) 20% credit for sup-
port payments made to non-profit, tax exempt
section 501(c)(3) scientific research organiza-
tions. Section 501(c)(3) scientific research or-
ganizations are required under existing law—
which would not change—to make their re-
search results available to the public on a
nondiscriminatory basis. In this way, our pro-
posal assures that all the scientific research
for which our new credit is allowed is public-
benefit research. In addition, for support pay-
ments to be eligible for our credit, the tax-ex-
empt scientific research organization receiving
the support payments would be required to
have at least 15 unrelated supporting mem-
bers, no three of which provide more than half
of its funding and no one of which provides
more than 25% of its funding. This assures
that only truly multi-company collaborative re-
search consortia are supported by our pro-
posal.

Examples of broadly supported section
501(c)(3) research consortia whose continued
success is tied to our proposal are the Gas
Research Institute, funded by member compa-
nies in the natural gas industry, the Electric
Power Research Institute, funded by member
companies in the electric utility industry, the
National Center for Manufacturing Sciences,
funded by a coalition of high-technology man-
ufacturing companies, the American Water
Works Association Research Foundation,
funded by water utilities, and non-profit con-
sortia funded by other utility sectors, Collabo-
rative public-benefit scientific research con-
ducted by these and other section 501(c)(3)
research consortia (and our bill should encour-
age new consortia) represents some of the
most efficient and economically significant re-
search being performed in the United States
today, e.g. in the areas of cutting-edge manu-
facturing techniques, energy efficiency, public
health, and economically rational pollution
control, among many other areas. Collabo-
rative research consortia supported by our
proposal are devoted to sophisticated scientific
research that in many cases no single com-
pany could afford, or would be willing, to con-
duct on its own, because of the uncertainty of
immediate success or because of the risk of
copycat competitors.

For all these reasons collaborative scientific
research represents our brightest economic fu-
ture. Our bill amends the research tax credit
provisions to foster this goal. We urge our col-
leagues to join us in cosponsoring this very
important legislation, the ‘‘Public Benefit Col-
laborative Research Tax Credit Act of 1999.’’
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AMENDING THE INDIVIDUALS

WITH DISABILITIES ACT

HON. BOB BARR
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to announce the introduction of legislation
which would amend the Individuals With Dis-
abilities Education Act (IDEA) to provide more
flexibility for schools, and would require the
expulsion and termination of education serv-
ices, if a student with a disability carries a
weapon to school or to a school function, and
it is determined the behavior in question of the
child was not due to his or her disability.

When a student brings a weapon into
school, it places every individual’s life in dan-
ger. Such a potentially dangerous action can-
not be tolerated or accepted; regardless of
whether the student has a disability. The pro-
tection of students and faculty must be a pri-
ority. We must establish a zero tolerance for
weapons in schools, and not allow federal reg-
ulations to tie the hands of school disciplinar-
ians. IDEA strongly restricts school administra-
tors and educators in the area of discipline.

Recently, in Cobb County, Georgia, two
seventh-graders were expelled by the local
school board for bringing a handgun to school.
Insofar as these boys have disabilities they
may very well be sent to a private school at
taxpayer expense, in accordance with IDEA.
Under the provisions of IDEA, if a student
brings a weapon to school and is expelled,
then the school board is responsible for pro-
viding alternative education services. For
Cobb County taxpayers, the cost of educating
a student outside the regular classroom can
range between $5,000 and $41,000 a year,
depending on the level of special services re-
quired.

Ninety-five percent of students in special
education who are suspended or expelled for
displaying violent or aggressive behavior are
not disciplined. Taxpayers should not be held
responsible for these children with disabilities
who carry weapons into schools or school
functions. This also bill reduces the amazing
amount of paperwork administrators must deal
with under IDEA, and it would provide for
more flexibility for schools in the disciplinary
process.

While I support and voted in favor of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Improve-
ment Act, H.R. 5, in 1997, I do not support
condoning behavior by a student that places
the students and faculty members at risk. If it
is determined a disabled student’s disability
was not a contributing factor, that student
should be held accountable for his or her ac-
tions.
f

THE FOODBANKS RELIEF ACT OF
1999

HON. TONY P. HALL
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise to in-
troduce the Food Banks Relief Act of 1999.
The purpose of this bill is to help food banks
meet sharp increases in the demand for their

services. The bill responds to a steady stream
of studies and reports—including my own sur-
veys of emergency food providers in March
1998 and March 1999—pointing to alarming
increases in requests for emergency food as-
sistance, especially among the working poor,
children, and the elderly. I am honored to be
joined in introducing this legislation by my dis-
tinguished colleague and friend, Representa-
tive JOANN EMERSON of Missouri, who is a
great champion of food banks.

The 1996 welfare reform bill partially antici-
pated increased demand for charitable food
assistance, when it mandated that $100 mil-
lion from the food stamp program be used for
commodity purchases for food banks, pantries
and soup kitchens. However, that has proven
inadequate. Food banks across the country re-
port significant increases in requests for food,
especially from the working poor. And just as
the needs have grown, private donations have
declined, as farmers, grocers, and others in
the food industry have become more efficient
and reduced the waste and overproduction
that once helped stock food banks’ shelves.
Second Harvest, the nation’s largest network
of emergency food providers, estimates that
public and private resources combined are
only meeting about half the needs.

The fact is that the private charitable sector
is shouldering an increasing share of food as-
sistance needs, and it is overwhelming their
capacity. It is time that Congress and the Ad-
ministration started responding more effec-
tively by assisting food banks—and by tackling
the problems that are sending hungry people
to their doors. It is ridiculous to expect that we
can cut $20 billion from the food stamp pro-
gram, and provide only $100 million extra
each year to the food banks that former food
stamp recipients are turning to, without caus-
ing hunger to soar. That is exactly what has
happened, and while broader improvements to
the nutrition safety net are needed, hunger
won’t wait. This bill would deliver the imme-
diate, targeted relief that is needed now by
food banks that are too often forced to cut ra-
tions or turn people away for lack of food.

The strong economy has helped perpetuate
the myth that working people and senior citi-
zens are sheltered from hunger. In fact, they
are the main reason that the lines at food
banks are growing. Children too dominate the
roster of those food banks help: two out of five
of their customers are children. In all, an as-
tounding 25 million Americans are turning to
food banks each month to help make ends
meet and keep hunger at bay.

There is no reason that the strongest econ-
omy in a generation cannot find the small
sums needed to ensure no American goes
hungry. We are not short of money: states
alone have $3 billion piling up in the accounts
they are supposed to be using to help make
welfare reform work, and the federal govern-
ment has a budget surplus for the first time in
decades. We are not short of commodities:
agriculture production has never been more
bountiful. We are short only of political will,
and the honor to lend a hand to the charities
that are trying so hard to end the scourge of
hunger in the richest nation in history.

I hope that my colleagues will join me and
Representative EMERSON in supporting this
bill.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R.—
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 ‘‘Food Banks
Relief Act of 1999’’.
SEC. 2. AMENDMENT.

Section 214 of the Emergency Food Assist-
ance Act of 1983 (7 U.S.C. 7515) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
(1) There is authorized to be appropriated
$100,000,000 to purchase and make available
additional commodities under this section.

‘‘(2) Not more than 15 percent of the
amount appropriated under paragraph (1)
may be used for direct expenses (as defined
in section 204(a)(2)) incurred by emergency
feeding organizations to distribute such com-
modities to needy persons.’’.

f

TRIBUTE TO TOM B. SMITH

HON. MARION BERRY
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a good friend and great Arkan-
san who passed from this world earlier this
year. Thomas Benton Smith, or Tom B. as his
friends called him, was born in Wynne, Arkan-
sas where he spent his life working to improve
the town and Cross County.

Tom B. served as county attorney and dep-
uty prosecuting attorney in Cross County and
was municipal judge for Cherry Valley. He was
also city attorney for Hickory Ridge and had
served as a special Arkansas Supreme Court
associate justice. A faithful Democrat, Tom B.
also spent many, many hours working as the
chairman of the Cross County Democratic
Central Committee, as state Democratic Com-
mittee Treasurer and was a delegate to the
Democratic National Convention as well as
Democratic state conventions. He was also
Chairman of the Cross County Election Com-
mission.

Serving his community and working to make
Wynne a better place to live was something
that Tom B. strived to do. He was a member
of the Wynne Chamber of Commerce and the
past president of Wynne Fumble Club and a
past board member of the Arkansas Commu-
nity Foundation. He was also the founding
president of the board of Little Sheep Day
Care at Wynne Presbyterian Church.

Tom B. meant a lot to me, my family and
the people of Arkansas and he will be greatly
missed. His perpetual good humor, loyalty to
his friends and family and the things he cared
about made him not only much beloved but
made his community a better place to live,
work and raise a family. Tom B. has honored
all of us with his friendship and service and I
am proud to have called him my friend.
f

SALUTE TO THE MOUNDS VIEW
MUSTANGS

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, Minnesota’s
Fourth Congressional District is distinctly
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blessed this year with the triumph of two high
school men’s basketball teams in the Min-
nesota State Basketball Tournament.

I would especially like to congratulate and
commend, the Mounds View Mustangs for
their thrilling 69–64 victory over the reigning
Minnetonka Mustangs in the Class AAAA
Championship. Behind at the start of the final
period, the Mustangs climbed into the lead
with less than 8 minutes left and held on to
win.

My congratulations to the Mounds View
High School, Coach Kaulis and all the Mus-
tangs. Their team spirit, never say die attitude
is an example for us all. At this time I would
like to share with my Colleagues an article de-
scribing the Mustang victory.

[From the Star Tribune, Mar. 21, 1999]
MOUNDS VIEW HOLDS ON: HORVATH SCORES 31

AS MUSTANGS TOP LAST YEAR’S 4A CHAM-
PION, MINNETONKA

(By Brian Wicker)
Mounds View senior center Nick Horvath

started out fabulous and got better as the
game progressed, scoring a game-high 31
points to lead the Mustangs over defending
champion Minnetonka 69–64 Saturday night
for the Class 4A boys’ basketball champion-
ship before 13,682 fans at Williams Arena.

The third-ranked Mustangs (24–3) trailed
50–49 entering the fourth quarter. After sen-
ior guard Cal Ecker hit a three-pointer with
7:43 remaining to give Mounds View a 52–50
lead, Horvath scored eight of the Mustangs’
next 10 points. Mounds View led 65–62 with
45.3 second to play and held it when two
three-point attempts by Minnetonka senior
guard Brendan Finn missed. The Mustangs
then made just enough free throws in the
final minute to hold on.

‘‘We always expect a lot of Nick [Horvath],
and he produced again,’’ Mounds View coach
Ziggy Kauls said. ‘‘But you don’t win one of
these things without more of a team.’’

Mounds View’s title was the school’s sec-
ond, to go with the 1972 Class AA champion-
ship. Kauls coached them both.

Said Horvath, who will attend Duke: ‘‘This
is just great. This will go with my four na-
tional championships I’m going to win
there.’’

Minnetonka point guard Adam Boone near-
ly lifted the Skippers in the final period (26
points), making three clutch baskets in a
two-minute span to keep the No. 2 Skippers
(23–4) close. The defending champions de-
flated somewhat, however, when star forward
Shane Schilling fouled out with 1:07 to play.

Minnetonka’s search for a second consecu-
tive title began with looking for replace-
ments for graduated four-year starters Ryan
Keating and Jake Kuppe. Boone, a junior,
filled Keating’s void at point guard after his
family moved from the Minneapolis
Washburn area to Minnetonka.

The Skippers’ answer for Kuppe was al-
ready present in senior Grant Anderson, a 6–
7 center with superb defensive skills and a
quick first step.

And, best of all, the Skippers still had the
high-scoring, high-flying Schilling.

Mounds View’s state tournament only
lasted one game a year ago, after the Mus-
tangs lost 55–54 to Minneapolis North in the
quarterfinals. Since that time, Horvath had
been part of the gold-medal-winning 18-under
team at the World Youth Games in Moscow
last summer and become even more domi-
nant a player. His experienced supporting
cast, including Ecker and senior forward
Drew Brodin, didn’t hesitate to take impor-
tant shots when Horvath found himself sur-
rounded with defenders.

With Division I talents such as Schilling
and Horvath able to take over games, the

teams did their best to get rid of the oppos-
ing star. The Skippers pounded the ball in-
side to Anderson on their first few posses-
sions, trying to put Horvath in early foul
trouble, and were eventually successful.
Schilling, on the other hand, aggressively
ran into foul problems on his own.

Minnetonka led 14–12 after the first quar-
ter, the difference being a T.J. Thedinga
layup that Mounds View contended came
after the buzzer.

f

IN HONOR OF JOHN F. SEGREST,
JR. UPON HIS 83RD BIRTHDAY

HON. BOB RILEY
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec-
ognize John F. Segrest, Jr. on the occasion of
his 83rd birthday.

John Segrest was born and raised in Macon
County, Alabama. He attended Tuskegee High
School and was a member of the Tuskegee
High School Football Team. After graduation
in 1937, he went on to attend Auburn Univer-
sity and from there to work as a soil chemist
for United Fruit Company in Costa Rica.

In 1941, he returned to Macon County to
join the Air Force, feeling it important to fulfill
his duty to his country. John Segrest flew his
first mission in September of 1942 as a mem-
ber of the 92nd Bomber Group and the 327th
Squadron. Two weeks later, he was in an air-
plane that was hit by enemy fire. They were
able to return to England, and despite the fact
that he was injured, John Segrest put his men
first. Forth this, he won the Air Medal and one
Oak Leaf Cluster. On April 17, 1943, he was
shot down over Germany and was taken as a
Prisoner of War. He spent the next two years
as a prisoner of war in Stalag 3. For this, he
earned the Purple Heart and another Oak Leaf
Cluster. He was discharged from the Air Force
in 1946 and returned to Tuskegee, Alabama,
and Auburn University where he completed his
college degree.

John Segrest settled down in Macon Coun-
ty, married Frances Cobb and worked for the
Macon County Extension Service from 1946
until 1957. In 1958, he became Postmaster of
Tuskegee, a position he held until 1981, when
he retired to take care of his mother. Since his
retirement, Mr. Segrest has become even
more actively involved in politics. Finally, this
year, he has decided to retire as Chairman of
the Macon County Republican Party.

I salute the life of John F. Segrest, Jr. and
his service to his country, his state and his
community.
f

TOBACCO SETTLEMENT

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, today I and my
colleagues are introducing legislation to en-
sure that the federal Medicaid dollars recov-
ered in last year’s tobacco settlement are
spent to improve the public health and to fund
effective tobacco control policy.

In the last few months, the states have been
asking Congress to overturn thirty years of

Medicaid law. The states want to keep the
federal health care dollars recovered under
the settlement and to use these federal dollars
for whatever purposes they desire. In the
process, members are being urged to rewrite
Medicaid law.

This is wrong. Half of the funds that are
being recovered are federal funds that were
spent by the federal government as its share
of the Medicaid expenses for tobacco-related
illness. These funds should not be used to
build bridges, pave roads, or fund tax cuts.
They should be used for health services and
tobacco control programs.

That is why today I and my colleagues are
introducing legislation that will ensure that
these federal health care dollars are spent in
the best way possible: to improve public
health and to protect the health of our chil-
dren.

I know that this position is not popular
among the governors, but it is right. As feder-
ally elected officials, we have a responsibility
to ensure that these federal health care dollars
are spent wisely.

It is indisputable that the state settlements
with the tobacco companies were in large part
based on Medicaid claims. Tobacco-related ill-
ness costs the Medicaid program nearly $13
billion a year, and over half of those costs are
paid for by the federal government.

Money from the tobacco settlement should
be spent to break the cycle of addiction, sick-
ness, and death caused by smoking. That is
why this legislation will require that 25% of the
funds be spent by the states precisely for
these purposes.

The bill also requires that 25% of the to-
bacco settlement be spent by the states on
health. We have given the states options to
tailor their expenditures to their priority health
care needs. They can use the funds for out-
reach to enroll individuals—children, the elder-
ly, and the disabled—who are eligible for
health services or to help with their Medicare
premiums. They can use them to improve
Medicaid coverage or services or they can use
them to extend public health or preventive
health programs.

Under this bill, most of the federal dollars
are given back to the states, in recognition of
their leadership role in suing the tobacco com-
panies. There are, however, a few tobacco
control activities that are best carried out at
the federal level. For this reason, the bill re-
tains at the federal level $500 million to fund
a nationwide anti-tobacco education campaign
and $100 million to implement the Surgeon
General’s recommendations on minority to-
bacco use. The bill also contains federal provi-
sions to ensure that our tobacco farmers have
a stable economic environment so that they
can begin an orderly transition to a more di-
versified economy.

Today the original claims in the tobacco liti-
gation have become story and legend, and it
is easy for the facts to be forgotten. But the
fact is that a substantial portion of the tobacco
settlement is federal health care dollars. It is
not the states’ money to spend as they
please. It is our duty and responsibility to en-
sure that these federal dollars are spent to im-
prove our nation’s health.
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JOURNEY IN FAITH: WORKING FOR
SPIRITUAL RENEWAL IN AMERICA

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I had the privi-
lege of speaking at the First Annual Summit
Meeting of Journey in Faith, a non-profit orga-
nization dedicated to the moral and spiritual
revitalization of America in the New Millen-
nium. The mission of Journey in Faith is to
equip the future leaders of America to be
moral and spiritual strongholds for the next
generation. It was an honor to open the first
annual summit of this worthwhile organization.
I submit the full text of my remarks at this
point in the RECORD:

Thank you for your kind introduction.
President Bradley, ladies and gentlemen, it
is a pleasure to be with you this morning—
to welcome you to Capitol Hill, and to our
International Relations Committee room.

I was reading some of the background ma-
terial that Gene Bradley sent to me, and I
noted that among the dangers we confront as
we close out the 20th Century is the con-
tinuing violence worldwide; terrorism in the
Middle East, tribal-based massacres of peo-
ple in Africa, the conflict in Kosovo, and the
narco-guerrillas in Latin America.

I couldn’t help but wonder whether it is
just a coincidence that we are meeting in the
room of the one Committee of the House of
Representatives whose responsibilities in-
cludes concern for these events and their im-
pact—not only on America—but throughout
the world.

I’m especially pleased that Gene invited
me to address you as you open your con-
ference, because he and I go back a long
way—to when our hair was darker, and we
had more of it.

We have shared an interest in bringing
government and business together in the
planning and conduct of our Nation’s foreign
policies.

Gene Bradley founded ‘‘Journey in Faith’’
as a non-profit organization in the convic-
tion that leadership by men and women of
strong religious faith is needed now more
than ever, as we stand on the brink of a new
millennium.

The 20th Century was perhaps the most
paradoxical in recorded history.

It saw the greatest advances ever in human
progress, as recorded in material terms; ex-
pansion of personal liberty and freedom, ad-
vances in medicine, improvements in the
physical quality of life, to mention just a
few.

The 20th Century also recorded the great-
est slaughter of human beings ever. Beyond
the two World Wars, we have seen govern-
ment sponsored genocide efforts—delib-
erately and brutally eliminating millions of
innocent men, women and children, as never
before.

The 20th Century also marked the emer-
gence of our Nation to stand as a colossus on
the world stage. Yet, as we look to the 21st
Century, our Nation also stands at a cross-
roads.

On the one hand, we are the world’s leading
superpower. We are perceived as a symbol of
strength and of integrity. We are the ‘‘city
on a hill,’’—to be an inspiration to other na-
tions.

Founded as a nation rooted in the Scrip-
tures, enriched by our Judeo-Christian tradi-
tions of law, morality and the intrinsic
worth of every human being—we are poised
for a new era of leadership.

On the other hand, our Nation is beset by
an assault on moral values—on our homes,
families and neighborhoods—as never before.
It is both overt and subtle and takes many
forms.

We need a resurgence of the moral values
that have made our Nation strong—the val-
ues that built our Nation; that enabled us to
succeed in a revolution, to go through the
fires of a Civil War, to survive two World
Wars, and to emerge stronger than ever.

We need a resurgence of moral values so
that America can beat back the assaults
that threaten us, and I believe that no chal-
lenge facing us is more serious than drugs,
which are flooding into our country from
abroad at an unprecedented rate.

Drugs are destroying our children, destroy-
ing families, destroying schools and commu-
nities. Drugs cost our economy billions in
lost wages and salaries, in health care costs,
in welfare costs and the burdens on our judi-
ciary and corrections systems, not to men-
tion the tragic loss of life.

Each year, there are more than 16,000 drug-
related deaths and 500,000 drug-related inju-
ries. There are 12 million drug-related prop-
erty crimes. Drugs play a role in most of the
violent crime that afflicts our cities and
towns.

New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani recently
informed our Committee that 70 percent of
all prisoners are incarcerated for drug-re-
lated crimes.

The cost of caring for each new born crack
baby is estimated to be $100,000. It is also es-
timated that one-third of all new AIDS cases
in the United States are drug-related.

Those statistics reflect a trend that began
during the 1960s and 70s, when opposition to
the Vietnam War helped to glamorize drugs,
sex and even violence.

Drugs were further glamorized through
such media events as that famous Woodstock
festival—and in movies such as ‘‘Easy
Rider.’’

Even today, elites of Hollywood and the
entertainment world—and in some political
circles—still consider drugs as a form of
recreation. There are even widespread efforts
to legalize drugs.

Yet, without question, drugs are a pre-
scription for despair. For the addict, and for
the addict’s family and loved ones—there
often must be a turning to a higher power if
the deadly clutches of drugs are to be es-
caped.

Where ever drugs gain a foothold, crime,
destruction and chaos follow. Yet, where we
see these scourges, we also see the possi-
bility of hope.

Even as drug use is rising among some seg-
ments of our population, there has also been
a resurgence in religious affiliation.

In the midst of danger, there is oppor-
tunity, and Journey in Faith reflects rec-
ognition of that opportunity. Our nation is
in a struggle to defeat the scourge of drugs.

It is a struggle that can, and must, be won,
and I would like to welcome all of you as
partners in a revitalization of American cul-
ture by making it drug free and by making
international narcotics trafficking a top for-
eign policy priority.

You are launching ‘‘Journey in Faith’’ at
an historic moment when we are poised to
enter the new millennium. It promises to be
a dramatic turning point in human history.
The question is whether it will be a millen-
nium marked by darkness or light.

If America succumbs to the scourge of nar-
cotics, then the forces of darkness will have
won, and the light that makes America the
world’s shining city on the hill will have
been extinguished.

Working together, we can defeat those
forces of darkness by applying a sense of
moral values in our foreign policy as we

reach out to try to make this a safer and
more peaceful world for all men and women.

f

HONORING SENATOR SAM
ROBERTS

HON. BOB BARR
OF GEORGIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor a truly courageous citizen of
Georgia’s Seventh Congressional District,
state Senator Sam Roberts.

Unlike the U.S. House of Representatives,
in Georgia we have a true, part-time citizens’
legislature. The Georgia General Assembly
meets once a year for 40 days, conducts the
peoples’ business, and adjourns. Needless to
say, the need to accomplish a year’s work in
a few months makes for late nights and long
days. The pressure is only increased by the
many commitments members have to families,
businesses, and employers.

However, during the most recent legislative
session, no Member faced a tougher battle
than Senator Sam Roberts of Douglasville. A
few weeks before the session began, Sam
was diagnosed with a malignant tumor in one
lung. He immediately began chemotherapy
and radiation treatment, which has resulted in
remission of the tumor. All indications are that
Sam has won his battle with cancer.

Even more amazingly, throughout his treat-
ment, Sam did not miss a single legislative
day. He sat at his desk drinking orange juice
and water as his doctor ordered, and kept
moving full speed ahead. In the process, he
set a standard for public servants everywhere,
and serves as a shining example for everyone
who has ever confronted a life-threatening dis-
ease. I commend Sam for his courage, and I
also salute his wife Sue, and his children
Sherrie, Beau, Amber, who have been right
there with Senator Sam throughout his jour-
ney.
f

THE GOOD SAMARITAN TAX ACT

HON. TONY HALL
OF OHIO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
with my colleague from New York, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, to introduce legislation to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code to make it easier for
businesses and farmers to donate food to food
banks.

It can be expensive to provide food for the
poor. The food must be collected, packaged,
perhaps refrigerated or frozen, and trans-
ported, before it can be distributed to food
banks, soup kitchens, homeless shelters and
other organizations that serve the hungry. Be-
cause of this, it could make more economic
sense for the businesses to discard unsold but
edible food than to donate it. Indeed, billions
of pounds of food are thrown away each year.

To encourage greater charitable contribu-
tions, we believe that businesses and farmers
who donate food ought to receive the same
types of tax incentives as do businesses who
donate other types of inventory. This is not al-
ways the case.
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The Good Samaritan Tax Act would do two

things. First, it would equalize tax treatment of
donations of food and other inventory. Sec-
ondly, all businesses, not just corporations,
would be eligible for this favorable tax treat-
ment if they donate food.

This bill has been endorsed by both industry
and charitable organizations that deal with
food including Second Harvest, National
Council of Chain Restaurants, National Farm-
ers Union and Food Chain.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. —
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 ‘‘Good Sa-
maritan Tax Act’’.
SEC. 2. CHARITABLE DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBU-

TIONS OF FOOD INVENTORY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (e) of section

170 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to certain contributions of ordinary
income and capital gain property) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(7) SPECIAL RULE FOR CONTRIBUTIONS OF
FOOD INVENTORY.—

‘‘(A) CONTRIBUTIONS BY NON-CORPORATE
TAXPAYERS.—In the case of a charitable con-
tribution of food, paragraph (3) shall be ap-
plied without regard to whether or not the
contribution is made by a corporation.

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION OF FAIR MARKET
VALUE.—For purposes of this section, in the
case of a charitable contribution of food
which is a qualified contribution (within the
meaning of paragraph (3), as modified by sub-
paragraph (A) of this paragraph) and which,
solely by reason of internal standards of the
taxpayer, lack of market, or similar cir-
cumstances, cannot or will not be sold, the
fair market value of such contribution shall
be determined—

‘‘(i) without regard to such internal stand-
ards, such lack of market, or such cir-
cumstances, and

‘‘(ii) if applicable, by taking into account
the price at which the same or similar food
items are sold by the taxpayer at the time of
the contribution (or, if not so sold at such
time, in the recent past).’’

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

f

REPETITIVE FLOOD LOSS
REDUCTION ACT OF 1999

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce the Repetitive Flood Loss Reduction
Act of 1999. Mr. Speaker, every year in the
United States many of our constituents suffer
the devastating loss of their home from ram-
paging flood waters. I am introducing the Re-
petitive Flood Loss Reduction Act to correct a
serious flaw in the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) by improving pre-disaster miti-
gation and facilitating voluntary buyouts of re-
petitively flooded properties. Specifically, my
legislation will:

Provide $90 million to the Director of the
Federal Emergency management Agency
(FEMA) to purchase homes insured by the
NFIP that have flooded at least three times

and have received cumulative flood insurance
payments of at least 125 percent of the value
of the structure.

Provide $10 million in grants to states to
seek non-structural alternatives to protect
flood-prone communities.

Create new incentives for home owners to
comply with post-FIRM building standards. If a
buyout offer is refused by the NFIP policy
holder, their yearly premium will automatically
increase by 150 percent and their deductible
will rise by $5,000. For every future flood inci-
dent when the structure is substantially dam-
aged the premium and deductible will rise
again by the aforementioned amount.

Grant more discretion to local flood officials
to determine how best to use this program.
State or local flood plain administrators will
provide the Director with a list of priority struc-
tures that should be targeted for participation
in the buyout program.

I am hopeful that these steps will lead to a
more effective pre-disaster mitigation and buy-
out program that will both reduce costs to tax-
payers and better protect residents of flood-
prone areas. I have drafted this legislation in
consultation with the Federal Emergency Man-
agement Agency and the Harris County,
Texas, Flood Control District, one of the Na-
tion’s most experienced and innovative flood
control districts. However, I want to emphasize
that I consider this legislation to be a starting
point to begin the debate, and I look forward
to input from my colleagues, my constituents,
and other interested parties.

Some ideas in this bill will be considered
controversial and may need to be changed. By
introducing this bill, I am not endorsing each
provision, but rather, the idea that some action
needs to be taken to reform the National
Flood Insurance Program. In fact, it is my
hope that the public will review the contents of
the bill and make their specific support and
objections known, so we can develop con-
sensus legislation.

The need for this legislation was under-
scored by a report sponsored by the National
Wildlife Federation, that the National Flood In-
surance Program has made flood insurance
payments exceeding the values of the prop-
erties involved to thousands of repetitively
flooded properties around the Nation. This re-
port, entitled Higher Ground, found that from
1978 to 1995, 5,629 repetitively flooded
homes had received $416 million in payments,
far in excess of their market value of $307 mil-
lion. My state of Texas led the Nation in vol-
ume of such payments, with more than $144
million, or $44 million more than the market
value, paid to 1,305 repetitively flooded
homes. The Houston/Harris County area,
which I represent, had 132 of the 200 prop-
erties that generated the largest flood insur-
ance payments beyond their actual value.

This included one property in South Hous-
ton that received a total of $929,680 in flood
insurance payments from 17 flooding inci-
dents, and another property near the San
Jacinto river that received $806,591 for 16
flooding incidents, about 7 times the actual
value of the home.

Other areas around the country have also
had the same incidents occur. Altogether, ac-
cording to the National Wildlife Federation re-
port, although repetitive flood loss properties
represent only 2 percent of all properties in-
sured by the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram, they claim 40 percent of all NFIP pay-
ments during the period studied.

Since its creation in 1968, the NFIP has
filled an essential need in offering low-cost
flood insurance to homeowners who live inside
100-year flood plains. The program has
helped to limit the exposure of taxpayers to
disaster costs associated with flooding. How-
ever, the recent report clearly points out the
need to improve the NFIP to address the
problem of repetitive loss property.

Furthermore continued losses to the NFIP
has increased the call by some of my col-
leagues to increase premiums and reduce the
Federal subsidy for all Federal homeowners in
the flood plain, not those who suffer from re-
petitive flooding loss, in order to reduce Fed-
eral budget outlays.

Without long-term comprehensive reform of
the NFIP, I am concerned that in the future,
Congress may follow through with proposals
to double or triple flood insurance premiums
for all flood-prone homeowners, as was pro-
posed in 1995 and 1996. Many of us, myself
included, fought vigorously to oppose these in-
creases, but our victory will be short-lived if
we do not make changes in the program.

These repetitive loss properties represent
an enormous cost for taxpayers. They are also
a tremendous burden to residents whose lives
are disrupted every time there is a flood. In
many cases, these residents want to move but
cannot afford to do so. By repeatedly compen-
sating them for flood damage, current Federal
law makes it easier for them to continue living
where they are, rather than moving to higher
ground.
f

TRIBUTE TO OSCAR FENDLER

HON. MARION BERRY
OF ARKANSAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
pay tribute to a man from the 1st Congres-
sional District of Arkansas who will celebrate
his 90th birthday in Blytheville, Arkansas this
weekend. Mr. Fendler is one of Arkansas’
foremost lawyers and has practiced law since
1933 in Blytheville except for four years from
1941–45 when he was on active duty with the
U.S. Navy.

Born in Blytheville and raised in Manila, Mr.
Fendler has received many honors during his
65 years of law practice. He is the former
president of the Arkansas Bar Association and
a fellow in the American College of Trust and
Estate Council; a fellow of the American Bar
Foundation; chairman of the Section of Gen-
eral Practice of the American Bar Association;
a member of the House of Delegates of the
American Bar Association, the ABA’s gov-
erning body; and a member of the American
Judicature Society, among other honors.

Mr. Fendler also had an interest in jour-
nalism. He is the former chief editorial writer
for the Arkansas Traveler, the student news-
paper at the University of Arkansas and while
attending Harvard Law, he free-lanced as a
reporter for the St. Louis Post Dispatch.

Oscar Fendler has been a leader and advo-
cate for Mississippi County and Northeast Ar-
kansas for his entire life. He is a living history
of that area. Mr. Fendler has been a strong
voice in Arkansas law and I wish him the best
on his 90th birthday and congratulate him on
his 65 years of service in our state.
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SALUTE TO THE HIGHLAND PARK

MEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM

HON. BRUCE F. VENTO
OF MINNESOTA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
offer my sincere congratulations to one of the
outstanding high school basketball teams in
Minnesota’s Fourth Congressional district who
have met the challenges of athletic competi-
tion, St. Paul’s Highland Park Men’s Basket-
ball Team has claimed the high school cham-
pionship title in Class AAA Division.

Much praise and honor is to be extended to
these young men and their coaches for their
hard work and success. This team has sur-
mounted obstacles that many thought would
prevent them from reaching this achievement.
Highland Park is the first public school in St.
Paul to win a state boys basketball champion-
ship in fifty years.

This type of healthy competition epitomized
by the Minnesota High School League that
helps young people throughout our state and
nation develop the self confidence and team-
work skills as they focus their energies within
an exciting sports program. Once again, I offer
my congratulations and I wish them luck for
their future basketball seasons.

Mr. Speaker I would like to submit an article
by the Pioneer Press on the victorious High-
land Park Men’s Basketball Team.

[From the St. Paul Pioneer Press, Mar. 21,
1999]

ST. PAUL GETS RARE TITLE BY PUBLIC SCHOOL

(By Mike Fermoyle)
Highland Park compensated for a dis-

advantage in size with speed, a tightly run
offense and a relentless defense Saturday
night.

The result was a 56–46 victory over Cold
Spring Rocori in the Class AAA final at Wil-
liams Arena and with that came the first
state boys basketball championship by a St.
Paul public school in half a century.

Humboldt beat Mankato in 1949, the last
St. Paul public school to win a title. Cretin-
Derham Hall, the only private school in the
St. Paul City Conference, won two Class AA
titles under the old two-class format, in 1991
and 1993.

Highland Park (27–2) suffered its only
losses in consecutive games, first to De La
Salle in the final at the Fargo (N.D.) Shanley
tournament, and then to Central in its St.
Paul City opener.

‘‘When that happened,’’ Scots coach
Charles Portis said Saturday, ‘‘I thought we
were headed in the wrong direction.’’

Instead, his team won its last 20 games.
Terrance Stokes, a 5-foot-9 point guard,

ran the offense (he had five assists), made
major contributions on defense and scored 14
points for Highland.

Mark Wingo would up with 17 points, had
nine rebounds, and the 6–5 senior forward
concluded the festivities by taking a pass
from Thomas Miley and dunking it in the
final second.

Sophomore Maurice Hargrow added nine
points for the Scots, and he, like Stokes, was
a thorn in the side of the Rocori offense all
night, making five steals.

‘‘We knew they were big,’’ Stokes said of
the Spartans, ‘‘but that just meant we had to
play great defense.’’

Which the Scots did.
Jason Kron of Rocori led all scorers with 21

points. But no other Spartan reached double
figures.

‘‘We just didn’t get the ball inside to our
big guys the way we normally do,’’ Rocori
coach Bob Brink said. ‘‘It was their defense.
They just put so much pressure on the pe-
rimeter that they took us out of our of-
fense.’’

The Scots made their first two shots, get-
ting a layup from Wingo to open the scoring
and a three pointer from Stokes on their sec-
ond possession.

But it was 21⁄2 minutes before they scored
again.

Meanwhile, the Spartans were finding the
range. Kron, a 6–6 forward, made a 15-foot
jump shot to put his team on the board, and
6–8 center Mike VanNevel followed up with a
12-footer.

I spent all day worrying about their
height,’’ Portis said, ‘‘It’s not just that
they’re tall, it’s that they’re big and
versatile. They can all play away from the
basket, and that makes them really tough to
guard.‘‘

Kron’s sophomore brother, Steve Kron,
added a three-pointer with 4:50 remaining in
the opening period to give the Spartans their
first at 7–5.

It was 11–7 for Rocori when Josef Mathews
reignited the Scots with a three-pointer.
That came with 2:28 left.

Stokes swiped the inbounds pass and
scored on a layup, and suddenly Highland
had its nose in front again at 12–11,

The Highland scoring spree paused briefly,
as 6–6 Jeff Donnay made one of two free
throws for the Spartans.

But Miley’s 15-footer from the left side of
the key marked the beginning of a 7–0 run
for the Scots that took just 45 seconds.

Hargrow scored the last five points in the
run. Mathews made an steal and then sent
Hargrow in for a layup, and Hargrow
knocked down a three-point shot with 55 sec-
onds left in the quarter, increasing the High-
land lead to 19–12.

The Scots slowed things in the second
quarter, trying to force Rocori to spread out
its zone defense. However, it was Highland’s
man-to-man defense that dominated the pe-
riod.

After the Spartans cut the deficit to 23–18
on two free throws by Ryan Mathre with 6:06
remaining in the half, the Scots held then to
two points the rest of the period.

Highland wasn’t lighting it up, but Stokes
converted a steal into a layup with 4:55 left,
and he added a three-pointer nearly three
minutes later. Miley’s basket with exactly
one minute to go made it 20–20, and that’s
how the half ended.

Rocori chopped six points off the Scots’ ad-
vantage while Highland went scoreless
through the first 3:55 of the third period.
Mathews made a three to end the Rocori run.

Hargrow set up Wingo for a spectacular
alley-oop dunk that he turned into a three-
point play with 2:48 left, but Wingo’s next
basket was the only other one for the Scots
in the quarter, and they were clinging to a
38–35 lead.

Joshua Watson scored the first points of
the final quarter for Highland. Stokes sup-
plied a layup, then missed the subsequent
free throw, but Miley got the rebound and
put it back in to make it 44–35. It was one of
seven rebounds for the 6–8 Miley.

‘‘The stat sheet says we outrebounded
them (28–24),’’ Brink said. ‘‘But it seemed
like they got all the crucial rebounds.’’

Three-pointers by Jason Kron and Steve
Kron cut the margin to 44–41, before Hargrow
and Wingo collaborated on another Wingo
layup and with just over three minutes re-
maining.

Two free throws by Wingo made it 48–41
with 1:32 left.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 975, REDUCING VOLUME
OF STEEL IMPORTS AND ESTAB-
LISHING STEEL IMPORT NOTIFI-
CATION AND MONITORING PRO-
GRAM

SPEECH OF

HON. BOB RILEY
OF ALABAMA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 17, 1999

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 975, the Steel Recov-
ery Act. For almost two years now, the United
States has seen a flood of illegal steel imports
enter our markets from Asia, Russia and
Brazil. In the meantime, more than 10,000
Americans have lost their jobs, including over
500 in Alabama.

These foreign nations are dumping their
steel on our markets in direct violation of U.S.
trade laws. Hard-working Americans are
loosing their jobs because foreign companies
are breaking our laws. Numerous American
steel companies have been forced into bank-
ruptcy as a result of foreign countries sabo-
taging our markets and dumping their steel at
below production costs. In my home state of
Alabama, one company is in dire financial
trouble, putting 1,906 jobs in jeopardy.

Current trade laws are too cumbersome and
too slow in providing short term relief from ille-
gal dumping. This legislation will help us re-
turn to the pre-crisis import levels of 1994–
1997. Currently, Japan’s steel imports into the
United States are up 96% from its pre-crisis
level. Moreover, Korea’s imports are up 155%
and Indonesia’s are up 705%. If the current
Administration will not act, Congress must!

I support H.R. 975 because it contains key
provisions that will help stop this crisis. By lev-
ying tariff surcharges, setting quotas and es-
tablishing programs to ensure that U.S. anti-
dumping trade laws are not being violated, we
can once again return to pre-crisis levels and
ensure a level playing field for our domestic
steel industry.

I will not allow international interests to
strong-arm our steel industry and hurt our
economy. Neither should you! I urge you to
join me today in supporting H.R. 975.
f

OPENING REMARKS OF GENE E.
BRADLEY, PRESIDENT AND CEO
OF JOURNEY IN FAITH AT THE
FIRST ANNUAL SUMMIT IN
WASHINGTON, MARCH 15, 1999

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I submit for the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the following remarks
of Gene Bradley, President and CEO of Jour-
ney in Faith, delivered at the organization’s
First Annual Summit in Washington:

How fortunate we are to be here today—on
Capitol Hill as guests of Congressman Ben
Gilman and Tim Petri, Honorary Co-Chairs
and Co-Hosts of Journey in Faith. How fortu-
nate we are to be meeting in this magnifi-
cent International Relations Committee
Room as we reason together: ‘‘How can we,
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as partners, best contribute to the spiritual
renewal of America in the New Millennium?’’

I have been privileged to know Ben Gilman
and Tim Petri over several enriching, fun,
productive decades. I met both Ben and Tim
while I was serving with IMDI, the Inter-
national Management and Development In-
stitute. Both were Congressional Members of
IMDI, and Ben became an Honorary Member
of our Board of Directors. Because Ben is our
Honorary Host for today, I now want to say
a few words about this dedicated American.

Throughout much of the cold war, Ben Gil-
man was on the cutting edge of U.S. policy
which contributed so mightily to the defeat
of the Soviet nuclear threat and aggressive
world communism. He won worldwide ac-
claim as a human rights champion. He is
noted for his relentless crusade against nar-
cotics abuse and trafficking, co-founding the
House Select Committee on Narcotics.

I have been with Ben as he briefed my in-
stitute’s corporate, government, and diplo-
matic associates again and again—here in
Washington and in most major capitols
across Europe.

But the vision I hold most sharply in focus
is when we went together on a mission of Ja-
maica at the height of the drug-trafficking
crisis. Congressman Gilman—the key Mem-
ber of Congress responsible for controlling
narcotics—did not rely on just conferring
with U.S. and Jamaican government offi-
cials. No. He needed, he requested, and he
got a first-hand on-site view of what was
going on. He knew that all was not going
well. So in a helicopter, Ben Gilman flew 100
feet over acres and acres of marijuana crops.
Yes, the drugs were there, and so was Ben.

As we began planning this First Wash-
ington Summit Meeting for Journey in
Faith, I found great inspiration in these
three passages from the Holy Scriptures
(Matthew and Mark):

(1) Ye are the light of the world. A city
that is set on a hill cannot be hid.

(2) * * * freely ye have received, freely
give.

(3) Go ye into all the world, and preach the
gospel to every creature.

First Point: America is a light that cannot
be hid. As Ben Gilman has stated so accu-
rately and eloquently, America is perceived
worldwide as a symbol of strength and integ-
rity, a city set on a hill—a free society root-
ed in Judeo-Christian traditions of law, mo-
rality, and the intrinsic worth of every
human being. We find confirmation of our
spiritual heritage as we tour the Congress,
the White House, Washington’s spectacular
monuments . . . as we examine our founding
documents beginning with America’s Dec-
laration of Independence which solidly af-
firms—‘‘. . . we hold these truths to be self
evident, that all men are created equal, that
they are endowed by their Creator with cer-
tain inalienable rights . . .’’

From Jefferson: ‘‘The God who gave us life,
gave us liberty at the same time.’’ The offi-
cial motto of the United States, ‘‘In God we
trust,’’ was legislated by Congress in July
1956. We are reminded of that motto, ‘‘In God
we trust,’’ by the inscription on the coins we
carry in our pockets.

Second Point: Here in America, freely we
have received; and most notably in this cen-
tury, freely have we given in the cause of
freedom to the world. Without America,
could the Allies have defeated Nazi Germany
in World War II? Without America, could our
courageous Allies in NATO have compelled
the collapse of the Berlin Wall and the So-
viet Empire? We close out the 20th century
with profound gratitude to God and to the
heroic men and women whom Tom Brokaw
has profiled in his book as ‘‘The Greatest
Generation.’’

Third Point: Now America’s mandate for
the century just ahead is to go out into the

world and share with others the priceless
heritage and blessings we have been privi-
leged to enjoy. Journey in Faith is one ele-
ment—just one initiative—in this vast pano-
rama of opportunity. We are a new religious
institute with focus on leadership and on the
fulfillment of this mission:

The mission of Journey in Faith is to con-
duct leadership pilgrimages to the Bible
Lands—where today’s leaders and tomor-
row’s future leaders can walk in the foot-
steps of Jesus Christ, learn the leadership
lessons He taught, deepen their faith, and ex-
perience spiritual renewal.

In my remarks I shall focus on three
points: (1) Birth of the idea—Journey in
Faith. (2) Where we are today in our second
year—a status report, as we prepare to enter
the next century. (3) Our vision for the dec-
ades ahead.

1. BIRTH OF THE IDEA

With us today is my partner in journalism,
Wes Pippert—dedicated Christian, accom-
plished book author, senior correspondent
for UPI here in Washington and the Middle
East. Wes and I were deeply engaged in inter-
viewing Christian leaders for the book we are
co-authoring on Modern Miracles. Wes had
served for three years in the Bible Lands. My
Bible Lands mission was for just two weeks—
but a two-week pilgrimage that deepened my
faith and redirected my life. Wes and I asked
ourselves: ‘‘What if the Christian leaders we
are interviewing for our book—men and
women of strong spiritual courage, could ex-
perience the priceless privilege each of us
has known?’’

Wes and I began exploring the idea with
those we are profiling in our book beginning
with General Ronald H. Griffith. We had
interviewed the general for his remarkable
experience during Desert Storm; his story
appears in our article published in New Man
Magazine entitled, ‘‘Miracle in the Desert.’’
Ron’s response to the idea was immediate
and enthusiastic; Journey in Faith had his
full support. And this support, more than
any other single factor, helped to launch our
mission. Ron became co-chairman for the
Pilot Pilgrimage in January of last year. He
is co-chairman for this two-day Summit
today and tomorrow. And he is chairman of
the new non-profit religious-educational in-
stitute we have founded.

Next, we met with our friend, Scott
Scherer, President of Trinity World Tours,
who has become Mission Director for Jour-
ney in Faith. Scott contributed a service
none of us could have anticipated: He was
able to obtain free airline passage and free
hotel arrangements for the 36 leaders who
would become members of our Pilot Team.

2. WHERE WE ARE TODAY

Journey in Faith finds itself where we are
today because of the foundations laid
through our unforgettable 7-day pilgrimage
one year ago. In that Pilot Pilgrimage we
followed the journey pioneered by Jesus
Christ 2,000 years ago—across the Sea of Gal-
ilee where we sailed through a storm, where
Christ had walked across the raging waters—
the Mount of Beatitudes, the field where
Jesus fed the 5,000, the desert and the pin-
nacle where He rebuked and vanquished the
devil—the sites of His miracles where He
healed the sick, cleansed the leapers, com-
forted those who mourn, raised the dead—the
site of the Last Supper—the last 24 hours—
the trial, the crucifixion, the Garden Tomb
and the miracle of Christ’s resurrection. All
of us were deeply moved. What did that
seven-day pilgrimage mean to us? To quote
just three of our pilot-team members:

(1) West Point Chaplain (Major) John
Cook: ‘‘I’ve been a Christian for 32 years and
a minister for almost 13 years, yet my Jour-
ney-in-Faith to Israel has been a life-chang-

ing experience * * *’’ (2) Clyde King, Brook-
lyn Dodgers Hall of Fame: ‘‘I was trans-
formed.’’ (3) Rome Hartman, Producer, CBS/
60 Minutes: ‘‘Walking in His footsteps and
seeing the land He saw was plenty powerful,
but to also hear His Word taught at every
stop along the way is life-changing.’’

We had a marvelous team—including 4
from the ministry—4 military (three- and
four-star generals)—education, the profes-
sions—CBS-60 Minutes, CNN, National Pub-
lic Radio—giants from the sports world—cor-
porate, the Congress, former director of the
CIA.

Why do we focus on leaders?
Because leaders are decision-makers whose

decisions impact the lives of others—indeed,
the whole of society. Who is a leader? Each
of us is a leader to the degree we accept the
responsibilities thrust upon us. Our convic-
tion is that leadership is inherent within
each of us—and then expands into the home,
and then out into our profession, and out
into our world.

3. OUR VISION FOR THE DECADES AHEAD

As we stand at the threshold of the 21st
Century, our vision for Journey in Faith is
that we can expand outward from our pilot
leadership team to embrace America’s lead-
ership in these 10 sectors of society: 1. Min-
istry, 2. Military, 3. Sports, 4. Education, 5.
Health, 6. Business, 7. Law, 8. Congress, 9,
Journalism, and 10, Entertainment.

‘‘The process’’ can be gentle, dynamic, in-
deed irresistible—like dropping a pebble into
a pond and witnessing the waves as they go
out in concentric rings until they reach all
shores.

Our actions are on course. Here is a ‘‘sta-
tus report in brief’’: 1. We are chartered as a
501(c)(3) non-profit educational-religious in-
stitute. 2. Our starting line-up of Members
and Associates is confirmed and in place. 3.
Our Second Pilgrimage is already planned
and scheduled by our Mission Director, Scott
Scherer—for January 15–23, Year 2000. 4. We
are solvent and debt-free. Our charter mem-
bers have invested well over a quarter of a
million dollars of their own cash and per-
sonal resources.

This is a strong, an encouraging beginning.
But as we all recognize, nothing worthwhile
really comes ‘‘for free’’—not in our homes,
not in our churches, not in our nation. With-
out laying solid economic foundations for
the future, Journey in Faith could be re-
membered simply as an inspiring pilot effort.
Our founding members believe that if the
Lord has brought us this far,—and indeed He
has, with joy and grace and fellowship,—then
surely He can take us all the way.

What does it take to go all the way? We be-
lieve that immediate priorities include these
three:

First, we must stay sharply focussed on
our mission—leadership pilgrimages to the
Bible Lands. We’ve got to resist temptations
to get caught up in today’s political con-
troversies, either in Washington or overseas.
Our focus—100 percent—is on the lessions
lived and taught by Jesus Christ 2,000 years
ago.

Second, we must continue to give highest
priority to further building our leadership
team. On this front, we are experiencing
strong momentum, expanding from a pilot
team of 36 members a year ago to well over
100 today, and with a goal of no less than 300
within a year. We invite each participant in
this summit to join our team as an Associate
if you are not already enrolled. There is no
time, legal, financial, or other commitment
beyond which each Associate feels he or she
would like to contribute.

Third, we must plan and conduct our Sec-
ond Pilgrimage on schedule and with excel-
lence—January 15–23, the Year 2,000. And im-
portantly, we must include young men and
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women of spiritual faith who will become
members of our Future Leaders Program. In
parallel, we must define plans for a con-
tinuing, expanding series of pilgrimages well
into the early years and decades of the 21st
century.

Within two years, we can envision Journey
in Faith pilgrimages beginning to generate
their own income and cover their own ex-
penses, including sponsoring future leaders,
without outside financial support. As of
today, we can plan two pilgrimages for this
next year, the first year of the new century—
and then four each year—responding to the
needs and opportunities as they surely will
present themselves. When we first met Scott
Scherer, we learned that he had just con-
ducted some 80 Holy Land tours the previous
year, all self-financing. What is a reasonable
forecast for Journey in Faith?

Our vision includes forming partnerships
with a ‘‘family group’’ of cooperating organi-
zations—such as those five who have joined
with us in convening the summit: The Inter-
national Management and Development In-
stitute, the American Society for Law and
Justice, Regents University, the Fellowship
of Christian Athletes, and the Center for Re-
ligion and Diplomacy. All five are superb or-
ganizations whose leaders play a strong role
in society.

We can anticipate co-sponsorship with
Seminary and Divinity Schools—conducting
Bible Lands Pilgrimages for their young men
and women studying for the ministry who
would have no other way to study, on site,
the Scriptures as taught by Jesus Christ.

We can envision the rewards of involving
young chaplains from the military acad-
emies: West Point, Annapolis, the Air Force
Academy. How do we measure the value to
our soldiers, and airmen stationed world-
wide, prepared to defend America’s vital in-
terests against hostile attack?

While we cannot predict the potential for
Journey in Faith with precision, we feel that
the potential is substantial. With Paul, we
can say, ‘‘For now, we see through a glass,
darkly . . .’’ And we can also remember
Paul’s declaration, ‘‘I can do all things
through Christ which strengtheneth me.’’

We close this assessment by reminding
ourselves of the words of Jesus Christ which
we quoted in our introduction. These pas-
sages stand as an inspiration and a mandate
not just for His era but for ours as well: ‘‘Ye
are the light of the world. A city that is set
on a hill cannot be hid—freely ye have re-
ceived, freely give—Go ye into all the world,
and preach the gospel to every creature.’’

f

THE MEDICAID CHILD ELIGIBILITY
IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1999

HON. KEN BENTSEN
OF TEXAS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
introduce legislation, the Medicaid Child Eligi-
bility Improvement Act of 1999, to help more
children obtain the health care they need
through Medicaid. According to the U.S. Cen-
sus Bureau, there are currently 4.4 million chil-
dren in our nation who are eligible for Med-
icaid but are not receiving the care they need
because they are not enrolled in the program.

In Texas, according to the Texas Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services Commis-
sion, there are currently 800,000 Medicaid-eli-
gible children who are not enrolled in their crit-
ical health insurance program. Without this

coverage, children do not receive the preven-
tive health services they need and deserve.
Clearly, we need to do more outreach to these
children and their families and encourage
them to sign up for Medicaid.

This legislation would allow public schools,
child care resource and referral centers, Chil-
drens’ Health Insurance Program (CHIP) work-
ers, homeless eligibility agencies, and child
support agencies to make the preliminary de-
cision that a child is eligible to enroll in Med-
icaid so that they can receive coverage while
waiting for full Medicaid eligibility determina-
tion. Schools and these other agencies are on
the front lines of caring for children and can
help to educate their families and enroll them
in Medicaid.

Under the Balanced Budget Act enacted in
1997, States received a new option under
Medicaid to grant ‘‘presumptive eligibility’’ to
certain children on a temporary basis as their
Medicaid eligibility is determined. My legisla-
tion would expand this presumptive eligibility
option to make it more flexible and attractive
to the States. The presumptive eligibility pe-
riod is normally sixty days and gives States
sufficient time to complete the Medicaid eligi-
bility determination process. If a state ulti-
mately determines that the child is not eligible
for Medicaid, none of these entities would be
penalized or lose funding due to a negative
determination. Under this legislation, we would
be enrolling children on an expedited basis
and could reach some of those 4.4 million chil-
dren who are eligible but not enrolled.

While some would argue that there will be
a cost associated with increasing participation
in the Medicaid program, it is important to re-
member that when Congress enacted Med-
icaid, it assumed that these children would be
covered. I would argue that adding these chil-
dren is not only morally right, but also cost-ef-
fective in comparison to letting these children
receive health care on an ad hoc basis. Many
of these children will simply go to hospital
emergency rooms for treatment and will not be
able to pay for these services. In the end, we
will pay the cost. With Medicaid coverage, our
public institutions will be reimbursed and these
children will receive better care through pri-
mary care providers instead of high-cost,
emergency-care based services.

This legislation is also fiscally responsible in
that it would require a state to deduct from
their state allotment any funding used for this
program. I believe that the small cost associ-
ated with this outreach effort will not adversely
impact States’ ability to provide health care for
low-income children and in fact could reduce
the States’ disproportionate share expendi-
tures.

We know that these children are not being
properly served now and we must find innova-
tive ways to ensure that all eligible children
are enrolled in Medicaid. My legislation would
simply accelerate the application process
while maintaining sufficient safeguards to pre-
vent fraud and abuse. My legislation would
give states greater flexibility to determine
which entities can make these determinations,
and States are authorized to apply certain limi-
tations in order to prevent fraud and abuse.
My legislation would also permit the Secretary
of the Health and Human Services to review
States’ decisions and ensure that the appro-
priate entities are allowed to enroll these chil-
dren. None of these entities could immediately
offer these services until their state and the

federal government has deemed them to be
eligible to undertake preliminary determina-
tions.

I believe this is an important public policy
matter which we need to address. My legisla-
tion would enroll more children in Medicaid
while ensuring that appropriate entities are re-
viewing these applications. I believe it is more
cost-effective to enroll these children and en-
sure that they are receiving the primary care
services they need, rather than sending these
children to emergency rooms where children
will be sicker and taxpayers will end up paying
more. I also believe that we need to improve
our current Medicaid presumptive eligibility law
by including these new entities which were not
included in the Balanced Budget Act. I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to support this critical
legislation and would appreciate your support
for this effort.
f

SHANNON MELENDI

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
share with my colleagues the tragic cir-
cumstances of a constituent, Shannon
Melendi, a nineteen-year-old sophomore at
Emory University.

Five years ago on March 26th, Shannon
disappeared from a park where she worked.
No one has seen Shannon since that day.

The prime suspect, a part-time umpire, was
previously convicted of kidnaping and sexually
abusing a child, but served only two years of
his sentence. This was his third sexual of-
fense.

Perhaps if this man had served his full pris-
on sentence, Shannon would not have dis-
appeared. Or, perhaps if he had received a
harsher sentence, due to the fact that it was
his third sexual offense committed against a
child, Shannon would still be here today.

When sexual crimes are committed, we
need to ensure that these criminals serve their
full sentences so that we can be safe from
sexual predators.

Shannon’s father summed it up best when
he said, ‘‘What happened to us cannot be
changed, but because of what happened to
us, changes can be made.’’
f

CELEBRATING THE 50TH WEDDING
ANNIVERSARY OF DAN AND BEV
GANZ

HON. CAROLYN McCARTHY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mrs. McCarthy of New York. Mr. Speaker,
March 27, 1999 marks the 50th anniversary of
the wedding of Daniel M. Ganz and Beverlee
Kaufman, familiarly known as Dan and Bev
Ganz. The two are currently residing in Boca
Raton, Florida, but for more than 35 years
they were residents of Rockville Centre, New
York. In a fashion fitting such an occasion
they will be celebrating this anniversary with
their two children, family, and close friends.

For many years Beverlee and Danny Ganz
lived in Rockville Centre, Long Island, where
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they raised their family and were active in
community affairs. Dan was particularly active
with the Recreation Department as a volunteer
working with untold numbers to improve their
tennis skills.

The couple sent their children to the Rock-
ville Centre public school system. From here
their son and daughter, David and Sandy,
went to find success both academically and in
their respective careers. David went off to
Georgetown University, in Washington, D.C.,
and their daughter Sandy, after receiving
South Side High’s Laurel Award, went on to
Northeastern University in Boston.

After earning a masters degree in physical
therapy Sandy became an associate director
of physical therapy at the Hospital for Special
Therapy in Manhattan. She would later go on
to become the director for the Amsterdam
Nursing Home division and author a number
of physical therapy treatments.

David became a lawyer, practicing in New
York City and New Jersey and served a two
year term as president of the American Nu-
mismatic Association. He is currently serving
as the Mayor of Fair Lawn, New Jersey and
has just published his 14th book-length work.

It’s rare today that any couple can spend a
half century in wedded bliss, but this is a cou-
ple that has done just that. Though Dan turns
80 this October and Bev will be 75 in just a
few weeks, they are enjoying their golden
years together, playing tennis, golf, and ex-
ploring the Internet.

After the love between he and his wife,
there are two constants in Dan’s life. He has
a heart that keeps on giving and he continues
to perform magic, which he has done profes-
sionally for nearly 70 years. With Bev at his
side he frequently performs for youngsters
with terminal diseases, such as AIDS.

Dan and Bev are wonderful role models for
their three beautiful grandchildren, Scott,
Elyse, and Pam. As this couple gathers with
their daughter-in-law Kathy, a host of relatives
and close family friends I would like to wish
them well and congratulate them on this won-
derful achievement.
f

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH

SPEECH OF

HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want to thank
Congresswoman LEE for organizing a Special
Order during Women’s History Month to rec-
ognize the achievements of women of color. I
am pleased to take this opportunity to honor a
few of the women of color who made impor-
tant contributions to the entertainment industry
earlier this century: Marian Anderson, Ella
Fitzgerald, Bessie Smith, and Hattie McDaniel.
These incredibly talented women overcame
great obstacles to earn international acclaim
and forge a path for the women who followed.

The legendary contralto Marian Anderson
never took no for an answer. From her early
days as a choir member, to her historical con-
cert at the Lincoln Memorial, Ms. Anderson
struggled against racism and ignorance to be-
come one of the world’s premiere opera stars.
In the years after her legendary performance,
she was awarded the Congressional Medal of

Honor by President Carter and went on to
serve as a delegate to the United Nations.

Ella Fitzgerald was the first woman pre-
sented with the Los Angeles Urban League’s
Whitney M. Young, Jr. Award, which honors
those who build bridges among races and
generations. Ella Fitzgerald was a major force
in the music world and contributed to the evo-
lution of jazz and the business of entertain-
ment during her long, distinguished career.
Named the ‘‘First Lady of Song,’’ she was a
pioneer in her field and went on to win ten
Grammys.

Although she did not live to see her fortieth
birthday, Bessie Smith had a tremendous in-
fluence on entertainment. From her modest
beginnings as a vaudeville performer, Ms.
Smith grew to be the nation’s highest paid Af-
rican American performer of the early 1920’s.
Her vibrance and creativity altered the music
business and gave blues a more prominent
role in American music and culture.

Hattie McDaniel was a woman of many
firsts: the first African American woman to sing
on network radio in the United States, the first
African American to win an Academy Award
and the first African American to star in a title
role on a television sitcom. Also from humble
beginnings, Ms. McDaniel moved from the
quiet nights of her home in Kansas to the
bright lights of Hollywood. Beating out Eleanor
Roosevelt’s maid, Elizabeth McDuffie, for the
role of Mammy in ‘‘Gone With the Wind,’’ Ms.
McDaniel took a small role and created a
character so memorable that she conquered
the hearts of audiences world-wide.

These women are just a small sample of the
many women of color who have contributed to
the arts and helped shape our nation’s culture.
There is no question that they needed more
than their tremendous talent to triumph during
a time of institutionalized discrimination. They
were models of courage, ingenuity, persist-
ence, and character.
f

CELEBRATING WOMEN’S HISTORY
MONTH STILL STRIVING FOR
ECONOMIC EQUITY

HON. CONSTANCE A. MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in cele-
bration of Women’s History Month and in trib-
ute to the many women who, through the
ages, dared to challenge injustice and dis-
crimination in the workplace. It is the tireless
work of those leaders who came before us
that allow women to enjoy the benefits of the
90s. However, as we all know, those long dis-
tance runners for equality and social justice
have not completed their course. During Wom-
en’s History Month, we pause to reflect what
we have accomplished in the past, and the
work we must do for the future.

Women have made great strides in edu-
cation and in the workforce. The majority of
undergraduate and master’s degrees are
awarded to women, and 40 percent of all doc-
torates are earned by women. More than 7.7
million businesses in the U.S. are owned and
operated by women. These businesses em-
ploy 15.5 million people, about 35 percent
more than the Fortune 500 companies world-
wide. And women are running for elected of-

fices in record numbers. When I first came to
the House in 1987, there were 26 women in
the House and two in the Senate. In 1999,
there are 58 women serving in the House, and
nine in the Senate.

While many doors to employment and edu-
cational opportunity have opened for women,
they still get paid less than men for the same
work. Women who work full-time earn less
than men who are employed full-time. The av-
erage woman college graduate earns little
more than the average male high school grad-
uate. Full-time, year-round working women
earn only 74 cents for each dollar a man
earns.

Although women are and continue to be the
majority of new entrants into the workplace,
they continue to be clustered in low-skilled,
low-paying jobs. Part-time and temporary
workers, the majority of whom are women, are
among the most vulnerable of all workers.
They receive lower pay, fewer or no benefits,
and little if any job security.

Women account for more than 45% of the
workforce, yet they are underrepresented and
face barriers in the fields of science, engineer-
ing and technology. Just this week, the Mas-
sachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), the
most prestigious science and engineering uni-
versity in the country, issued a report reveal-
ing that female professors at the school suffer
from pervasive discrimination.

That is why I introduced the Commission on
the Advancement of Women in Science, Engi-
neering and Technology Development Act. I
call it my WISE Tech bill, and it passed the
105th Congress and has been signed into law.

This Act sets up a commission to find out
what is keeping women out of technology at
this critical time, and what we can do about it.
The bill will help us ascertain what are effec-
tive and productive policies that can address
the underrepresentation of women in the
sciences and could help alleviate the increas-
ing shortage of information technology workers
and engineers. This legislation is a first step in
countering the roadblocks for women in our
rapidly-evolving high-tech society, and will
help women break through the ‘‘Glass Ceiling’’
and the ‘‘Silicon Ceiling’’ in the fields of
science, engineering, and technology.

Last month, we introduced the third Vio-
lence Against Women Act, building on the
commitment and success of our 1994 legisla-
tion. We are only beginning to understand the
impact of domestic violence on American busi-
nesses. Domestic violence follows many
women to work . . . 13,000 attacks each year
. . . threatening their lives and the lives of co-
workers and resulting in lost productivity for
their companies.

The economic problems of the elderly affect
women in disproportionate numbers because
women tend to have lower pensions benefits
than men. Pension policies have not accom-
modated women in their traditional role as
family caregivers. Women move in and out of
the workforce more frequently when family
needs arise making it more difficult for them to
accrue pension credit.

Consequently, Social Security is especially
important for women. Women are heavily reli-
ant on Social Security, and since its inception,
Social Security has often been the only in-
come source keeping women from living out
their days in poverty.

Social Security has worked for women; it is
a system where every worker pays in, and
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every retired worker receives a pension that
she can count on. Social Security has worked
for women because workers who earn less re-
ceive a larger proportion of their earnings in
benefits than those who earn more.

Women must play an important role in shap-
ing Social Security for the future. Social Secu-
rity reform must be assessed in terms of im-
pact on women, the majority of Social Security
recipients. A Social Security system that works
well for women, will benefit all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, celebrating Women’s History
Month highlights the accomplishments of
women and the need to open new doors in
the future. But this special month would be
meaningless if women’s needs are forgotten
during the rest of the year. We must continue
to increase the workplace opportunities for
women, which will benefit Americans in every
corner of every state, as we face the eco-
nomic challenges of the 21st century.

f

CONGRATULATING THE MARIPOSA
HIGH SCHOOL GIRLS TRACK AND
FIELD TEAM

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate the Mariposa High
School girls track and field team, the Lady
Grizzlies. Upon the completion of the 1998
season, the Lady Grizzlies secured their four-
teenth consecutive Southern League cham-
pionship. This sets an all-time record for girls
track and field in the State of California.

During their streak, no opponent has posed
a true threat to the Mariposa team. In 1985,
the Lady Grizzlies won their meet with a score
of 100, outdistancing their closest competitor
by 24 points. In the 13 seasons since, they
have more than doubled the score of the sec-
ond-place team on 10 occasions. To add to
the accomplishments of the Lady Grizzlies
from 1985 to 1998, their relay teams have
won 24 of the available 28 league champion-
ships, and their athletes have won 120 out of
186 possible individual league titles. Among
the team members from 1990 to 1997, 8
members of the Lady Grizzly team have gone
on to compete in track and field on the college
level.

Since 1985, the year this winning streak
began, the number of teams in the Southern
League has fluctuated between 6 and 10
squads. Also in that time, Mariposa has seen
5 different head coaches, 3 principles, and 4
district superintendents. The stability the Lady
Grizzlies have maintained throughout these 14
years is a testament to the dedication of the
athletes, as well as to the encouragement they
have received in the community.

Mr. Speaker, the Lady Grizzlies of Mariposa
High School have performed exceptionally
throughout the last decade and a half. They
have illustrated the virtues of dedication, te-
nacity, and team work. I encourage them to
continue on this path, and wish them the best
of luck in the future. I ask my colleagues to
join me in congratulating the Mariposa Lady
Grizzlies track and field team.

CAMP-PRICE DRY CLEANING ENVI-
RONMENTAL TAX CREDIT ACT

HON. DAVID E. PRICE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker,
today, Rep. DAVE CAMP and I are introducing
the Camp-Price Dry Cleaning Environmental
Tax Credit Act, legislation which would provide
an incentive for dry cleaners to transition to
environmentally friendly dry cleaning tech-
nologies. Under this legislation, dry cleaners
would be able to take a 20-percent tax credit
on the purchase of technologies that substan-
tially reduce risks to public health and the en-
vironment.

The Federal Government can and should
help accelerate the transition to technologies
that meet our criteria for greater energy effi-
ciency, or greater protection of public health
and the environment. If we really want the pri-
vate sector to move toward greener and
healthier technologies, and if we don’t want to
simply rely on new regulation to do it, the sim-
plest, most effective method is through tar-
geted tax incentives. President Clinton has
proposed this type of approach for equipment
that helps reduce energy consumption, and I
think it is also appropriate for equipment that
helps protect human health and the environ-
ment.

We are just beginning to see the possibili-
ties of what technology can accomplish for en-
vironmental protection. Environmental tech-
nology promises to mend the rift that has too
often arisen between environmental protection
and economic development. It will make re-
ducing pollution easier and cheaper, and it will
itself become an engine for growth in our
economy.

I am pleased to join with my colleague on
this initiative and look forward to working with
him to achieve its passage.
f

WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH

SPEECH OF

HON. CONSTANCE MORELLA
OF MARYLAND

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 24, 1999

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, during this
Women’s History Month, I’d like to tell you
about Johnnie Carr, Daisy Bates, and Diane
Nash, three women of color who helped shape
America.

How many of you know these women and
how their work contributed to the greatest so-
cial revolution of our time?

The role of black women in the civil rights
movement has largely been overlooked by his-
torians. Yet, black women throughout the
South organized protests, strategized, rounded
up volunteers for marches and sit-ins, raised
money, registered voters—and put their lives
on the line.

This network, which crisscrossed cities,
towns, and rural areas across the South, pro-
vided the underpinning for Dr. King’s organiza-
tion.

The famous Montgomery bus boycott of
1955–56 that put Dr. King in the nation’s spot-
light for the first time was started by and sus-

tained by women, who put their reputations,
their lives, and their jobs on the line. Women
organized carpools through their churches and
found funds to help support those who had
been fired because of their participation in the
boycott.

Johnnie Carr of Montgomery helped bail out
Rosa Parks who had triggered the boycott
when she refused to give up her seat on a
bus to a white man. Mrs. Carr helped organize
that famous boycott and went on to organize
the Montgomery Improvement Association and
the struggle to desegregate life in Mont-
gomery.

During the course of the boycott that lasted
for 382 days, Johnnie Carr arranged for
church and private carpools to carry people to
their jobs and helped clothe and feed those
who had been fired or blacklisted because of
their support of the boycott.

Mrs. Carr told the Chicago Tribune in 1994,
We focused on segregation in every phase

of life. We were willing to risk bodily harm
and even death. . . . The bus company per-
sonnel did so many things to intimidate us,
but we stood firm in refusing to ride the seg-
regated buses. People walked together in the
pouring rain, holding hands and singing.

The boycott was a success, and ultimately,
the U.S. Supreme Court declared segregation
on Alabama’s buses to be unconstitutional.

Daisy Bates story is set in Little Rock, Ark.,
where she was a leader in the fight to deseg-
regate the city’s all-white Central High School.
She and her husband ran the Arkansas State
Press Newspaper and were active in the local
chapter of the NAACP. Daisy Bates was the
‘‘coordinator’’ of the nine children who were
selected to attend Central High School, start-
ing on September 4, 1957.

Many of you, if you are old enough, will re-
member watching events unfold in black and
white on your TV sets. On September 3, the
Governor of Arkansas, Orval Faubus, ordered
the National Guard to surround the school to
prevent the nine students from entering the
school. His actions were, of course, in direct
violation of the 1954 Supreme Court ruling
that outlawed ‘‘separate but equal schools.’’

‘‘The parents [of the black children] were
justifiably afraid for their children’s safety,’’
Bates told the Chicago Tribune. ‘‘But we felt
that we had to risk everything . . .

A mob lying in wait for the arrival of the chil-
dren tried to lynch 15-year-old Elizabeth
Eckford. On September 23, they tried again to
enter the school, succeeded but had to leave
because of the threatening mob outside. Bates
demanded that President Eisenhower inter-
vene and violence spread throughout the city.

The President dispatched 10,000 members
of the National Guard and the 101st Airborne
division and Central High was integrated.

Although Daisy Bates ‘‘won,’’ it was not
without a great price. She and other local
NAACP leaders were arrested and she and
her husband lost their newspaper business
when they refused to cave-in to the demands
of advertisers that she dissuade blacks from
applying for admission to Central High School.

Diane Nash grew up on Chicago’s South
Side and in 1959 went off to Nashville to at-
tend Fisk University, one of our nation’s lead-
ing historically black colleges. ‘‘There were no
restaurants in downtown Nashville where
black people could sit and eat in an unsegre-
gated manner, and only one movie theater,
where we were relegated to the balcony,’’
Nash told a Chicago Tribune reporter in 1994.
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She began attending workshops on non-

violence and soon found herself involved in
lunchcounter sit-ins that eventually spread
across the South. Beginning on New Year’s
Day 1960 in Greensboro, N.C., and Nashville,
the civil rights activists targeted the lunch
counters of Woolworth’s Walgreen’s and
Kresge’s and other local restaurants. By that
summer, Nashville became the first city in the
South to desegregate its lunch counters. An-
other victory for nonviolence—and good orga-
nization.

Nash went on to help form the Student Non-
violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) and in
1961 helped to organize the first Freedom
Ride from Birmingham, Ala., to Jackson,
Miss., in which blacks and whites rode the bus
together in violation of state laws.

‘‘Riders were beaten repeatedly at the var-
ious stops, and buses were set ablaze,’’ Nash
later recounted. ‘‘The riders were considered
so dangerous that many gave sealed letters to
be mailed in the event of their deaths.’’

Nash went to jail for her efforts to integrate
interstate bus travel and went on to serve on
a Presidential committee that made rec-
ommendations for what was to become the
Civil Rights Act of 1964.

History teaches us many things, but the
most important lesson we can learn from
Johnny Carr, Daisy Bates and Diane Nash
and their struggle for civil rights is that through
courage, commitment, and a willingness to
work together, each and every one of us can
overcome our most difficult and sometimes
seemingly insurmountable challenges.

Let me close with an excerpt from Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr.’s last sermon, the one he
gave in Memphis on April 3, 1968, the night
before he as murdered:

Let us rise up tonight with a greater readi-
ness. Let us stand with a greater determina-
tion. And let us move on in these powerful
days, these days of challenge to make Amer-
ica what it ought to be. We have an oppor-
tunity to make America a better nation. . . .

In this House of Representatives I am
pleased to serve with 13 women of color who
are also helping to shape our great America.
Working together, we can envision and realize
that America.
f

REMARKS ON ILLEGAL
IMMIGRATION

HON. MARK FOLEY
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, last week a man
was forced to mourn the loss of his wife, not
once, but twice in one week.

After believing that he had buried his wife
Michaelle—who was one of the victims of the
ill-fated boat of Haitian refugees that sunk off
the coast of Florida March 5—Mr. Edner
Doirin was informed that the morgue originally
gave him the wrong body. So he had to en-
dure a second burial to lay his wife to rest.

This is tragic in itself. But what makes it in-
tolerable is that Mr. Doirin’s wife should never
have had to be buried at all.

She should be alive and well. Instead, she
is one of the many victims of an illegal smug-
gling operation that treats human beings like
cargo.

The March 5 disaster that left as many as
40 people dead is one of the most historically
deadly smuggling incidents ever off of our
South Florida shores.

And it came on the heels of a similar trag-
edy in mid-December, when as many as 13
people drowned in another illegal smuggling
attempt.

Mr. Speaker, the United States is clearly on
the brink—again—of an illegal immigration cri-
sis. In the short period between January 1 and
March 10, there have been a total of 45 illegal
landings, 31 interdictions and 34 identified
smuggling activities, resulting in over 400 ille-
gal alien entrants by sea.

These are part of an effort by smugglers to
take advantage of desperate, innocent people
living in rapidly deteriorating conditions in
Haiti, Cuba, and other impoverished or politi-
cally repressive countries.

We have heard the Clinton Administration
say that it is ‘‘doing everything it can’’ to ad-
dress this situation and that—even after this
recent tragedy—there is no need to change its
policies or to target additional resources.

I strongly, strongly disagree.
I do not believe that this Administration has

truly committed itself and the resources that
Congress has given it to adequately address-
ing the problem of illegal immigration and alien
smuggling.

President Clinton has reportedly ignored his
own immigration officials. He also has ignored
the 1996 law that we passed in Congress that
both provided funding and required that 1,000
new Border Patrol agents be hired each year
from 1997 to 2001.

They call this decision to intentionally ignore
the law a decision to—quote—‘‘take a breath-
er.’’

Recently, INS Commissioner Doris Meissner
testified before a Senate subcommittee that
the Administration decided to ‘‘take a breath-
er’’—and say no—when she and Attorney
General Reno both requested funding for the
1,000 new agents.

And while the Administration is ‘‘taking a
breather,’’ people are drowning off the coast of
Florida.

What angers me even more is to see my
own state of Florida becoming the weak link
and the focal point of current illegal smuggling
efforts.

While the number of immigration control
agents has more than doubled during the past
five years—to over 8,000—Florida hasn’t seen
an increase of agents in 10 years.

In Florida, 52 Border Patrol agents are try-
ing to stop an estimated 12,000 illegals who
come into Florida by sea each year. Because
of their few numbers, the Border Patrol and
Coast Guard together are only able to catch a
mere 10% of them.

Not only are there huge gaps in our Border
Patrol, but the mechanisms designed to nab
the illegal aliens that slip in are also failing.

The INS has now decided to change their
enforcement tactics and has suspended most
surprise workplace inspections that would
identify illegal workers and the employers who
hire them.

These once-successful tactics are not only
being eliminated in Florida, but across the
country. And the switch sends a clear mes-
sage to illegal aliens and smugglers that
they’re OK unless they get caught committing
a crime.

I think it’s unbelievable that our enforcement
standards are going down just when illegal im-
migration is on the rise.

Florida Governor Jeb Bush wrote to Attor-
ney General Reno following our most recent
tragedy requesting additional efforts. I would
like to call upon the Clinton administration to
honor his requests:

He is asking—and I am asking—for:
More effective intelligence operations to de-

tect immigrant smuggling—The recent tragedy
was detected by commercial ship, not U.S. in-
telligence.

Greater interdiction efforts along the U.S.
coast. More deaths could be prevented if
boats of illegal immigrants were stopped at
sea.

Increased federal resources to make the
prevention of immigrant smuggling a top pri-
ority, with an increased focus on South Flor-
ida.

Expanded holding capacity for the Krome
detention facility located in Miami-Dade county
so that officials will be able to detain larger
numbers of illegal aliens after raids.

The creation of a federal task force to focus
on smuggling.

An aggressive public information campaign
directed at smugglers.

Mr. Speaker, people are dying—dying just
short of Florida’s shores, of America’s shores.
The responsibility for preventing these trage-
dies lies solely with the Administration, who
has been given the way by Congress to act—
but apparently not the will.

I strongly urge President Clinton to mount
an aggressive, relentless effort to put a stop to
the insidious problem of illegal immigrant
smuggling once and for all . . . before more
lives are lost.
f

INTRODUCTION OF A BILL TO
ELIMINATE TAXES ON TIPS UP
TO $10,000

HON. DUNCAN HUNTER
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, today I rise to
introduce a bill that will benefit millions of
Americans directly, substantially and quickly,
including most notably single mothers and stu-
dents. Furthermore, this legislation will lift
some of the heavy burden of government off
of thousands of small businesses.

My bill is very simple. It calls a tip what it
is: a gift. All tips earned, not to exceed
$10,000 annually, would be tax-free. This puts
hundreds of dollars a month back where it be-
longs, with the individual who earned it.

Those who work in the service sector, who
rely principally on tips for their income, work in
a system transacted largely in cash. Account-
ing for small amounts of cash for income tax
purposes is not only unworkable, it is unen-
forceable even if a paperwork scheme could
somehow be conceived.

Small amounts of cash, received through
hundreds and hundreds of transactions, and
almost never while standing behind a cash
register, should not be taxable. Washington
bureaucrats lack an understanding as to just
how impractical the present system is to all
those who labor so hard for their tips.

The system simply breaks down.
Tips cannot possibly be reported accurately,

and law-abiding citizens who work for tips do
not wish to be labeled cheaters by people who
don’t understand the realities of their work.
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It is time to change that.
My bill caps the tax-free earnings of those

who make waiting on tables a career in high-
end restaurants and resorts, at $10,000. But
for the 95 percent of those in the service sec-
tor who work for tips, it’s time to change the
tax law covering income from tips.

Under current law, service employees who
typically earn tips are assumed to have made
at least 8 percent of their gross sales in tips.
This tax is applied regardless of the actual
level of the tip. Further, if the service per-
sonnel earns more than 8 percent in tips they
are expected to report them accordingly. The
end result for these employees, many of
whose base salaries do not exceed minimum
wage, is that they may have to pay taxes on
income they didn’t receive.

In addition, accounting for tips and gross
sales is a burden on every restaurant, bar or
other small business whose employees are
regularly tipped. They are constantly under
threat of an audit, where the IRS will hold their
business responsible if the agency determines
tip skimming to have occurred.

By putting in place a reasonable annual cap
and strictly defining a tip, this tax relief bill is
clearly focused on low- to middle-income
households. According to the industries in-
volved, most of the employees that will be
helped are either students or single mothers.
In addition, most of the employees are at the
beginning of their careers.

Those in the service sector who rely on tips
for their income are a special breed of people.
Those who work for tips see a direct relation-
ship between effort and reward like few oth-
ers. Night after night, day after day, weekend
after weekend, the millions of bell hops, valet
parking attendants, coat checkers, taxi drivers,
hairdressers, bartenders, waiters and wait-
resses are on the job, working hard and pro-
viding vital services to people of every walk of
life.

Let us give a break to those who labor so
hard for their living. Let’s show them, for a
change, that the Federal Government is not so
out of touch, and has some understanding of
life for so many, especially during their young-
er years in entry level jobs. I hope other Mem-
bers will join with me in this common sense
proposal that will help millions of hard-working
Americans.
f

COMMENDING CITIZENS FROM
CONNECTICUT FOR AIDING VIC-
TIMS OF HURRICANE MITCH

HON. SAM GEJDENSON
OF CONNECTICUT

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I am

pleased to call my colleagues’ attention to the
work of a number of people from Connecticut
who are helping to make life easier for our
neighbors in Central America.

Last October, Central America suffered the
greatest natural disaster of this century when
Hurricane Mitch roared through the region. In
Honduras, Nicaragua, Guatemala and El Sal-
vador, Hurricane Mitch caused more than
9,000 deaths, left millions homeless, and re-
sulted in $8.5 billion in damage to homes,
hospitals, schools, roads, farms, and busi-
nesses. As these countries were consolidating
the gains of democracy, this brutal natural dis-
aster came along and wiped out years of
progress.

I have attached an article that appeared this
week in the Hartford Courant which illustrates
that the people of Connecticut are going out of
their way to alleviate suffering and restore a
small ray of hope to the people of Honduras.
The Honduras Relief Committee of Con-
necticut—led by Dario Euraque, Cynthia Hall
and a number of other students at Trinity Col-
lege—has raised $30,000 for relief efforts and
sent 50 tons of food, clothing and medical
supplies to Honduras.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that Congress
has failed to provide desperately needed as-
sistance to the hurricane-ravaged nations of
Central America. I commend the people of
Connecticut are helping to fill this void by pro-
viding assistance directly to the people of
Central America. This kind of assistance is
vital to alleviate suffering. Moreover, it also
deepens the bonds of friendship between the
people of the U.S. and the people of Central
America. This will pay dividends for years to
come.
AMBASSADOR OUTLINES NEEDS OF HONDURAS

(By Cynde Rodriguez)
The Honduran ambassador to the United

Nations asked for continued global and fi-
nancial support Saturday as the country be-
gins to rebuild after being devastated by
Hurricane Mitch last fall.

The ambassador, Hugo Noe Pino, told a
small crowd at Trinity College that, several
months after the natural disaster, Honduras
is looking for financial help to rebuild roads,
bridges, homes and schools. While Honduras
received millions of dollars in emergency
food and supplies right after the hurricane,
Pino said there is still a lot of work to be
done.

Hurricane Mitch killed more than 9,000
people and caused about $7 billion to $10 bil-
lion in damage.

New maps of Honduras are now being
drawn to reflect rivers that have taken new
courses and villages that were forced to relo-
cate.

Pino said there is a big concern that Hon-
duras will be forgotten in the coming
months, that developed countries in the posi-
tion to help may turn their attention and
dollars elsewhere.

‘‘In the emergency part, one month after
the hurricane, international help was very
important and opportune to prevent hunger.
The most important need now is to rebuild,’’
Pino said. ‘‘After six months, people forget
about what happened and there’s a problem
in another part of the world and the atten-
tion goes there.’’

In an effort to prevent that from hap-
pening, the Clinton administration recently
asked Congress for an emergency package of
$956 million to rebuild Central America. The
money would be in addition to the $300 mil-
lion already provided for immediate disaster
relief.

Locally, the Honduras Relief Committee of
Connecticut continues to raise money and
supplies, said Dario Euraque, director of
international studies at Trinity and the
committee’s treasurer. Since November, the
committee has raised $30,000 and has sent 50
tons of food, clothing and medical supplies to
Honduras.

Trinity senior Cynthia Hill will be one of
three students to go on a relief mission in
June. Hill and the others will use a $2,000 do-
nation from Trinity to buy food and medical
and housing supplies for Hondurans while
they are there.

An anthropology major who graduates in
June, Hill said she was compelled to help
with the relief effort because ‘‘the devasta-
tion was so all-consuming.’’

‘‘Every aspect of the country was hit,’’ said
Hill. ‘‘I see it as they have a right to be re-
built. . . . It was a natural disaster. It just

happened to be Honduras, but it could’ve
been any of us.’’

f

COMMENDING SIX AFRICAN AMER-
ICAN LEADERS FOR THEIR
VITAL ROLES

HON. DIANA DeGETTE
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to
recognize the efforts of six African American
leaders in Denver who fulfill vital roles in their
communities. It is to commend these out-
standing citizens that I rise to honor Rev. Paul
Martin, Gloria Holliday, Rev. James Peters,
Jr., Menola Neal Upshaw, Rev. Jesse
Langston Boyd, Jr., and Arie Parks Taylor.

Reverend Paul Martin is the Chair of the
Denver Urban League and also Senior Pastor
at Denver’s Macedonia Baptist Church. In con-
junction with his church, he has laid the
groundwork for a senior citizen’s manor and
remains active in creating and finding more
housing for seniors. He has not only protected
the interests of the elderly, but in conjunction
with the Urban League, he has ignited the
dreams of youth as well. Another example of
this commitment is his work to open the Re-
deemer Alternative School for pre-kindergarten
through 8th grade age children in Los Ange-
les, CA.

Currently, Reverend Martin is on the
frontlines of a movement to redevelop ne-
glected Denver neighborhoods. Through his
work with the Stapleton Development Corp.,
he has helped take strides in the redevelop-
ment of the old Stapleton airport site in central
Denver. The Reverend is also working con-
scientiously to revitalize Northeast Denver. It
comes as no surprise to me or any other
member of our community that Reverend Mar-
tin was recently presented with the Humani-
tarian Race Relations Award by the city and
county of Denver.

Gloria Holliday has amassed a long history
of hard work on behalf of the African American
community. In the 1960’s, she served as sec-
retary to legendary civil rights activist, Medgar
Evers. Working with Evers on voter registra-
tion and integration, she organized the first
economic boycott of racist business merchants
in Jackson, MS, and fought valiantly to deseg-
regate hotels in Atlanta, GA. Her desegrega-
tion efforts continued in Denver when she con-
fronted and helped integrate retailers like King
Soopers, Safeway and Denver Dry Goods Co.

Gloria has been a long time Democratic
Party activist. She now serves on the Board of
the Regional Transportation District (RTD)
where she has been instrumental in creating
an ad wheel that won the highest American
Public Transit Association award. She also
won the Black Women for Political Action’s
Award for Politics based on her work for RTD
and her own personal endeavors. Not surpris-
ingly, Gloria is also known for her outstanding
work with youth. For young and old, she is a
pillar in the community.

Reverend James D. Peters, Jr. also has a
long history of civic leadership. This commit-
ment has earned him several notable honors,
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including the National Association for the Ad-
vancement of Colored People (NAACP) Spe-
cial Service Award and the Outstanding Serv-
ice Award, presented to him by Dr. Martin Lu-
ther King, Jr. Reverend Peters worked for Dr.
King in Connecticut where he raised money
for civil rights causes. These funds were used
to organize bus trips from Connecticut to the
South for demonstrations and for bailing
protestors out of prison among other things.

In Denver, Reverend Peters helps to fulfill
both the spiritual and humanitarian needs of
Denverites through his work as Pastor of the
New Hope Baptist Church and as a member
of the Denver Housing Authority Board of
Commissioners. As a member of that board,
he assists 22,000 public housing residents in
enhancing the living conditions of their homes.
His devotion and service to the community
have earned him several accolades. Since his
arrival in Denver, the Anti-Defamation League
recognized him with its Civil Rights Award and
the Denver City Council cited him for his lead-
ership in Denver.

Menola Neal Upshaw has devoted herself to
the city of Denver as the President of the Den-
ver branch of the NAACP and as a teacher
and administrator. Mrs. Upshaw taught ele-
mentary school students in Oklahoma City,
East St. Louis, Illinois and Denver. She served
as a Denver Public Schools administrator for
26 years. The Denver Public Schools recog-
nized her outstanding work as a teacher and
administrator with a cherished award, the
Teacher of the Year Award. Menola also won
the NAACP Legend of the Year Award and
Woman of the Year Award.

She has been a member of the NAACP
since she was 9 years old and the president
of the Denver branch since 1994. She has
won additional awards for her parenting skills
and work with her church. She won the Parent
of the Year Award from Ottawa University and
the Most Valiant Woman award given by the
Zion Baptist Church, where she served as
Sunday School Superintendent for 25 years.

Reverend Jesse Langston Boyd, Jr., en-
riches Denver working as the pastor of Shorter
Community African Methodist Episcopal
Church and also through his own community
efforts. His contributions to his parishioners
have included the rebuilding and relocation of
his church, containing education facilities and
a multi-family housing complex. He is a past
president of the Denver Ministerial Alliance
and Methodist Ministers Fellowship in Denver
and has served as a member of the Executive
Board of Denver’s Council of Churches.

He has also held important secular posi-
tions. He is currently Chairman of the Board of
Directors of Denver-Metro Push and is the or-
ganizer of PUSH-Los Angeles. In addition,
former Governor Roy Romer appointed him
the first African American on the State of Col-
orado Wildlife Commission and to the Colo-
rado Commission for Prenatal Care.

I would also like to recognize Arie Parks
Taylor who has devoted a lifetime to improving
Denver. Arie Taylor is often compared to Bella
Abzug, a former Congresswoman from New
York, who is remembered for her custom of
wearing hats and her advocacy for the dis-
advantaged. Arie wears hats as well, but it is
her compassion for people that helped Colo-
rado so much.

Arie served Colorado as a State Represent-
ative for District 7 for 12 years. While in office

she passed legislation amending fair housing
and civil rights laws. She also sponsored leg-
islation to help people with hemophilia and
sickle cell anemia find care. She caught the
eye of the Nation when she served three
times as a delegate at the National Demo-
cratic Convention, where she protested the
seating of all-white southern delegations. Not
only did she work in these positions, but she
retired in 1995 as Denver’s first African Amer-
ican Clerk and Recorder.

Please join me in commending Rev. Paul
Martin, Gloria Holliday, Rev. James Peters,
Jr., Menola Neal Upshaw, Rev. Jesse
Langston Boyd, Jr., and Arie Parks Taylor for
their courage and fortitude. It is the strong
leadership they present in their everyday lives
that make them so beloved in our community.

f

INTRODUCTION OF THE PATIENT
FREEDOM FROM RESTRAINT ACT
OF 1999

HON. FORTNEY PETE STARK
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to
join with Rep. Degette and our colleagues in
introducing the Patient Freedom from Re-
straint Act of 1999. According to recent esti-
mates, between 50 and 150 people die each
year in psychiatric hospitals and other residen-
tial treatment centers while restrained or in se-
clusion. This legislation would extend much
needed and long over due protections for peo-
ple who rely on others for their care and safe-
ty. Specifically, our legislation will protect indi-
viduals living in residential facilities for adults
and children who are developmentally delayed
or suffer from a mental health disability.

According to a 1996 GAO report on institu-
tions for the mentally retarded, one of the
most common problems of care was exces-
sive or inappropriate use of restraints. Other
reports indicate the deaths due to restraint re-
sult from inappropriate and reckless use of re-
straint techniques and neglect of the patient’s
well being. Even if there is no physical harm
due to restraint, the violent act can have long-
term implications for the patient’s psycho-
logical health and recovery.

Restraint and seclusion have no medical or
therapeutic function. In fact, these techniques
may do more to harm the individual than help.
The only time that such measures are war-
ranted occur when the person’s behavior cre-
ates an immediate threat to the health and
safety of self and others.

Currently, there is no federal statute or uni-
form regulation that protects patients from the
misuse of restraints and seclusion. Many
years ago, the same problem existed in nurs-
ing homes. Patients were indiscriminately re-
strained and suffered terrible as a result. The
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987
greatly changed how the nation’s elderly are
treated. In essence, we revised the Social Se-
curity Act to make clear that restraint and se-
clusion could be used only in extreme cases.
The result of that legislation has been an in-
credible improvement in the treatment that
seniors receive. The staff of nursing homes
found that simple changes in the environment
and procedures made restraints unnecessary.

Our legislation would not prohibit the use of
restraint or seclusion, it merely identifies the
conditions when they may be used. The more
important aspect of the legislation is that it
would protect the health and safety of the pa-
tient. Our legislation would require that treat-
ment facilities document the use of restraint
and seclusion in the patient’s treatment or
medical record. In addition, to reporting the in-
cident, the staff of the facility must document
treatment a treatment plan to reduce the fu-
ture risk of episodes requiring restraint or se-
clusion.

The legislation would require that residential
facilities train their staff in the appropriate use
of restraint techniques and its alternatives. We
believe that this is an essential feature of the
bill. Many of the deaths and severe injuries
that patients experience result from misuse of
standard restraint procedures.

Finally, the legislation would require that
cases of severe injury and death be reported
to the State’s Protection and Advocacy Board,
and the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices. Documentation of these cases is an es-
sential mechanism for protecting the rights
and liberties of the patients.

f

MORE JOBS IN THE
TELECOMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY

HON. DAVID E. BONIOR
OF MICHIGAN

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
applaud the Department of Justice and SBC
Communications for reaching an agreement
which resolves the Department’s antitrust con-
cerns about SBC’s pending merger with
Ameritech. This agreement brings consumers
one step closer to more options, lower prices
and more substantial jobs in the telecommuni-
cations industry. The intent of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act was to bring more com-
petition to the telecommunications industry
and this merger would be a good step towards
a more competitive marketplace.

I commend SBC and Ameritech for their
commitment to American workers. This pro-
posed merger has the support of the AFL–
CIO, the Communications Workers of America
and the International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers. SBC and Ameritech have committed
to these labor unions that this merger will in-
crease, not decrease, the number of good
jobs in the telecommunications industry. SBC
has already proven itself. Despite some critics’
concerns, since SBC merged with Pacific
Telesis, residential and business prices for
basic local service in California have remained
stable. In the meantime, SBC has also intro-
duced new products and services and has
created more than 2000 new jobs.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the FCC to move quick-
ly in approving this merger and to enforce the
Congressional intent of the 1996 Tele-
communications Act to lower prices, provide
more choices for consumers and create new
jobs in the industry.
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. XAVIER BECERRA
OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, on February
25, 1999, I was unavoidably detained during a
rollcall vote: number 27, on Approving the
Journal. Had I been present for the vote, I
would have voted ‘‘aye.’’
f

TRIBUTE TO BARTON E.
WOODWARD

HON. BOB SCHAFFER
OF COLORADO

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to pay tribute to the late Barton E. Woodward,
a Colorado water expert, who recently passed
away at the age of 57.

Woodward was born near Snyder, Colorado,
in 1941. He was a 1959 graduate of Snyder
High School and received his degree in broad-
cast engineering in 1963 from Bob Jones Uni-
versity. Also in 1963, he and Roxanne Miller
celebrated their marriage, and then moved to
the family farm near Snyder.

In addition to being a farmer, Woodward
pursued other interests including computer
consulting and water engineering. For the past
15 years, he was very active in Colorado
water issues, including serving on the board of
directors of the Riverside Irrigation District and
most recently as the district superintendent.
As superintendent, he was instrumental in the
construction of Vancil Reservoir.

He has also served as president of the
Groundwater Appropriators of the South Platte
since 1984 and currently was on the board of
directors of the South Platte Lower River
Group. He was a long-time member of Colo-
rado Water Congress and former president,
and also served as president of the Pioneer
Water and Irrigation District.

Woodward also served the community as an
activist in the Republican Party, serving as
Morgan County Republican Party Chairman
and on the Republican Central Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to pay tribute to
this man whose friends, including me, knew
him to be a man of compassion, integrity and
honesty. When he gave his word, you could
count on it. His passion for agriculture and
knowledge of resources will be sorely missed
by the agricultural and water communities of
eastern Colorado.
f

OUR THANKS TO SUSAN L.
TAYLOR

HON. DONALD M. PAYNE
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask
my colleagues here in the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives to join me in expressing apprecia-
tion to a remarkable woman of our times who
will be lending her support to a school in my
Congressional District this weekend, Ms.
Susan L. Taylor.

Editor in Chief of Essence Magazine and
Senior Vice President of Essence Commu-
nications, Ms. Taylor still manages to give
generously of her time so that others might
enjoy a fuller and richer life. On Saturday,
March 27, she will be featured as the keynote
speaker at an event entitled ‘‘An Afternoon of
Inspiration’’ in support of New Hope Academy
in Newark, New Jersey, so that the school
may continue to offer young people the
chance to achieve their dreams. She is a be-
liever in the African proverb that ‘‘It takes a
whole village to raise a child.’’

I was fortunate to serve on a panel at Essex
County College several years ago with Ms.
Taylor where the discussion centered around
the challenges facing single parents. Her pres-
entation was so impressive and dynamic that
years later, people are still coming up to me
and commenting about how well they recall
that discussion.

Ms. Taylor has inspired many others with
her outstanding professional success. Under
her leadership, Essence Magazine enjoys a
monthly circulation of 1 million and a reader-
ship of 7.6 million.

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues share
my appreciation for Ms. Taylor’s generosity in
sharing her time and talents with others. We
thank her for her appearance in support of
New Hope Academy and wish her continued
success.
f

TRIBUTE TO NELLIE MACKAY

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to

pay tribute to Ms. Nellie Mackay, an out-
standing individual who has dedicated her life
to public service. She will be honored this Sat-
urday, March 27, by parents, family, friends,
and professionals for her outstanding contribu-
tions to the community at the Sixth Annual
Senior Citizen Luncheon hosted by the Patter-
son Volunteer Committee, Inc. at the Mott
Haven Community Center.

Born in Elkton, Tennessee, Ms. Mackay
moved to New York and has been a resident
of Patterson Houses for 32 years. A 1986
graduate from Vermont College and graduate
of Medical Aide Training School in 1997, she
has certainly shown the importance of life long
learning.

She is a Bronx State Committee member
and a member of Community Planning board
#1. Through her years of service, she has
served on the National Advisory Council of
Save a Marriage, the City of New York Child
Abuse and Maltreatment committee, and New
York University Food Service and Manage-
ment program among many others.

Mr. Speaker, Nellie also visits Middletown
New York Prison once a year to do a Black
History workshop with inmates. She was the
representative for Senior Citizens for Social
Security from 1973 until 1975 and in 1979 she
ran a workshop for children from the Mott
Haven Day Care Center about their heritage,
which appeared in Big Red newspaper. She
has been involved in a wide variety of commu-
nity activities, including volunteer work with the
elderly and marriage counseling.

The business, professional, and civic organi-
zations to which she belonged, like the honors

and awards she was given are almost beyond
counting.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me
in recognizing Ms. Nellie Mackay for her out-
standing achievements and her enduring com-
mitment to the community.
f

FIRST-TIME HOMEBUYER
AFFORDABILITY ACT

HON. JOHN J. LaFALCE
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, today I am in-

troducing the First-time Homebuyer Afford-
ability Act. I am joined in this effort by 20 origi-
nal cosponsors. I am also pleased to an-
nounce that Senator KERRY (D–MA) will be in-
troducing this legislation in the Senate.

This bill is a pro-homeownership initiative,
based on the principle of empowering families
and individuals to use funds in their own re-
tirement accounts to buy a home.

The First-time Homebuyer Affordability Act
unlocks the $2 trillion currently held nationwide
in Individual Retirement Accounts (IRA’s) for
homeownership use. It does so by allowing in-
dividuals to borrow up to $10,000 from their
own IRA (or from their parent’s IRA) to use as
a downpayment on a first-time home pur-
chase. Since funds are borrowed, rather than
withdrawn, the homebuyer does not incur Fed-
eral taxes or a premature withdrawal penalty.

This bill is a targeted effort to narrow the ar-
bitrary disparity between treatment of 401(k)
retirement plans and IRA retirement plans.
Under current law, individuals may borrow
from their 401(k) retirement account without
paying taxes for a broad range of purposes,
including buying a home. Yet, individuals can-
not borrow or otherwise use funds in their IRA
for personal use, even to buy a home, without
incurring Federal taxes. This is a significant
and inequitable impediment to homeowner-
ship.

Two years ago, Congress took a modest
step toward lowering financial barriers to the
use of IRA funds for home purchase—through
enactment of a waiver of the 10 percent pre-
mature withdrawal penalty for withdrawal of up
to $10,000 from an IRA account for a first-time
home purchase. However, such a withdrawal
still subjects the homebuyer to Federal taxes
on the amount withdrawn. For a $10,000 with-
drawal by a typical taxpayer in the 28 percent
tax bracket, this creates a Federal tax liability
of $2,800—leaving only $7,200 for a downpay-
ment on a home purchase.

Under the First-time Homebuyer Affordability
Act, funds may be borrowed tax- and penalty-
free from an IRA account for a period of up to
15 years, either on a fully amortized or interest
only basis. The loan must be repaid if the
house is sold or if it ceases to be a principal
residence. When the loan is repaid, the funds
are restored in the IRA account, fully available
for re-investment on a continuing tax-deferred
basis.

Alternatively, the bill permits use of IRA
funds for a first-time home purchase as a
home equity participation investment. Under
this approach, IRA funds are used for down-
payment; when the house is sold, the invest-
ment, plus a share of the profit from home
sale (typically 50 percent) is repaid to the IRA
account.
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The purpose of IRAs is to encourage long-

term savings and investment, to provide a fi-
nancial cushion in retirement. Yet, even
though buying a home is one of the best in-
vestments an individual can make, it is not an
eligible IRA investment. Allowing an individual
to borrow from their IRA to buy a home effec-
tively makes this an eligible investment.

Allowing IRA borrowing for home purchase
would also eliminate a disincentive against
IRA contributions. Many young families and in-
dividuals are hesitant to tie up funds in an IRA
account that they may need later to buy a
home. And, IRA borrowing for home purchase
does not deplete the IRA account, since the
funds are replenished when the loan is paid
back.

Finally, this legislation is responsibly drafted,
to prevent self-dealing and generally track pro-
visions of 401(k) loans. Nonpayment or for-
giveness of the loan is treated as a premature
withdrawal. In such event, the unpaid amount
would be subject to Federal taxes and a 10-
percent premature withdrawal penalty.

Other protections include a prohibition
against taking an interest deduction on the
borrowed funds, and a limitation that loan
rates cannot vary by more than 200 basis
points (2 percent) from comparable Treasury
maturities.

As Congress considers proposals to create
new individualized retirement accounts, it is
important to structure such accounts in a way
that provides access for home purchase. But,
it is equally important to remove the significant
tax barriers to home purchase for the $2 tril-
lion in existing IRA retirement assets. The
‘‘First-time Homebuyer Affordability Act’’ ac-
complishes that important goal.
f

FEDERAL PRISONER HEALTH
CARE COPAYMENT ACT

HON. MATT SALMON
OF ARIZONA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to intro-
duce the Federal Prisoner Health Care Copay-
ment Act, which would require Federal pris-
oners to pay a nominal fee when they initiate
certain visits for medical attention. Seventy-
five percent of the fee would be deposited in
the Federal Crime Victims’ Fund and the re-
mainder would go to the Federal Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) and the Marshals Service for
administrative expenses incurred in carrying
out this Act. Each time a prisoner pays to heal
himself, he will be paying to heal a victim. The
U.S. Department of Justice supports the Fed-
eral inmate user fee concept, and has worked
on crafting the language contained in this bill.

Most law-abiding Americans pay a copay-
ment when they seek medical attention. Why
should Federal prisoners be exempted from
this responsibility?

This reform on the Federal level is overdue.
Health care costs for Federal prisoners has
risen considerably over the past several years.
Only a handful of states exceed the Federal
system in the cost of care per inmate. Estab-
lishing a copayment requirement would exert
an immediate downward pressure on prison
health care costs.

States have recognized he value of copay-
ment programs, and they have proliferated in

recent times. Now, well over half of the states
(at last count 34) have copayment programs
on a statewide basis, including Alabama, Ari-
zona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Dela-
ware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana,
Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Ne-
vada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode Island,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vir-
ginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wis-
consin. Additional states are considering im-
plementing copayment programs. Moreover, at
least half of the states—some of which have
not enacted this health care reform on a state-
wide basis—have jail systems that impose a
copayment on inmates seeking certain types
of health care.

Copayment programs have an outstanding
record of success on the State level. In June
1996, the National Commission on Correc-
tional Health Care held a conference that ex-
amined statewide fee-for-service programs.
Dr. Ron Waldron of the Bureau of Prisons
concluded that ‘‘inmate user fees programs
appear to reduce utilization, and do generate
modest revenues.’’

Evidence of the effectiveness of copayment
programs continues to surface. Tennessee,
which began requiring $3 copayments in Janu-
ary 1996, reported in late 1997 that the num-
ber of infirmary visits per inmate had been cut
almost in half. In August, prison officials in
Ohio evaluated the nascent State copayment
law, finding that the number of prisoners see-
ing a doctor had dropped 55 percent and that
between March and August the copayment fee
generated $89,500. And in my home state of
Arizona, there has been a reduction of about
30 percent in the number of requests for
health care services.

Copayment programs reduce the overutiliza-
tion of health care services without denying
the indigent of necessary care. In discouraging
the overuse of health care, prisoners in true
need of attention should receive better care.
Taxpayers benefit through the reduction in the
expense of operating a prison health care sys-
tem. And the burden of corrections officers to
escort prisoners feigning illness to health care
facilities is reduced.

The Federal Prisoner Health Care Copay-
ment Act provides that the Director of the Bu-
reau of Prisons shall assess a nominal fee for
each health care visit that he or she—con-
sistent with the Act—determines should be
covered. The legislation also allows state and
local facilities to collect health care copayment
fees when housing federal prisoners.

The Federal Prisoner Health Care Copay-
ment Act prohibits the refusal of treatment for
financial reasons or appropriate preventative
care.

Finally, the Act requires that the Director re-
port to Congress the amount collected under
the legislation and an analysis of the effects of
the implementation of this legislation on the
nature and extent of health care visits by pris-
oners.

Congress should speedily enact this impor-
tant prisoner health care reform bill. I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues and the
Department of Justice to pass this proposal.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 975, REDUCING VOLUME
OF STEEL IMPORTS AND ESTAB-
LISHING STEEL IMPORT NOTIFI-
CATION AND MONITORING PRO-
GRAM

SPEECH OF

HON. BRIAN BAIRD
OF WASHINGTON

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Wednesday, March 17, 1999

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex-
press my support for this legislation, that
seeks to address the serious steel dumping
problem which has resulted in the loss of over
10,000 steelworker jobs nationwide; but also
to inform my colleagues about a concern that
I have about some potential impacts of such
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I do believe that the rapid es-
calation of steel imports into the United States
over the past eighteen months has reached
crisis levels. Reports indicate that steel im-
ports increased by 72 percent from November
of 1997 to November of 1998, and that in-
crease has led to staggering layoffs and re-
ductions in work hours for those working in
our nation’s steel industries. Those layoffs and
work stoppages have seriously concerned me
and should alarm all of us.

During that period, imports from Japan were
up 260 percent, imports from Russia ad-
vanced 262 percent, and those from Korea in-
creased by over 220 percent. Imports from
Brazil, Ukraine, China, Indonesia, and South
Africa have steadily grown. In some cases,
foreign manufacturers have been shown to
have sold steel for well under the cost of pro-
duction.

It is clear that the United States must take
strong action to ensure the enforcement of our
trade policies. Mr. Speaker, I support policies
that enhance U.S. trade partnerships, but I
also believe that we must demand fair and re-
sponsible trade behavior from those partners.
Our nation must not stand idle while our laws
are flagrantly violated. Therefore, I strongly
support the intent of H.R. 975 and the meas-
ures that the legislation would implement to
control steel import levels at pre-crisis levels.

However, my concern lies in the potential
impact that this legislation may have on a
manufacturer in my district—a manufacturer
that would face legitimate hardship under the
current version of the bill.

The district which I represent, Washington’s
third district, includes several steel and alu-
minum production facilities. One of these facili-
ties is The Broken Hill Proprietary Coated
Steel Corporation (BHP CSC), located in the
city of Kalama. In December of 1997, BHP
began production of cold rolled full hard steel
and galvanized sheet steel that is frequently
used in the metal building and construction in-
dustries. The facility annually utilizes approxi-
mately 350,000 tons of hot band steel in the
manufacture of over 300,000 tons of bare and
painted sheet steel products.

Unfortunately, I have been informed that
availability of the hot band steel needed for
this plant is limited from domestic producers.
The technologies utilized in the manufacturing
process at the Kalama facility apparently re-
quire that very specific requirements be met
for the quality, physical properties and size of
the hot band steel used as a raw material, and
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most domestic producers of hot band steel are
reportedly unable to meet the demands of the
Kalama plant.

Therefore, BHP CSC has relied on imported
hot band steel for the majority of their needs
since beginning operations in 1997, and the
primary source of those imports has been the
BHP parent company, located in Australia.
That Kalama plant has been the exclusive re-
cipient of imports to the U.S. from the com-
pany’s Australian parent. This plant has not
been used as a conduit for large quantities of
steel imports to be used by other manufactur-
ers.

My concern deals with the consequences of
imposing a strict quota on steel imports. In its
current form, the legislation only cuts back
steel imports to levels existing in July of 1997.
This restriction is not only reasonable, it is
necessary, and to be clear, I think we need
this legislation. However, it may also severely
limit the availability of the high-grade hot band
steel required by the Kalama BHP facility.

As a consequence, Mr. Speaker, the pro-
ductive capacity of the plant will be signifi-
cantly diminished, and the limits may, in fact,
result in the loss of jobs in the steel industry.
Now, I can’t imagine that supporters of this
legislation would find job losses to be an ac-
ceptable result of a United States response to
illegal trade activities.

And Mr. Speaker, I want to take a moment
to call your attention to why this facility is so
important to the economic survival of this cor-
ner of rural America. This economically dis-
advantaged area in Southwest Washington
was, until recently, primarily dependent on nat-
ural-resource based industries for its economic
survival. As a result of increasing limitations
on timber cutting and shrinking salmon runs,
the workforce needs in Cowlitz County have
been scaled back again and again. Only six
years ago, this area faced double-digit unem-
ployment rates, and still has one of the high-
est rates in the nation.

So, Mr. Speaker, when we pass legislation
that may affect the job security of over 250
hard-working people in Cowlitz County, I get
gravely concerned. That’s why I immediately
began working on this issue when I was sworn
into office at the beginning of this year.

And it is also the reason that I drafted an
amendment to this legislation to provide lim-
ited waiver authority for companies with legiti-
mate barriers to obtaining steel products for
their manufacturing processes from domestic
sources, to import limited amounts of steel in
order to continue operations. My amendment
would have permitted the Secretary of Com-
merce to establish a certification process to
determine whether or not a manufacturer has
sincere impediments to obtaining adequate
quantities of steel raw materials; and, in such
cases, to waive the import restrictions in only
those cases.

Unfortunately, the rule providing for consid-
eration of this legislation prevented me from
introducing such an amendment, and pre-
cluded members from having the opportunity
to vote on a measure that I believe would
make a minimal, but desperately necessary
adjustment to the overall bill. In fact, that rule
prevented the introduction of any amend-
ments.

Although I find this disappointing, I have re-
ceived assurances from my colleagues that ef-
forts will be made to address this situation as
this legislation moves through the process,
and I will continue to support those efforts.

As a Member of Congress, I have a respon-
sibility to ensure that what we do here in
Washington, DC, benefits my constituents in
Washington State, and also to help safeguard
our national interests. I believe that the enact-
ment of this legislation, as perfected by my
amendment, would serve both of these pur-
poses. Although still imperfect, I will act today
to enforce the trade policies of the United
States, while continuing my efforts to protect
the economic security of all steelworkers na-
tionwide as the legislative process moves for-
ward.

I ask my colleagues to support these efforts
as we work with the other body in considering
this measure. We all have an interest in keep-
ing jobs in the United States, so let’s work to-
gether to take the strongest, most appropriate
measures possible to bolster this industry.

Of equal importance, I call on the President
to address this situation before this flood of
steel imports overwhelms what remains of the
United States steel industry—an industry that
has retooled to become one of the most effi-
cient in the Nation. In the future, as a result
of this measure, I hope that we can take swift-
er, and more effective actions when sudden
surges in foreign exports to our nation unfairly
threaten our industries.

Mr. Speaker, I want to again thank my col-
leagues Mr. VISCLOSKY and Mr. TRAFICANT,
and many others, for their tremendous, per-
sistent work in bringing public attention to this
issue and for helping bring this measure to the
full House for our consideration.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

HON. MARGE ROUKEMA
OF NEW JERSEY

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to insert in the RECORD that I inadvertently
voted no on Roll Call 69 on March 24, 1999.
I intended to vote yes on this amendment of-
fered by Representative Tiahrt to H.R. 1141,
the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations
bill.

This amendment would have offset the re-
maining portion of the Supplemental that was
not offset by the bill. It is vitally important that
all additional spending is offset. Because if it
is not offset, it is paid for out of the Social Se-
curity Trust Fund surplus.

Of primary concern is Social Security. As
we all know Social Security is the most pop-
ular and important program in the nation’s his-
tory. It touches almost every family in Amer-
ica. When it comes to Social Security, this
program must not be sacrificed to tax cuts or
extra spending. I look forward to the day when
we engage in the debate on reform with the
knowledge that every cent in the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund is safe.
f

IN HONOR OF DR. HORACIO
AGUIRRE

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN
OF FLORIDA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, today it
is a distinct honor to recognize Dr. Horacio

Aguirre, an outstanding journalist, good family
man and contributing member to our South
Florida community, for his many years of dedi-
cation and vision in the area of journalism. As
an acknowledgement of his endeavors, the
Miami International Press Club will present Dr.
Aguirre with its 1999 Good News Award on
April 15th.

The Cuban patriot Jose Marti once said:
‘‘Talent is a gift that brings with it an obligation
to serve the world, and not ourselves, for it is
not of our making’’. Dr. Aguirre has taken
those prophetic words to heart, for his entire
life has been dedicated to protecting and ad-
vancing the entire spectrum of journalism with
his feverish talent and love for the field.

From his early years as the editorial writer
at El Panama America newspaper in Panama,
to his experience as a founding editor with
one of the longest running dailies, Diario Las
Americas; Dr. Aguirre has always been a
champion for all journalistic causes.

His achievements have been such that
other nations such as Panama, Ecuador, the
Dominican Republic and Spain have all be-
stowed awards upon him. Dr. Aguirre has also
been very active with the Inter-American Press
Association, where he has held the posts of
Secretary, Chairman, First Vice-President and
President.

Mr. Speaker, in an era where journalistic
rights have come under increasing attacks
from dictatorial governments, Dr. Horacio
Aguirre is worthy of recognition because he is
and continues to be a defender of journalists’
rights to report.

He has contributed immensely to the hemi-
spheric discussion on this most important of
issues. Dr. Horacio Aguirre offers to all of the
Americas what the brilliant Ruben Dario gave
to his native country, Nicaragua: ‘‘I offer unto
you the steel upon which I forged my efforts,
the coffer of harmony that guards my treasure,
the crown of diamonds the idol that I adore.’’
f

CONGRATULATIONS TO HIGH
POINT CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL’S
GIRLS BASKETBALL TEAM

HON. HOWARD COBLE
OF NORTH CAROLINA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, while all eyes will
be on St. Petersburg this weekend to observe
the NCAA Final Four basketball champion-
ships, those of us in the Sixth District of North
Carolina are already celebrating a roundball
title. We are proud to say that High Point Cen-
tral High School has won the North Carolina
2–A girls basketball championship.

The High Point Central Bison defeated St.
Pauls 78–63 to capture the 2–A crown in
Chapel Hill on March 13. High Point Central
finished the year with a record of 28–2 and
captured its third state title in seven years—an
impressive feat.

What makes the win even more remarkable
was that the Bison went into the title contest
knowing one of their senior starters was in-
jured. Lee Culp broke her foot on the Thurs-
day before the Saturday championship, but
that didn’t stop her from scoring a team-lead-
ing 20 points in 29 minutes of action. For her
gutty performance, Culp was named MVP of
the game.
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Her coach, Kenny Carter, told the Greens-

boro News & Record, that Lee was part of a
very special group of seniors. ‘‘I can’t describe
it,’’ Coach Carter told the newspaper. ‘‘I had
the seniors write a paper about what it’s like
to be there. And they each used the word ‘in-
describable.’ I know this, they gave me a re-
birth of energy. They’ve been with me for four
years, and I wouldn’t trade them for any team
or any players I’ve ever had.’’

Joining Culp in the total team effort were
Katie Copeland, Kanecia Obie, Leslie Olson,
Elizabeth Redpath, Laura Kirby, Velinda
Vucannon, Shonda Brown, Leslie Cook, Erica
Green, Shemeka Leach, Krystion Obie, and
Nasheena Quick.

Coach Carter will be the first to tell you that
the Bison win was thanks to the players,
coaches and staff working together to achieve
a common goal. In addition to Coach Carter,
congratulations are due to his assistants
Jetanna McClain, April Rose, Scottie Carter,
Eugene Love, Kim Liptrap, and Chris Martin.
Also helping in many ways were the team
managers Chasity Brown, Jessica Allen, and
Serenity Klump.

So, while everyone watches the Final Four
this weekend, fans of the High Point Central
Bison are already celebrating the ‘‘Final
Three’’—the third state championship in seven
years. On behalf of the citizens of the Sixth
District of North Carolina, we congratulate
High Point Central for winning the state’s 2–A
girls basketball championship.
f

A TRIBUTE TO SHASHUNNA WIL-
LIAMS, AUGUSTINE WASH-
INGTON, AND BESSIE DEANS

HON. JIM McCRERY
OF LOUISIANA

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. McCRERY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
offer a tribute to three constituents,
Shashunna Williams, Augustine Washington,
and Bessie Deans, who were tragically killed
in an automobile accident on their way back
from a home health care training seminar.
These three caring women are remembered
by their family, friends, colleagues, and by
their patients.

Shashunna was 22 years old, the youngest
staff member in the agency, and engaged to
be married this summer. She was an observ-
ant health aide, attentive to her patients’
needs, and determined to overcome any ob-
stacles she encountered. She brought to her
job a vibrant energy and genuine concern for
others that was often displayed with a humor-
ous twist.

Bessie was 39 years old, and a certified
nurse’s aide since 1987. She was married and
a devoted mother of two sons, whose sporting
activities she regularly attended. Bessie was
well known in the community and her caring
spirit manifested itself in kindness above and
beyond the call of duty. Bessie’s depend-
ability, loyalty to her patients, and her unfailing
energy earned her the gratitude of all those to
whom she came in contact.

Augustine was 42, a mother of four, a
grandmother, and a certified nurse’s aide for
over ten years. She excelled in caring for the
elderly, who always praised her for her kind-
ness and generosity. Augustine visited home

health patients during the day and had a sec-
ond full time job at a nursing home in the
evening. Augustine was a team player, most
dependable, and a fine example of a hard
working, caring employee.

Mr. Speaker, these three women exempli-
fied the very best in their chosen field. We, in
the Fourth District of Louisiana, share their
families’, colleagues’, and patients’ grief over
their loss. I know they all will miss them ter-
ribly.
f

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO IMPOSE STRICTER MANDA-
TORY PRISON TERMS FOR CRIMI-
NALS USING FIREARMS

HON. SUE W. KELLY
OF NEW YORK

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today for
the purpose of introducing legislation to im-
pose tougher mandatory jail sentences on
criminals who use guns.

It is well understood by my colleagues that
gun control is an issue over which reasonable
people will often disagree. The bill I am intro-
ducing today, however, is reflective of an idea
about which we can all agree—criminals who
use firearms deserve tough sentences. This
legislation seeks to increase the mandatory
minimum penalties for individuals who pos-
sess, brandish, or discharge a firearm during
the commission of a federal crime which is
violent or involves drug-trafficking.

For possession of a firearm during such a
crime, this bill would increase the minimum
mandatory sentence from 5 years to 10. For
brandishing a firearm, the minimum sentence
would be raised from 7 years to 15. If the fire-
arms is discharged during the crime, this bill
would set the mandatory minimum sentence at
20 years, a substantial increase from the cur-
rent 10 year minimum.

Tough sentences work. Just ask the people
of Richmond, Virginia. The city’s Chief of Po-
lice, Jerry Oliver, testified before Congress just
this week about Project Exile, a program by
which individuals who use a firearm during the
commission of a crime are prosecuted in fed-
eral court rather than state court, making them
subject to stiffer penalties. These tougher sen-
tences, accompanied by a public campaign to
tout them, have been a central cause for the
city’s significantly diminished homicide rate.
We need to draw from Richmond’s example.

I urge my colleagues to join me in the effort
to enact a law which makes it perfectly clear
that profound punitive consequences await
those criminals who use deadly firearms.
f

HOLOCAUST SURVIVOR TAX
RELIEF ACT

HON. JERRY WELLER
OF ILLINOIS

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, today, after
years of arduous effort, survivors of the Holo-
caust who had their assets withheld from them
by Swiss banks and others have finally re-
ceived justice in the form of a settlement be-

tween the banks and the survivors’ attorneys
achieved last year. Under the settlement, sur-
vivors around the globe will receive $1.25 bil-
lion. This settlement will finally return the as-
sets to survivors more than 50 years after they
were entrusted to these banks.

In addition to the survivors who are party to
this historic settlement, there are survivors
who are needy and have received one-time
payments from the Swiss government through
the Swiss Humanitarian Fund. Payments from
this fund to needy Holocaust survivors in the
United States have totaled $31.4 million.
Banks and corporations in France, Austria,
Italy and Germany are establishing similar
funds to compensate claimants for bank ac-
counts, insurance policies, slave labor and
other assets. Whether the payments are from
the banks, the Swiss government or other
sources, they should be excluded from tax-
ation because the survivors are receiving back
what was rightfully theirs to begin with.

Survivors who sued banks, insurance com-
panies and manufacturers who profited from
slave labor during he Holocaust did so be-
cause there was no other avenue for them to
seek justice. Deprived of their assets, or those
of their families, these brave souls fought un-
successfully for fifty years until now to regain
what belonged to them.

I rise today, joined by my colleague, Rep-
resentative ROBERT MATSUI, to introduce H.R.
1292, the Holocaust Survivor Tax Relief Act of
1999. Senators FITZGERALD, MOYNIHAN and
ABRAHAM are also introducing companion leg-
islation in the Senate. Our legislation will ex-
clude these payments from federal income
tax.

There is little time to debate over these pay-
ments when the average Holocaust survivor is
80 years old. We must do everything we can
to ease the lives in their final years, and there-
fore it would be wrong and immoral to tax
them on the long overdue receipt of the as-
sets. What these survivors are receiving from
the various funds is money that is rightly theirs
in the first place.

These survivors of the Holocaust deserve
justice. Having escaped death at the hands of
the Nazis, they were subjected to victimization
by European banks and insurers. Those who
endured the tortures of slave labor have never
been compensated for their servitude to the
Nazis. Now that they have begun to receive
some measure of justice let us not add insult
to their injury by taxing these long overdue
payments to which they are entitled.
f

VETERANS HEALTH CARE
IMPROVEMENTS LEGISLATION

HON. CHARLES W. ‘‘CHIP’’ PICKERING
OF MISSISSIPPI

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Thursday, March 25, 1999
Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, Abraham

Lincoln once said ‘‘To care for him who shall
have borne the battle, and for his widow and
orphan . . .’’ Today, we must follow his coun-
sel.

When veterans joined the military, they were
promised ‘‘free’’ health care for life. There are
some who would like to see the commitments
this Nation made to our veterans just fade
away—not to honor the promise that this Na-
tion made to them. I do not believe we can
allow that to happen.
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For that reason, Congressman JERRY

MORAN and I are introducing the Veterans
Health Care Improvement Act of 1999. This
legislation will enable us to deliver on the
promises our country made to its veterans
who answered the call to duty.

The men and women of America’s Armed
Forces have been faithful in their service.
They have not asked much—just what they
were promised. Our Nation pledged to provide
these veterans quality health care.

We have fallen short on that promise. The
Veterans Health Care Improvement Act of
1999 will make health care for our veterans
better and more accessible. First, the bill es-
tablishes a voluntary Medicare subvention
demonstration project that allows Medicare to
reimburse the Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) for Medicare health care services fur-
nished to certain veterans at VA medical facili-
ties. This will give veterans more flexibility in
choosing their health care providers.

The bill directs the administering Secretaries
to select up to ten demonstration sites in geo-
graphically dispersed locations for program
participation. Of these ten sites, one must be
in an area near a base closed by the base re-

alignment and closure law and one must be a
predominantly rural area. None of the dem-
onstration project funds may be used to build
new buildings or expand existing ones. This 3-
year program begins on January 1, 2000. The
bill also authorizes the Secretary of the VA to
establish and operate four managed health
care plans at demonstration sites.

Tricare, the health care program for all
branches of the military must be reformed.
Many veterans are refused by physicians be-
cause Tricare is notorious for delinquent reim-
bursements and because the reimbursement
rates often fall below those allowed by Medi-
care. This bill takes a big step toward leveling
the playing field for our veterans.

The bill directs the Secretary to ensure that
health care coverage available through the
Tricare program is substantially similar to the
health care coverage available to Federal em-
ployees; makes benefits portable; minimizes
the certification requirements for access to the
extent possible; and requires that claims be
processed and payed in a simplified and expe-
dited manner. These changes will begin to
eliminate the bureaucratic red tape and im-
prove access and payments for beneficiaries.

The bill also allows the Secretary of De-
fense to increase the reimbursement rate for
Tricare if it is necessary to ensure quality
health care for veterans.

The bill includes a sense of Congress urg-
ing the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to ‘‘re-
view their policies and procedures to identify
areas in which the administration does not
currently process claims for veterans in a
manner consistent with the objectives set forth
in the national performance review, and to ini-
tiate the necessary actions to process such
claims in such manner and report to Congress
on measures taken to improve the processing
time of claims.’’

In summary, this bill will do much to improve
the quality of health care for our Nation’s vet-
erans. The heart-wrenching film ‘‘Saving Pri-
vate Ryan’’ portrayed the enormous dedication
and sacrifice our veterans endured on behalf
of this Nation. As the number of elderly vet-
erans continues to increase, it is imperative
that we take the necessary steps to protect
them—and to honor our commitment to them.
I urge my colleagues to join me in supporting
our veterans by improving their health care
system
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HIGHLIGHTS

Senate agreed to the Congressional Budget.
The House agreed to H. Con. Res. 68, Concurrent Budget Resolution.

Senate
Chamber Action
Routine Proceedings, pages S3385–S3579
Measures Introduced: Fifty bills and five resolu-
tions were introduced, as follows: S. 713–762, S.J.
Res. 16–17, S. Con. Res. 23–24, and S. Res. 75.
                                                                                    Pages S3438–40

Measures Passed:
Emergency Supplemental Appropriations: Pursu-

ant to the order of March 18, 1999, Senate passed
H.R. 1141, making emergency supplemental appro-
priations for the fiscal year ending September 30,
1999, after striking all after the enacting clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the text of S. 544, Senate
companion measure, as passed by the Senate on
Tuesday, March 23, 1999.                                     Page S3327

Senate insisted on its amendment, requested a
conference with the House thereon, and the Chair,
as authorized, appointed the following conferees on
the part of the Senate: Senators Stevens, Cochran,
Specter, Domenici, Bond, Gorton, McConnell,
Burns, Shelby, Gregg, Bennett, Campbell, Craig,
Hutchison, Kyl, Byrd, Inouye, Hollings, Leahy, Lau-
tenberg, Harkin, Mikulski, Reid, Kohl, Murray,
Dorgan, Feinstein, and Durbin.                          Page S3327

Subsequently, S. 544 was placed back on the Sen-
ate calendar.

Adjournment Resolution: Senate agreed to S.
Con. Res. 23, providing for a conditional adjourn-
ment or recess of the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives.                                                                   Page S3385

Cuban Human Rights: By a unanimous vote of
98 yeas (Vote No. 67), Senate agreed to S. Res. 57,
expressing the sense of the Senate regarding the
human rights situation in Cuba, after agreeing to the
following amendment proposed thereto:
                                                                                    Pages S3380–83

Graham/Mack Amendment No. 245, to state that
where such abuses violate internationally accepted

norms of conduct enshrined by the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights.                            Pages S3382–83

Congressional Budget: By 55 yeas to 44 nays
(Vote No. 81), Senate agreed to H. Con. Res. 68,
setting forth the congressional budget for the United
States Government for fiscal years 2000 through
2009, after striking all after the resolving clause and
inserting in lieu thereof the text of S. Con. Res. 20,
Senate companion measure, as amended, and after
taking action on amendments proposed thereto, as
follows:                        Pages S3309–19, S3321–80, S3385–S3432

Adopted:
Enzi Amendment No. 154, to express the sense of

the Senate that agricultural risk management pro-
grams should include livestock producers.
                                                                                    Pages S3327–28

Dodd Amendment Modified No. 160, to increase
the mandatory spending in the Child Care and De-
velopment Block Grant by $7.5 billion over five
years, the amendment reduces the resolution’s tax
cut and leaves adequate room in the revenue instruc-
tions for targeted tax cuts that help families with
the costs of caring for their children, and that such
relief would assist all working families with employ-
ment related child care expenses, as well as families
in which one parent stays home to care for an infant.
(By yeas to nays (Vote No. 74), Senate failed to table
the amendment.)                                                 Pages S3390–91

Graham Modified Amendment No. 164, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that funds recovered
from any Federal tobacco-related litigation should be
set-aside for the purpose of first strengthening the
medicare trust fund and second to fund a medicare
prescription drug benefit.                                      Page S3426

Graham Modified Amendment No. 165, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the Congress and
the President should offset inappropriate emergency
funding from fiscal year 1999 in fiscal year 1999.
                                                                                            Page S3426
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Lautenberg (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 169,
to express the sense of the Senate on the social pro-
motion of elementary and secondary school students.
                                                                      Pages S3387, S3415–17

Lautenberg (for Reid) Modified Amendment No.
170, to express the sense of the Senate regarding so-
cial security ‘‘notch babies’’, those individuals born
between the years 1917 and 1926.                   Page S3430

Lautenberg (for Boxer) Amendment No. 171, to
ensure that the President’s after school initiative is
fully funded for fiscal year 2000.                       Page S3397

Lautenberg (for Murray) Amendment No. 173, to
express the sense of the Senate on women and Social
Security reform.                                                           Page S3388

Lautenberg (for Boxer) Amendment No. 175, to
ensure that the substantial majority of any income
tax cuts go to middle and lower income taxpayers.

By 56 yeas to 43 nays (Vote No. 65), Roth Modi-
fied Amendment No. 176, to express the sense of
the Senate regarding the modernization and im-
provement of the medicare program.      Pages S3310–19,

S3352–53
Lautenberg Amendment No. 183, to express the

sense of the Senate that Congress should enact legis-
lation to modernize America’s schools.
                                                                      Pages S3331–32, S3427

Lautenberg (for Durbin) Amendment No. 185, to
provide a substitute for section 205 regarding the
emergency designation point of order.         Pages S3332,

S3378, S3426–27
Lautenberg (for Durbin) Amendment No. 186, to

express the sense of the Senate that the provisions of
this resolution assume that it is the policy of the
United States to provide as soon as it is techno-
logically possible an education for every American
child that will enable each child to effectively meet
the challenges of the 21st century.          Pages S3332–33,

S3387
Lautenberg (for Durbin) Amendment No. 187, to

finance disability programs designed to allow indi-
viduals with disabilities to become employed and re-
main independent.                                      Pages S3333, S3387

Lautenberg (for Dorgan) Amendment No. 188, to
express the sense of the Senate that agricultural com-
modities and products, medicines, and medical prod-
ucts should be exempted from unilateral economic
sanctions.                                                         Pages S3333, S3387

Lautenberg (for Dorgan) Amendment No. 189, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding capital
gains tax fairness for family farmers.
                                                                            Pages S3333, S3387

Lautenberg (for Torricelli) Amendment No. 191,
to express the sense of the Senate that the Urban
Parks and Recreation Recovery (UPARR) program
should be fully funded.                      Pages S3333–34, S3387

Lautenberg (for Lieberman) Amendment No. 197,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding asset-

building for the working poor.           Pages S3336, S3387,
S3420

Lautenberg (for Bingaman) Amendment No. 199,
to help insure the long-term national security of the
United States by budgeting for a robust Defense
Science and Technology Program.            Pages S3336–37,

S3387
Lautenberg (for Biden) Amendment No. 202, to

express the sense of the Senate on the importance of
funding for embassy security.               Pages S3338, S3397

Lautenberg (for Landrieu) Modified Amendment
No. 205, to allow for a tax cut for working families
that could be provided immediately, before enact-
ment of Social Security reform would make on-budg-
et surpluses available as an offset.             Pages S3339–40,

S3396–97
Domenici (for Hatch) Modified Amendment No.

206, to provide the sense of the Senate regarding
support for Federal, State and local law enforcement,
and for the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund.
                                                                      Pages S3340, S3428–29

Domenici (for Hatch) Modified Amendment No.
207, to ensure a rational adjustment to merger noti-
fication thresholds for small business and to ensure
adequate funding for Antitrust Division of the De-
partment of Justice.                                   Pages S3340, S3391

Domenici (for Enzi) Modified Amendment No.
208, to express the sense of the Senate that the Mar-
riage Penalty should be eliminated and the marginal
income tax rates should be uniformly reduced.
                                                                       Pages S3340, S3396–97

Domenici (for Shelby) Amendment No. 209, to
express the sense of the Senate that the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 needs comprehensive reform.
                                                                       Pages S3340–41, S3387

Domenici (for Sessions) Amendment No. 210, to
express the sense of the Senate that the additional
tax incentives should be provided for education sav-
ings.                                                Pages S3341, S3378–79, S3387

Domenici (for Santorum) Amendment No. 211, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding the Davis-
Bacon Act.                                         Pages S3341, S3387, S3418

By 97 yeas to 1 nay (Vote No. 68), Domenici (for
Santorum/Leahy) Amendment No. 212, to express
the sense of the Senate that the 106th Congress, 1st
Session should reauthorize funds for the Farmland
Protection Program.                             Pages S3341, S3385–86

Domenici (for DeWine/Coverdell) Modified
Amendment No. 213, to express the sense of the
Senate regarding support for State and local law en-
forcement.                                                 Pages S3341, S3391–92

Domenici (for DeWine) Modified Amendment
No. 214, to express the sense of the Senate that
funding for Federal drug control activities should be
at a level higher than that proposed in the Presi-
dent’s budget request for fiscal year 2000.
                                                                 Pages S3341–42, S3426–27
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Domenici (for Gorton) Amendment No. 215, to
express the sense of the Senate concerning resources
for autism research through the National Institutes
of Health and the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention.                                                      Pages S3342, S3387

Domenici (for Roberts) Amendment No. 216, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding the poten-
tial impact of the amendments to the medicare pro-
gram contained in the Balanced Budget Act on ac-
cess to items and services under such program.
                                                                             Pages S3342, S3387

Domenici (for Fitzgerald) Amendment No. 217,
to express the sense of the Senate that the budget
process should require truth-in-budgeting with re-
spect to the on-budget trust funds.
                                                                            Pages S3342, S3387

Domenici (for Specter) Amendment No. 219, to
express the sense of the Senate that $50 million will
be provided in fiscal year 2000 to conduct intensive
firearms prosecution projects to combat violence in
the twenty-five American cities with the highest
crime rates.                                  Pages S3343–44, S3387, S3389

Subsequently, the amendment was modified.
Domenici (for Specter) Amendment No. 220, to

express the sense of the Senate on providing women
direct access to physicians specializing in obstetrics
and gynecological services.                                    Page S3387

Domenici (for Jeffords) Amendment No. 221, to
express the sense of the Senate concerning fostering
the employment and independence of individuals
with disabilities.                                          Pages S3344, S3387

Domenici (for Jeffords) Amendment No. 222, to
express the sense of the Senate with respect to main-
taining at least current expenditures (including
emergency funding) for the Low Income Home En-
ergy Assistance Program for Fiscal Year 2000.
                                                                       Pages S3344–45, S3387

Domenici (for Ashcroft) Amendment No. 224, to
express the sense of Congress that South Korea must
abide by its international trade commitments on
pork and beef.                                  Pages S3345, S3389, S3420

Domenici (for Shelby/Domenici) Modified Amend-
ment No. 225, to express the sense of the Senate
that no additional firewalls should be enacted for
transportation activities.                    Pages S3345–46, S3387

Domenici (for Enzi) Amendment No. 226, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that new public health
programs should not be established to the detriment
of funding for existing, effective programs, such as
the Preventive Health and Health Services Block
Grant.                                                   Pages S3346, S3387, S3427

Domenici (for Abraham) Amendment No. 227, to
provide for the continued viability of professional,
educational, and trade associations.          Pages S3346–47,

S3426–27

Domenici (for Gregg/Collins) Amendment No.
229, to express the sense of the Senate concerning
funding for special education.         Pages S3347–48, S3387

Domenici (for Stevens/Warner) Amendment No.
230, to provide an exception for emergency defense
spending.                                                   Pages S3348, S3426–27

Domenici (for Grams) Modified Amendment No.
231, to express the sense of the Senate on providing
tax relief to all Americans by returning the non-So-
cial Security surplus to taxpayers.
                                                                      Pages S3348,–S3368–74

Domenici (for Chafee) Amendment No. 236, to
strike section 201, Reserve Fund for a Fiscal Year
2000 Surplus, as provided for under Title II—Budg-
etary Restraints and Rulemaking.                  Pages S3349,

S3426–27

Domenici (for Chafee) Amendment No. 237, to
express the sense of the Senate on the importance of
social security for individuals who become disabled.
                                                                       Pages S3349–50, S3387

Domenici (for Chafee) Amendment No. 238, to
provide $200,000,000 for the State-side program of
the land and water conservation fund.         Pages S3350,

S3430–31

Domenici (for Ashcroft) Amendment No. 240, to
express the sense of the Senate concerning Federal
tax relief.                                                         Pages S3351, S3393

Domenici (for Ashcroft) Amendment No. 242, to
express the sense of the Senate that increased fund-
ing for elementary and secondary education should
be directed to States and local school districts.
                                                         Pages S3351, S3354–58, S3376

Domenici (for Hutchison/Feinstein) Modified
Amendment No. 243, to express the sense of the
Senate that a task force be established to create a re-
serve fund for natural disasters.           Pages S3351, S3392

Lautenberg (for Moynihan) Amendment No. 244,
to strike section 314, Sense of the Senate on Sale of
Governors Island.                                                        Page S3387

Domenici (for Collins) Amendment No. 247, to
express the sense of the Senate on need-based student
financial aid programs.                                    Pages S3429–30

Rejected:
Kennedy Amendment No. 177, to reduce tax

breaks for the wealthiest taxpayers and reserve the
savings for Medicare. (By 53 yeas to 46 nays (Vote
No. 66), Senate tabled the amendment.)
                                                                 Pages S3321–31, S3353–54

Voinovich Amendment No. 161, to use on-budget
surplus to repay the debt instead of tax cuts. (By 67
yeas to 32 nays (Vote No. 71), Senate tabled the
amendment.)                                                                 Page S3388

Robb/Graham Amendment No. 182, to ensure fis-
cal discipline by requiring that any tax relief be off-
set in accordance with current budget rules and
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practices, and that any surpluses be used for debt re-
duction, until Congress saves Social Security and
strengthens Medicare and pays off the publicly held
debt.                                                             Pages S3351–52, S3427

Lautenberg (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 192,
to fully fund the Class Size Initiative and the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Act with mandatory funds,
the amendment reduces the resolution’s tax cut by
one fifth, frees up $43 billion in discretionary spend-
ing within Function 500 (in 2001–2009) for other
important education programs, and leaves adequate
room in the revenue reconciliation instructions for
targeted tax cuts that help those in need and tax
breaks for communities to modernize and rebuild
crumbling schools. (By 54 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No.
72), Senate tabled the amendment.)        Pages S3334–35,

S3388–89

Dorgan Modified Amendment No. 178, to pro-
vide for additional agricultural funding. (By 53 yeas
to 45 nays (Vote No. 75), Senate tabled the amend-
ment.)                         Pages S3327, S3352, S3363–68, S3392–93

By 24 yeas to 74 nays (Vote No. 78), Lautenberg
(for Hollings) Amendment No. 174, to continue
Federal spending at the current services baseline lev-
els and pay down the Federal debt.         Pages S3376–77,

S3397–98

Lautenberg (for Rockefeller) Amendment No. 196,
to create a reserve fund for medicare prescription
drug benefits. (By 54 yeas to 45 nays (Vote No. 79),
Senate tabled the amendment.)      Pages S3336, S3427–28

Withdrawn:
Lautenberg (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 193,

to allocate a portion of the surplus for legislation
that promotes early educational development and
well-being of children.                       Pages S3335–36, S3387

Domenici (for Helms) Amendment No. 218, re-
lating to the international affairs budget.
                                                                       Pages S3342–43, S3388

Domenici (for Coverdell) Amendment No. 234, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding the need
for incentives for low- and middle-income savers and
investors and the need for such incentives to be ac-
companied by an expansion of the lowest personal
income tax bracket.                              Pages S3348–49, S3387

Domenici (for Chafee) Amendment No. 235, to
reduce the size of the tax cut.              Pages S3349, S3387

Domenici (for Ashcroft) Amendment No. 239, to
express the sense of the Senate that the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund shall be managed in the best inter-
est of current and future beneficiaries.         Pages S3351,

S3387

Domenici (for Grassley) Amendment No. 241, to
express the sense of the Senate regarding the closure
of Howard Air Force Base and repositioning of assets
and operational capabilities in forward operating lo-
cations.                                                              Pages S3351, S3387

Lautenberg Amendment No. 166, to express the
sense of the Senate on saving Social Security and
Medicare, reducing the public debt, and targeting
tax relief to middle-income working families.
                                                                                            Page S3393

Lautenberg (for Biden) Amendment No. 204, to
extend the Violent Crime Reduction Trust Fund.
                                                                             Pages S3339, S3397

Lautenberg (for Schumer) Amendment No. 167,
to express the sense of the Senate that the Commu-
nity Oriented Policing Services (COPS) Program
should be reauthorized in order to provide continued
Federal funding for the hiring, deployment, and re-
tention of community law enforcement officers.
                                                                                            Page S3427

Domenici (for Hutchison) Amendment No. 223,
to express the sense of the Senate that the Congress
should provide the maximum funding envisioned in
law for Southwest Border law enforcement programs
to stop the flow of drugs into the United States.
                                                                             Pages S3345, S3427

Domenici (for Abraham/Coverdell) Amendment
No. 228, to express the sense of Congress on the use
of Federal funds for needle exchange programs for
drug addicts.                                                                 Page S3347

Lautenberg (for Wyden) Amendment No. 200, to
allow increased tobacco tax revenues to be used as an
offset for the medicare prescription drug benefit pro-
vided for in section 209 (Reserve Fund for Medicare
and Prescription Drugs).                         Pages S3337, S3428

Lautenberg (for Dodd) Amendment No. 201, to
fund a 40 percent Federal share for the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act, the amendment re-
duces the resolution’s tax cut by nearly one fifth,
frees up $43 billion in discretionary spending within
Function 500 (in 2001–2009) for other important
education programs, and leaves adequate room in the
revenue reconciliation instructions for targeted tax
cuts that help those in need and tax breaks for com-
munities to modernize and rebuild crumbling
schools.                                                             Pages S3338, S3428

Lautenberg (for Harkin) Amendment No. 203, to
allow for the creation of a mandatory fund for med-
ical research under the authority of the National In-
stitutes of Health fully funded through a tax provi-
sion providing that certain funds provided by to-
bacco companies to States or local governments in
connection with tobacco litigation or settlement
shall not be deductible.                      Pages S3338–39, S3428

Lautenberg (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 168,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding school
construction grants, and reducing school sizes and
class sizes.                                                  Pages S3410–11, S3428

Lautenberg (for Murray) Amendment No.172, to
fully fund the Class Size Initiative, the amendment
reduces the resolution’s tax cut by ten billion dollars,
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leaving adequate room in the revenue reconciliation
instructions for targeted tax cuts that help those in
need and tax breaks for communities to modernize
and rebuild crumbling schools.                           Page S3428

Lautenberg Amendment No. 184, to establish a
budget-neutral reserve fund for environmental and
natural resources.                                         Pages S3332, S3428

Lautenberg (for Kennedy) Amendment No. 194,
to fully fund the Class Size Initiative and the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities Act with mandatory funds,
the amendment reduces the resolution’s tax cut by
one fifth, frees up $43 billion in discretionary spend-
ing within Function 500 (in 2001–2009) for other
important education programs, and leaves adequate
room in the revenue reconciliation instructions for
targeted tax cuts that help those in need and tax
breaks for communities to modernize and rebuild
crumbling schools.                                      Pages S3336, S3428

Lautenberg (for Feinstein) Amendment No. 198,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding the need
for increased funding for the State Criminal Alien
Assistance program in fiscal year 2000.      Pages S3336,

S3428

Domenici (for Coverdell) Amendment No. 233, to
protect taxpayers from retroactive income and estate
tax rate increases by creating a point of order.
                                                                             Pages S3348, S3428

During consideration of this measure today, the
Senate also took the following action:

Three-fifths of those Senators duly chosen and
sworn not having voted in the affirmative, Senate re-
jected motions to waive certain provisions of the
Congressional Budget Act with respect to the con-
sideration of the following amendments:

By 47 yeas to 52 nays (Vote No. 64), Specter/
Harkin Amendment No. 157, to provide for funding
of biomedical research at the National Institutes of
Health.                                                              Pages S3310, S3352

By 49 yeas to 50 nays (Vote No. 69), Reed
Amendment No. 162, to provide for certain Federal
revenues, total new budget authority, and total
budget outlays.                                                            Page S3386

By 52 yeas to 47 nays (Vote No. 70), Craig
Amendment No. 146, to modify the pay-as-you-go
requirement of the budget process to require that di-
rect spending increases be offset only with direct
spending decreases.                               Pages S3377, S3386–87

By 42 yeas to 57 nays (Vote No. 73), Crapo/
Grams Amendment No. 163, to create a reserve
fund to lock in additional non-Social Security sur-
plus in the outyears for tax relief and/or debt reduc-
tion.                                                              Pages S3379, S3389–90

By 54 yeas to 44 nays (Vote No. 76), Domenici
(for Snowe) Amendment No. 232, to allow increased
tobacco tax revenues to be used as an offset for the

Medicare prescription drug benefit provided for in
section 209.                                              Pages S3348, S3393–96

By 45 yeas to 53 nays (Vote No. 77), Lautenberg
(for Kennedy) Amendment No. 195, to express the
sense of the Senate concerning an increase in the
minimum wage.                                           Pages S3336, S3396

By 45 yeas to 54 nays (Vote No. 80), Lautenberg
(for Kerry) Amendment No. 190, to provide for a 1-
year delay in a portion of certain tax provisions nec-
essary to avoid future budget deficits.
                                                                      Pages S3333,–S3374–76

Subsequently, a point of order that the amend-
ments were in violation of the Congressional Budget
Act was sustained, and the amendments thus fell.

Senate insisted on its amendment and requested a
conference with the House thereon.                  Page S3432

Subsequently, S. Con. Res. 20 was placed back on
the Senate calendar.                                                   Page S3432

Senate National Security Working Group: Sen-
ate agreed to S. Res. 75, reconstituting the Senate
Arms Control Observer Group as the Senate Na-
tional Security Working Group and revising the au-
thority of the Group.                                       Pages S3564–65

Microloan Program Technical Corrections Act:
Committee on Small Business was discharged from
further consideration of H.R. 440, to make technical
corrections to the Microloan Program, and the bill
was then passed, after agreeing to the following
amendment proposed thereto:                      Pages S3554–66

Enzi (for Kerry) Amendment No. 248, to provide
for the equitable allocation of appropriated amounts.
                                                                                    Pages S3565–66

SBA Disaster Mitigation Pilot Program: Com-
mittee on Small Business was discharged from fur-
ther consideration of S. 388, to authorize the estab-
lishment of a disaster mitigation pilot program in
the Small Business Administration, and the bill was
then passed.                                                                   Page S3566

House Mail Technical Corrections: Committee on
Governmental Affairs was discharged from further
consideration of H.R. 705, to make technical correc-
tions with respect to the monthly reports submitted
by the Postmaster General on official mail of the
House of Representatives, and the bill was then
passed, clearing the measure for the President.
                                                                                    Pages S3566–67

Aviation War Risk Insurance Program Exten-
sion: Committee on Governmental Affairs was dis-
charged from further consideration of H.R. 98, to
amend chapter 443 of title 49, United States Code,
to extend the aviation war risk insurance program,
the bill was then referred to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation and then
discharged from further consideration, and the bill
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was then passed, after agreeing to the following
amendment proposed thereto:                              Page S3567

Enzi (for Thompson) Amendment No. 249, to
strike section 2 relating to the Centennial of Flight
Commemoration Act.                                               Page S3567

Risk Management Decisions Affecting the 1999
Crop Year: Senate passed S. 756, to provide ad-
versely affected crop producers with additional time
to make fully informed risk management decisions
for the 1999 crop year.                                    Pages S3567–68

Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS Supplemental
Endorsement: Senate passed H.R. 1212, to protect
producers of agricultural commodities who applied
for a Crop Revenue Coverage PLUS supplemental
endorsement for the 1999 crop year, clearing the
measure for the President.                                     Page S3568

New Mexico Land Conveyance: Senate passed S.
278, to direct the Secretary of the Interior to convey
certain lands to the county of Rio Arriba, New Mex-
ico.                                                                             Pages S3568–69

New Mexico Land Conveyance: Senate passed S.
291, to convey certain real property within the
Carlsbad Project in New Mexico to the Carlsbad Ir-
rigation District.                                                 Pages S3568–70

Route 66 Resource Protection: Senate passed S.
292, to preserve the cultural resources of the Route
66 corridor and to authorize the Secretary of the In-
terior to provide assistance.              Pages S3568, S3570–71

New Mexico Land Conveyance: Senate passed S.
293, to direct the Secretaries of Agriculture and In-
terior to convey certain lands in San Juan County,
New Mexico, to San Juan College, after agreeing to
the following amendment proposed thereto:
                                                                       Pages S3568, S3573–74

Enzi (for Domenici) Amendment No. 250, in the
nature of a substitute.                         Pages S3568, S3573–74

Perkins County Rural Water System Assistance:
Senate passed S. 243, to authorize the construction
of the Perkins County Rural Water System and au-
thorize financial assistance to the Perkins County
Rural Water System, Inc., a nonprofit corporation,
in the planning and construction of the water supply
system.                                                        Pages S3568, S3574–75

Enzi (for Johnson/Daschle) Amendment No. 251,
in the nature of a substitute.

FERC License Jurisdiction: Senate passed S. 334,
to amend the Federal Power Act to remove the juris-
diction of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion to license projects on fresh waters in the State
of Hawaii.                                                       Pages S3568, S3571

Wellton-Mohawk Transfer Act: Senate passed S.
356, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to
convey certain works, facilities, and titles of the Gila

Project, and designated lands within or adjacent to
the Gila Project, to the Wellton-Mohawk Irrigation
and Drainage District.                              Pages S3568, S3571

South Dakota Historic Site: Senate passed S. 382,
to establish the Minuteman Missile National His-
toric Site in the State of South Dakota.       Pages S3568,

S3571–72

Alaska Hydroelectric Project Jurisdiction: Senate
passed S. 422, to provide for Alaska state jurisdic-
tion over small hydroelectric projects, after agreeing
to a committee amendment.                  Pages S3568, S3572

Coastal Heritage Trail Route Authorization:
Senate passed H.R. 171, to authorize appropriations
for the Coastal Heritage Trail Route in New Jersey,
clearing the measure for the President.        Pages S3568,

S3572

Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Wild and Scenic
River Act: Senate passed H.R. 193, to designate a
portion of the Sudbury, Assabet, and Concord Rivers
as a component of the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, clearing the measure for the Presi-
dent.                                                             Pages S3568, S3572–73

Treaty Approved: The following treaty having
passed through its various parliamentary stages, up
to and including the presentation of the resolution
of ratification, upon division, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present and having voted in the affirmative, the
resolution of ratification was agreed to:

Convention on Nuclear Safety, with six conditions
and two understandings. (Treaty Doc. 104–6);
                                                                                    Pages S3575–77

Authority for Committees: All committees were
authorized to file legislative reports on Friday, March
26, 1999 from 10 a.m. until 11 a.m., and executive
and legislative reports on Tuesday, April 6, 1999
from 11 a.m. until 2 p.m. during the adjournment
of the Senate.                                                                Page S3564

Nomination-Agreement: A unanimous-consent
agreement was reached to extend the Governmental
Affairs consideration of the nomination of David C.
Williams, of Maryland, to be Inspector General for
Tax Administration, Department of the Treasury.
                                                                                            Page S3575

Nominations Confirmed: Senate confirmed the fol-
lowing nominations:

Rose Eilene Gottemoeller, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of Energy (Non-Proliferation and
National Security).

3 Air Force nominations in the rank of general.
2 Army nominations in the rank of general.
22 Navy nominations in the rank of admiral.
Routine lists in the Army, Marine Corps, Navy.

                                                                             Pages S3564, S3579
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Nominations Received: Senate received the fol-
lowing nominations:

Johnnie E. Frazier, of Maryland, to be Inspector
General, Department of Commerce.

James W. Klein, of the District of Columbia, to
be United States District Judge for the District of
Columbia.

Ellen Segal Huvelle, of the District of Columbia,
to be United States District Judge for the District
of Columbia.

Barbara M. Lynn, of Texas, to be United States
District Judge for the Northern District of Texas.

Marshall S. Smith, of California, to be Deputy
Secretary of Education.                                            Page S3579

Messages From the House:                       Pages S3433–34

Communications:                                             Pages S3434–35

Petitions:                                                               Pages S3435–38

Executive Reports of Committees:               Page S3438

Statements on Introduced Bills:     Pages S3440–S3516

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S3516–17

Amendments Submitted:                           Pages S3518–36

Notices of Hearings:                                      Pages S3536–37

Authority for Committees:                        Pages S3537–38

Additional Statements:                                Pages S3538–51

Text of S. 544 (as passed the Senate on Tuesday,
March 23, 1999 and inserted as an amendment
to replace the entire text of H.R. 1141, as passed
the Senate today.)                                            Pages S3551–63

Record Votes: Eighteen record votes were taken
today. (Total—81).          Pages S3352–54, S3382, S3385–91,

S3393, S3396, S3398, S3428, S3432

Adjournment: Senate convened at 9 a.m. and pur-
suant to the provisions of S. Con. Res. 23, adjourned
at 10:42 p.m., until 12 noon Monday, April 12,
1999. (For Senate’s program, see the remarks of the
Majority Leader in today’s Record, on page S3577.)

Committee Meetings
(Committees not listed did not meet)

APPROPRIATIONS: FCC/SEC
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and Judiciary concluded hear-
ings on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year
2000, after receiving testimony in behalf of funds for
their respective activities from William E. Kennard,
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission;
and Arthur Levitt, Chairman, Securities & Exchange
Commission.

APPROPRIATIONS: COAST GUARD
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Trans-
portation and Related Agencies concluded hearings
on proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2000 for
the United States Coast Guard, after receiving testi-
mony from Adm. James M. Loy, Commandant,
United States Coast Guard, Department of Transpor-
tation.

APPROPRIATIONS: TREASURY
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury and General Government concluded hearings on
proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2000 for
the Department of the Treasury, after receiving testi-
mony from Robert E. Rubin, Secretary of the Treas-
ury.

TERRORIST ATTACKS AGAINST U.S.
CITIZENS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations concluded hearings to examine certain in-
cidents of terrorist attacks against U.S. citizens in
Israel, and U.S. efforts to press for the indictment
and extradition of terrorists who have taken Amer-
ican lives, after receiving testimony from Mark Rich-
ard, Deputy Assistant Attorney General of the
Criminal Division, Department of Justice; Martin S.
Indyk, Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern
Affairs; Jean-Claude Niddam, Head of the Legal As-
sistance between Israel and Palestine Authority,
Israeli Ministry of Justice; Hasan Abdel Rahman,
Chief Representative of the P.L.O. and the P.N.A.
to the United States; Nathan Lewin, Miller, Cassidy
Larroca, & Lewin, Washington, D.C.; Stephen
Flatow, West Orange, New Jersey; Vicki Eisenfeld,
West Hartford, Connecticut; and Diana Campuzano,
New York, New York.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Armed Services: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the nomination of Rose Eilene
Gottemoeller, of Virginia, to be an Assistant Sec-
retary of Energy (Non-Proliferation and National Se-
curity), and 671 military nominations in the Army,
Navy, Marine Corps, and Air Force.

Also, Committee approved its rules of procedure
for the 106th Congress.

CHINESE ESPIONAGE AT DOE
LABORATORIES
Committee on Armed Services: Committee resumed
closed hearings to examine alleged Chinese espionage
at Department of Energy laboratories, receiving testi-
mony from Edward J. Curran, Director, Office of
Counterintelligence, and Notra Trulock, III, Acting
Deputy Director, Office of Intelligence, both of the
Department of Energy; Neil J. Gallagher, Assistant
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Director, National Security Division, Federal Bureau
of Investigation, Department of Justice; and Eliza-
beth A. Moler, former Deputy Secretary of Energy.

Committee recessed subject to the call.

BANKRUPTCY REFORM
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Committee concluded hearings on proposed legisla-
tion on bankruptcy reform, focusing on financial
services, the Bankruptcy Code, Federal Deposit In-
surance Act, minimum payment disclosure, credit
extensions to college students, debit cards, mortgage
and home equity loans, and convenience users, after
receiving testimony from Senators Torricelli and
Durbin; Representatives Gekas and Boucher; Edward
M. Gramlich, Member, Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System; Douglas H. Jones, Senior
Deputy General Counsel, Federal Deposit Insurance
Corporation; Mark McClellan, Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of the Treasury for Microeconomics Analysis,
Office of Economic Policy; Terry McCormick, Plains
Bell Federal Credit Union, Amarillo, Texas, on be-
half of the Credit Union National Association; Brian
L. McDonnell, Navy Federal Credit Union, on behalf
of the National Association of Federal Credit Unions,
Wright H. Andrews, Jr., Butera and Andrews, on
behalf of the National Home Equity Mortgage Asso-
ciation, and David Warren, Morgan Stanley Dean
Witter and Company, Inc., on behalf of the Bond
Market Association, all of Washington, D.C.; Ronald
A. Prill, Retailers National Bank, Dayton Hudson
Corporation, Minneapolis, Minnesota; Beth L. Climo,
Financial Industry Affairs, New York, New York, on
behalf of the American Bankers Association; and
Gary Klein, National Consumer Law Center, Boston,
Massachusetts.

FHA SINGLE FAMILY INSURANCE FUND
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs:
Subcommittee on Housing and Transportation con-
cluded oversight hearings on challenges facing the
Federal Housing Administration Mutual Mortgage
Insurance Fund, which backs the single family insur-
ance fund, after receiving testimony from William
C. Apgar, Assistant Secretary for Housing-Federal
Housing Commissioner, Department of Housing and
Urban Development; Stanley J. Czerwinski, Asso-
ciate Director, Housing and Community Develop-
ment Issues, Resources, Community, and Economic
Development Division, General Accounting Office;
and Timothy F. Kenny, KPMG, Washington, D.C.

AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL MODERNIZATION
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Aviation concluded hearings on pro-
posed legislation to modernize air traffic control pro-
grams, focusing on the National Airspace System,

infrastructure, safety features, increasing capacity and
efficiency, equipment age and maintenance, Free
Flight, Data Link, and year 2000 computer efforts,
after receiving testimony from Jane F. Garvey, Ad-
ministrator, Federal Aviation Administration, and
Kenneth M. Mead, Inspector General, both of the
Department of Transportation; Robert W. Baker,
American Airlines, Dallas, Texas; and John E.
O’Brien, Air Line Pilots Association, International,
Herndon, Virginia.

GRADE CROSSING SAFETY
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Surface Transportation and Merchant
Marine concluded hearings on issues relating to
highway-rail grade crossing safety, including the
Commercial Motor Vehicle Safety Act of 1986, Op-
eration Lifesaver, warning sign improvement, emer-
gency telephone systems, passive crossings, driving
behavior, and enforcement, after receiving testimony
from James E. Hall, Chairman, National Transpor-
tation Safety Board; Jolene M. Molitoris, Adminis-
trator, Federal Railroad Administration, and Ken-
neth R. Wykle, Administrator, Federal Highway
Administration, both of the Department of Trans-
portation; Billy Parker, Jacksonville, Florida, on be-
half of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers,
and Gerri L. Hall, Alexandria, Virginia, both of Op-
eration Lifesaver, Incorporated; Charles E. Dettmann,
Association of American Railroads, Washington,
D.C., and Paul C. Worley, North Carolina Depart-
ment of Transportation, Raleigh.

INTERNATIONAL SATELLITE REFORM
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Communications concluded hearings
on S. 376, to amend the Communications Satellite
Act of 1962 to promote competition and privatiza-
tion in satellite communications, after receiving tes-
timony from Vonya B. McCann, Coordinator for
International Communications and Information Pol-
icy, Department of State; Roderick Kelvin Porter,
Acting Chief, International Bureau, Federal Commu-
nications Commission; Betty C. Alewine, COMSAT
Corporation, and John Sponyoe, Lockheed Martin
Global Telecommunications, both of Bethesda,
Maryland; James W. Cuminale, PanAmSat Corpora-
tion, Greenwich, Connecticut; and Conny Kullman,
INTELSAT, Washington, D.C.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
ordered favorably reported the nominations of Robert
Wayne Gee, of Texas, to be an Assistant Secretary
of Energy (Fossil Energy), and the nomination of
Carolyn L. Huntoon, of Virginia, to be an Assistant
Secretary of Energy (Environmental Management).
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ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF KYOTO PROTOCOL
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: Committee
concluded oversight hearings to examine the eco-
nomic impact of the Kyoto Protocol, which imposes
legally binding emissions limits for greenhouse gas-
ses on the industrialized nations, to the United Na-
tions Framework Convention on Climate Change,
after receiving testimony from Senator Hagel; Janet
Yellen, Chair, Council of Economic Advisers; Jay
Hakes, Administrator, Energy Information Adminis-
tration, Department of Energy; Mary H. Novak,
WEFA, Inc., Burlington, Massachusetts; and Margo
Thorning, American Council for Capital Formation,
and Cecil E. Roberts, United Mine Workers of
America, both of Washington, D.C.

U.S.-TAIWAN RELATIONS
Committee on Foreign Relations: Committee concluded
hearings on issues relating to United States-Taiwan
relations, including the twentieth anniversary of Tai-
wan Relations Act, Taiwan Strait security, defense
assistance, the engagement strategy with China, free
market economy, and protecting U.S. interests, after
receiving testimony from Senator Murkowski; Frank-
lin D. Kramer, Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs; Stanley O. Roth, As-
sistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific
Affairs; Harvey J. Feldman, Heritage Foundation
Asia Studies Center, Arlington, Virginia; and Carl
W. Ford, Jr., Ford and Associates, and David M.
Lampton, Johns Hopkins University Nitze School of
Advanced International Studies, both of Washington,
D.C.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION
Committee on Governmental Affairs: Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management, Restruc-
turing, and the District of Columbia held oversight
hearings to examine multiple program coordination
in early childhood education, focusing on the Results
Act 1993, which requires executive agencies, in con-
sultation with the Congress and other stakeholders,
to prepare strategic five-year plans, receiving testi-
mony from Marnie S. Shaul, Associate Director, Edu-
cation, Workforce, and Income Security Issues,
Health, Education, and Human Services Division,
General Accounting Office, who was accompanied by
several of her associates.

Hearings recessed subject to call.

BUSINESS MEETING
Committee on the Judiciary: Committee ordered favor-
ably reported the following business items:

S. 461, to assure that innocent users and busi-
nesses gain access to solutions to the year 2000
problem-related failures through fostering an incen-
tive to settle year 2000 lawsuits that may disrupt

significant sectors of the American economy, with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute; and

The nominations of William J. Hibbler, to be
United States District Judge for the Northern Dis-
trict of Illinois, Matthew F. Kennelly, to be United
States District Judge for the Northern District of Il-
linois, Carl Schnee, to be United States Attorney for
the District of Delaware, and Thomas Lee Strickland,
to be United States Attorney for the District of Col-
orado.

JUSTICE BUDGET
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Youth
Violence concluded hearings on the President’s pro-
posed budget request for fiscal year 2000 for the Of-
fice of Justice Programs and funding for state and
local law enforcement, focusing on Juvenile Justice
Accountability Incentive Block Grant, the Local Law
Enforcement Block Grant, and the Truth in Sen-
tencing/Violent Offender Incarceration, after receiv-
ing testimony from Laurie Robinson, Assistant At-
torney General, Office of Justice Programs, Depart-
ment of Justice; John H. Wilson, Montgomery Po-
lice Department, Montgomery, Alabama; Chet W.
Vahle, Illinois Juvenile Court, Quincy, on behalf of
the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges; Patricia L. West, Virginia Beach Juvenile
and Domestic Relations District Court, Virginia
Beach, Virginia; and Harry L. Shorstein, Fourth Ju-
dicial Circuit Court, Jacksonville, Florida.

BIOTERRORISM
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions:
Subcommittee on Public Health concluded hearings
on issues relating to bioterrorism, including United
States public health and medical readiness, biological
terrorism deterrence, outbreak containment and in-
vestigation, national pharmaceutical stockpile, and
research and development, after receiving testimony
from Margaret A. Hamburg, Assistant Secretary for
Planning and Evaluation, Jeffrey P. Koplan, Direc-
tor, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, and
William E. Clark, Deputy Director, Office of Emer-
gency Preparedness, all of the Department of Health
and Human Services; Donald A. Henderson, Johns
Hopkins University School of Hygiene and Public
Health, Richard L. Alcorta, Maryland Institute for
Emergency Medical Services Systems, and John G.
Bartlett, Johns Hopkins University School of Medi-
cine, on behalf of the Infectious Diseases Society of
America, all of Baltimore, Maryland; Stephanie B.C.
Bailey, Metropolitan Health Department, Nashville,
Tennessee, on behalf of the National Association of
County and City Health Officials; Jerome M. Hauer,
Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management, New
York, New York; and Michael T. Osterholm, Infec-
tion Control Advisory Network, Inc., Eden Prairie,
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Minnesota, on behalf of the Council of State and
Territorial Epidemiologists, and the Association of
Public Health Laboratories.

INTELLIGENCE
Select Committee on Intelligence: Committee met in
closed sessions on intelligence matters, receiving tes-
timony from officials of the intelligence community.

Committee recessed subject to call.

h

House of Representatives
Chamber Action
Bills Introduced: 82 public bills, H.R. 1281–1362;
and 5 resolutions, H. Con. Res. 78–80 and H. Res.
133–34 were introduced.                         Pages H1779–H1803

Reports Filed: No reports were filed today.
Concurrent Budget Resolution: The House agreed
to H. Con. Res. 68, establishing the congressional
budget for the United States Government for fiscal
year 2000 and setting forth appropriate budgetary
levels for each of fiscal years 2001 through 2009 by
a yea and nay vote of 221 yeas to 208 nays, Roll
No. 77.                                                                    Pages H1711–80

Amendments Rejected:
The Coburn amendment in the nature of a sub-

stitute made in order by the rule and printed in
House Report 106–77 that sought to substitute the
President’s completed budget proposal as scored by
CBO (rejected by a recorded vote of 2 ayes to 426
noes with 1 voting ‘‘present,’’ Roll No. 74;
                                                                                    Pages H1747–56

The Minge amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute made in order by the rule and printed in
House Report 106–77 that sought to reserve 100%
of the Social Security surplus for Social Security, and
devote one-half of the expected on-budget surplus to
debt reduction, 25% for tax cuts, and the remaining
25% for investments in priority programs (rejected
by a recorded vote of 134 ayes to 295 noes, Roll No.
75); and                                                                   Pages H1756–66

The Spratt amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute made in order by the rule and printed in
House Report 106–77 that sought to make tax cuts
or spending initiatives contingent on legislation ad-
dressing the solvency of Medicare and Social Secu-
rity; protect 100% of the Social Security surplus; re-
quire Treasury to apply 100% of the surplus to the
repurchase of government bonds held by the public
and transfer that debt reduction to Medicare part A
and Social Security trust funds (rejected by a re-
corded vote of 173 ayes to 250 noes, Roll No. 76).
                                                                                    Pages H1766–78

The House agreed to H. Res. 131, the rule that
provided for consideration of the bill by a recorded
vote of 228 ayes to 194 noes, Roll No. 73.
                                                                             Pages H1699–H1710

Earlier, agreed to order the previous question by
a yea and nay vote of 224 ayes to 203 nays, Roll
No. 72.                                                                    Pages H1709–10

Pursuant to the rule, the Kasich amendment,
printed in House Report 106–77, that makes tech-
nical changes, adds a sense of the Congress on child
nutrition, increases defense outlays in FY 2000 by
$2 billion, and requires CBO to consult with Social
Security trustees when re-estimating the Social Secu-
rity surplus was considered as adopted.          Page H1742

Late Report: The Committee on Commerce received
permission to have until midnight on April 9 to file
a report on H.R. 851, to require the Federal Com-
munications Commission to establish improved pre-
dictive models for determining the availability of
television broadcast signals.                                  Page H1781

Spring District Work Period: The House agreed
to S. Con. Res. 23, providing for a conditional ad-
journment or recess of the Senate and the House of
Representatives.                                                           Page H1781

Speaker Pro Tempore: Read a letter from the
Speaker wherein he appointed Representative Morella
or, if not available, Representative Wolf to act as
Speaker pro tempore to sign enrolled bills and joint
resolutions through April 12, 1999.                Page H1781

Joint Economic Committee: The Chair announced
the Speaker’s appointment of Representatives Stark,
Maloney of New York, Minge, and Watt of North
Carolina to the Joint Economic Committee.
                                                                                            Page H1781

Resignations-Appointments: Agreed that notwith-
standing any adjournment of the House until Mon-
day, April 12, 1999, the Speaker, Majority Leader,
and Minority Leader be authorized to accept resigna-
tions and to make appointments authorized by law
or by the House.                                                         Page H1782

Calendar Wednesday: Agreed that business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday rule be dis-
pensed with on Wednesday, April 14, 1999.
                                                                                            Page H1782

Senate Messages: Messages received from the Senate
today appear on pages H1699 amd H1780.
Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea and nay votes and
four recorded votes developed during the proceedings
of the House today and appear on pages H1709–10,
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H1710, H1755–56, H1765–66, H1778, and
H1780. There were no quorum calls.
Adjournment: The House met at 10:00 a.m. and
pursuant to the provisions of S. Con. Res. 23, ad-
journed at 8:29 p.m. until 12:30 p.m. on Monday,
April 12, for morning-hour debates.

Committee Meetings
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE AND
JUDICIARY APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Com-
merce, Justice, State, and the Judiciary held a hear-
ing on SBA and on Drug Enforcement Programs.
Testimony was heard from Aida Alvarez, Adminis-
trator, SBA; and the following officials of the De-
partment of Justice: Thomas Constantine, Adminis-
trator, DEA; James Robinson, Assistant Attorney
General, Criminal Division; and Donna Bucella, Di-
rector, Executive Office for U.S. Attorneys.

DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Defense
continued appropriation hearings. Testimony was
heard from Members of Congress and public wit-
nesses.

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Energy
and Water Development held a hearing on the Bu-
reau of Reclamation. Testimony was heard from the
following officials of the Department of the Interior:
Bruce Babbitt, Secretary; Patricia Beneke, Assistant
Secretary, Water and Science; and Eluid Martinez,
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation.

FOREIGN OPERATIONS APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations held a hearing on AID Administrator.
Testimony was heard from Brian Atwood, Adminis-
trator, AID, U.S. International Development Co-
operation Agency.

INTERIOR APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Interior
held a hearing on Department of Energy: Conserva-
tion. Testimony was heard from Dan Reicher, Assist-
ant Secretary, Energy Efficiency and Renewable En-
ergy, Department of Energy.

LABOR-HHS-EDUCATION
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Education held a
hearing on the National Council on Disability; the
National Commission on Libraries; the Armed Forces
Retirement Home, the Medicare Payment Advisory
Commission and the NLRB. Testimony was heard
from Audrey McCrimon, Chairperson, Committee on
Finance, National Council on Disability; Jeanne
Hurley Simon, Chairperson, National Commission

on Libraries; David F. Lacy, Chief Executive Officer/
Chairman of the Board, Armed Forces Retirement
Home; Gail Wilensky, Chairperson, Medicare Pay-
ments Advisory Commission; and John C. Truesdale,
Chairman, NLRB.

TREASURY-POSTAL SERVICE
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on Treas-
ury, Postal Service, and General Government, on Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy. Testimony was
heard from Gen. Barry McCaffrey, Director, Office of
National Drug Control Policy; Alan I. Leshner, Di-
rector, National Institute on Drug Abuse, NIH, De-
partment of Health and Human Services; and public
witness.

VA-HUD-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on VA,
HUD, and Independent Agencies held a hearing on
Corporation for National and Community Service.
Testimony was heard from Harris Wofford, CEO,
Corporation for National and Community Service.

NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION
Committee on Armed Services: Continued hearings on
the fiscal year 2000 National Defense authorization
budget request. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of Defense: Louis
Caldera, Secretary of the Army; Richard Danzig, Sec-
retary of the Navy; and F. Whitten Peters, Acting
Secretary of the Air Force.

TECHNOLOGY AND BANKING
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Securities, and Gov-
ernment Sponsored Enterprises held a hearing on
Technology and Banking. Testimony was heard from
Brooksley Born, Chair, Commodity Futures Trading
Commission; Laura Unger, Commissioner, SEC;
James Kamihachi, Senior Deputy Comptroller, Eco-
nomic and Policy Analysis, Department of the Treas-
ury; Arthur Murton, Director, Division of Insurance,
FDIC; and public witnesses.

ROSA PARKS GOLD MEDAL AWARD
Committee on Banking and Financial Services: Sub-
committee on Domestic and International Monetary
Policy approved for full Committee action H.R. 573,
to authorize the President to award a gold medal on
behalf of the Congress to Rosa Parks in recognition
of her contributions to the Nation.

SATELLITE COMPETITION AND CONSUMER
PROTECTION ACT
Committee on Commerce: Ordered reported amended
H.R. 851, Satellite Competition and Consumer Pro-
tection Act.
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JUVENILE CRIME CONTROL AND
DELINQUENCY PREVENTION ACT
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Youth, and Families
held a hearing on H.R. 1150, Juvenile Crime Con-
trol and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1999. Testi-
mony was heard from Patricia Mantoya, Commis-
sioner, Administration on Children, Youth, and
Families, Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices; and Shay Bilchik, Administrator, Office of Ju-
venile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Office of
Judicial Programs, Department of Justice.

EXPANDING AFFORDABLE HEALTH CARE
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Employer-Employee Relations held a
hearing on Expanding Affordable Health Care Cov-
erage: Benefits and Consequences of Association
Health Plans. Testimony was heard from Steven B.
Larsen, Commissioner of Insurance, State of Mary-
land; and public witnesses.

LATEX ALLERGIES AND THE HEALTHCARE
INDUSTRY
Committee on Education and the Workforce: Sub-
committee on Oversight and Investigations held a
hearing on Latex Allergies and the Healthcare Indus-
try: Do OSHA’s Actions Confuse or Clarify? Testi-
mony was heard from Angela Presson, M.D., Med-
ical Officer, Occupational Safety and Health Admin-
istration, Department of Labor; Elizabeth D.
Jacobson, M.D., Acting Director, Center for Devices
and Radiological Health, FDA, Department of
Health and Human Services; and public witnesses.

DIETARY SUPPLEMENT HEALTH AND
EDUCATION ACT
Committee on Government Reform: Held a hearing on
‘‘Dietary Supplement Health and Education Act: Is
the FDA Trying to Change the Intent of Congress?’’
Testimony was heard from Jane E. Henney, Com-
missioner, FDA, Department of Health and Human
Services; and public witnesses.

TRADE DEFICIT
Committee on Government Reform: Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, Drug Policy, and Human Re-
sources held a hearing on ‘‘A Record Trade Deficit:
How Can the U.S. Government Prevent a Looming
Trade Crisis?’’ Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing officials of the Department of Commerce:
Michael J. Copps, Assistant Secretary, Trade Devel-
opment; and Johnnie E. Frazier, Acting Inspector
General; and public witnesses.

U.S. CAPITOL POLICE MANAGEMENT
Committee on House Administration: Held a hearing on
United States Capitol Police Management. Testi-
mony was heard from Robert W. Gramling, Direc-
tor, Corporate Audits and Standards, Accounting and
Information Management Division, GAO; James W.
Zigler, Chairman, U.S. Capitol Police; Alan M.

Hantman, Architect of the Capitol; Wilson
Livingood, Sergeant at Arms, House of Representa-
tives; Gary L. Albrecht, Chief of Police; and a public
witness.

RUSSIAN FOREIGN POLICY
Committee on International Relations: Held a hearing on
Russian Foreign Policy: Proliferation to Rogue Re-
gimes. Testimony was heard from public witnesses.

RESOLUTION CONDEMNING MURDER OF A
HUMAN RIGHTS LAWYER
Committee on International Relations: Subcommittee on
International Operations and Human Rights ap-
proved for full Committee action H. Res. 128, con-
demning the murder of human rights lawyer Rose-
mary Nelson and calling for the protection of de-
fense attorneys in Northern Ireland.

BANKRUPTCY REFORM ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Com-
mercial and Administrative Law approved for full
Committee action amended H.R. 833, Bankruptcy
Reform Act of 1999.

OVERSIGHT—PATENT REFORM; PATENT
AND TRADEMARK OFFICE
REAUTHORIZATION ACT
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Courts
and Intellectual Property held an oversight hearing
on Patent Reform and a hearing on the Patent and
Trademark Office Reauthorization Act for Fiscal
Year 2000. Testimony was heard from Representa-
tives Rohrabacher and Campbell; Todd Dickinson,
Acting Assistant Secretary and Acting Commissioner
of Patents and Trademarks, U.S. Patent and Trade-
mark Office, Department of Commerce; and public
witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—BENEFITS OF A MORE
EDUCATED WORKFORCE
Committee on the Judiciary: Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Claims held an oversight hearing on the
benefits to the American Economy of a more edu-
cated workforce. Testimony was heard from the fol-
lowing Senior Legal Specialists, Directorate of Legal
Research, Western Law Division, Library of Con-
gress: Kersi Shroff and Stephen Clarke; and public
witnesses.

MISCELLANEOUS MEASURES
Committee on Science: Ordered reported amended the
following bills: H.R. 209, Technology Transfer
Commercialization Act of 1999; H.R. 1184, Earth-
quake Hazards Reduction Authorization Act of
1999; and H.R. 1183, Fastener Quality Act Amend-
ments of 1999.

The Committee also approved its Oversight Agen-
da for the 106th Congress.

WOMEN’S BUSINESS ENTERPRISES
Committee on Small Business: Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Programs and Oversight held a hearing on
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women’s business enterprises. Testimony was heard
from Representatives Kelly and Dunn; and public
witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—OFFICE OF MOTOR CARRIERS
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Ground Transportation held an over-
sight hearing on the Office of Motor Carriers. Testi-
mony was heard from public witnesses.

OVERSIGHT—VETERANS BENEFITS
ADMINISTRATION
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Bene-
fits held an oversight hearing on the Veterans Bene-
fits Administration. Testimony was heard from Jo-
seph Thompson, Under Secretary, Benefits, Veterans
Benefits Administration, Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; Cynthia A. Bascetta, Associate Director, VA
and Military Health Care, GAO; and representatives
of veterans organizations.

DVA’S MANAGEMENT OF FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES’ COMPENSATION ACT
PROGRAM
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs: Subcommittee on Over-
sight and Investigations held a hearing to examine
the Department of Veterans Affairs management of
the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act program.
Testimony was heard from Shelby Hallmark, Deputy
Director, Office of Workers’ Compensation Pro-
grams, Department of Labor; and the following offi-
cials of the Department of Veterans Affairs: Richard
J. Griffin, Inspector General; Ronald E. Cowles,
Deputy Assistant Secretary, Human Resources Man-
agement; John Hancock, Director, Occupational
Health and Safety Staff, Office of Administration;
Fred Malphus, Director, Veterans Integrated Service
Network 2; and Smith Jenkins, Jr., Director, Vet-
erans Integrated Service Network 22.

SOCIAL SECURITY’S GOALS AND CRITERIA
FOR ASSESSING REFORM
Committee on Ways and Means: Subcommittee on So-
cial Security held a hearing on Social Security’s
Goals and Criteria for Assessing Reforms. Testimony
was heard from David M. Walker, Comptroller Gen-
eral, GAO; Stephen C. Goss, Deputy Chief Actuary
for Long-Range Actuarial Estimates, SSA; and public
witnesses.

BUDGET: ALL-SOURCE ANALYSIS
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence: Met in execu-
tive session to hold a hearing on Fiscal Year 2000
Budget: All-Source Analysis. Testimony was heard
from departmental witnesses.
f

NEW PUBLIC LAWS
(For last listing of Public Laws, see DAILY DIGEST, p. D284)
S.447, to amend as timely filed, and process pay-

ment, the applications submitted by the Dodson
School Districts for certain Impact Aid payments for
fiscal year 1999. Signed March 23, 1999. (P.L.
106–3)
f

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR FRIDAY,
MARCH 26, 1999

Senate
No meetings/hearings scheduled.

House
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Interior,

on Indian Health Service, 10 a.m., B–308 Rayburn.
Committee on Commerce,, Subcommittee on Energy and

Power, hearing on The Iraqi Oil for Food Program and
Its Impact, 10 a.m., 2322 Rayburn.

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Management, Information, and Technology,
hearing on ‘‘Oversight of Financial Management Practices
at the Health Care Financing Administration’’, 10 a.m.,
2154 Rayburn.

f

CONGRESSIONAL PROGRAM AHEAD

Week of March 29 through April 3, 1999

Senate Chamber
Senate will be in adjournment until Monday,

April 12, 1999.
Senate Committees

No meetings/hearings scheduled.
House Committees

Committee on Government Reform, March 31, Sub-
committee on Government Management, Information,
and Technology, hearing on ‘‘Can the Federal Govern-
ment Balance Its Books? A Review of the Federal Con-
solidated Financial Statements’’, 10 a.m., 2154 Rayburn.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE

12 noon, Monday, April 12

Senate Chamber

Program for Monday: After the transaction of any
morning business (not to extend beyond 2 p.m.), Senate
could begin consideration of the Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Conference Report and the Congressional
Budget Conference Report, if available.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

12:30 p.m., Monday, April 12

House Chamber

Program for Monday: To be announced.
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