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House of Representatives
The House met at 12:30 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Ms. HARRIS). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 29, 2004. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable KATHERINE 
HARRIS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f 

MORNING HOUR DEBATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning hour debates. The Chair will 
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to 
exceed 30 minutes, and each Member, 
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) for 5 min-
utes.

f 

OTHER PEOPLE’S ELECTIONS 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, 
today I reflect on some of the recent 
elections held in other countries. While 
citizens of other countries may have 
different values about the level of gov-
ernment intervention in areas, let us 
say in economics or labor rights, over-
whelmingly, most citizens of the world 
would prefer to live in a democracy 
than a totalitarian-run system. This 
was presented last summer by the Pew 
Research Center for the People in the 
Press. Pew Research Center inter-

viewed over 66,000 people in 44 coun-
tries over 2 years. The majority dem-
onstrated strong preferences in demo-
cratic governments, even in Muslim 
countries. 

Over the past 3 weeks, other people 
have elected leaders, sometimes new, 
sometimes the incumbent. I wish for 
all, of course, to live under the same 
sunshine of freedom that we in the 
United States have here. 

In Taiwan Saturday, March 20, in-
cumbent President Chen, Taiwan’s pro-
independence leader, was declared to 
have won by a slim margin, just a hair 
over 50 percent. This election was pre-
ceded by threats from mainland China 
and Chen’s international detractors, 
and jittery nerves by many who urged 
‘‘don’t rock the boat.’’ On election eve, 
President Chen and his Vice President 
were shot in a craven attack. 

The aftermath of the election is a lit-
tle calmer: there are street protests 
and a recount is imminent. Also, in a 
win for China, though, election au-
thorities nullified the results of a con-
troversial referendum championed by 
the President because too few voters 
took part in it. 

However, I still see some optimism. 
The apparent reelection of Chen is 
sending a message both to Beijing and 
Washington: while not outright declar-
ing independence, China’s people are 
standing up for their status as a sov-
ereign body; they are not completely 
buying into Beijing’s domineering 
‘‘One China’’ policy. Further, I find it 
telling that while an insufficient num-
ber voted in the referendum, of those 
who did, 90 percent pulled the yes lever 
to the two questions: one, whether to 
try to set up a framework for direct 
talks with China; and, two, whether to 
buy more advanced weapons if China 
refuses to move missiles aimed at their 
island. I wish President Chen every 
success in my support of his leading his 
people to a democracy. 

Now, let us look at Spain. I under-
stand the emotional and political tu-

mult in which Spain found themselves 
on March 11 and after. However, I am 
discouraged that circumstances influ-
enced the election the way they did, for 
the singular reason that the Spaniards 
appear to think that the Socialist 
Party will bring them relief from the 
retributions of extreme Islamic fun-
damentalists. I sadly believe they are 
wrong. Gustavo de Aristegui wrote in 
The Washington Post on Sunday, 
March 21: ‘‘In 1984, I had a long talk 
with a high-ranking Sunni cleric in a 
mosque in Damascus. He was very 
friendly when he learned that I was a 
Spaniard. After 2 hours of conversation 
about politics and theology, which are 
very much intertwined in that part of 
the world, he said to me: ‘Don’t worry, 
we will liberate Spain from Western 
corruption.’ ’’ 

The writer emphasized that this was 
a moderate, respected clergyman. Now, 
that is a chilling, foreshadowing, look-
ing into the minds of those who would 
destroy that way of life in Spain. 

Yet, what did Spaniards sacrifice in 
their election of the Socialist Party 
candidate? Since 1986, the Partido Pop-
ular turned from 21 percent unemploy-
ment down to 9 percent, foreign debt 
from 80 percent to less than 50 percent 
GDP, a deficit of 6.7 percent of GDP in 
1996 to a 0.5 percent surplus in 2002, and 
a growing economy while much of the 
world experienced a downturn. This is 
the stuff that democracies are made of: 
living economically securely, planning 
futures, and thriving. 

Like President Chen, I support our 
ally Spain and the new leadership that 
they have openly and fairly chosen. I 
only ponder that democracies also 
value economic prosperity, and capitu-
lation to bullies may compromise that 
for which they have worked. 

Heading east, President Putin won 
reelection in Russia this month. He has 
promised to translate his landslide re-
election into concrete reforms: mod-
ernizing the economy, the bureaucracy, 
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the banking system, utilities, health 
and social services. Last Monday Presi-
dent Bush called him to congratulate 
him and urge him to follow through on 
his reforms, to move forward towards 
his promises of market-based and 
democratic reform. 

Madam Speaker, let us hope so. Like 
the leader of Taiwan, the leader of 
Spain, I wish the leader of Russia, 
President Putin, success; but I will de-
fine success as: how free are your peo-
ple?

f 

HOW FAST WILL THEY RUN? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HOYER. Madam Speaker, this 
week we are going to see just how com-
mitted our Republican friends are to 
the irresponsible budget that they 
passed 4 days ago. 

Tomorrow, Democrats will offer a 
motion to instruct House conferees on 
the fiscal 2005 budget resolution to ac-
cept the Senate’s bipartisan pay-as-
you-go budget enforcement rules. 
Those rules would require us to find 
offsets for both new spending as well as 
tax cuts. As a matter of fact, one of the 
real authors of pay-as-you-go, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER), in the 1990s is here, which led 
to the most fiscally responsible admin-
istration’s performance, frankly, in 
history, under Bill Clinton. And with a 
projected budget deficit of more than a 
half a trillion dollars this year, it is 
fair to ask, What could be more reason-
able than that? 

After all, our bipartisan agreement 
to pay-as-you-go rules in 1990 led to the 
steady decrease of our deficits through-
out that decade and 4 consecutive 
years of budget surpluses between fis-
cal 1998 and 2001, the first time that has 
happened in 80 years. 

But in their budget resolution, our 
Republican friends pretend that we can 
get our fiscal house back in order by 
applying so-called pay-as-you-go rules 
to spending only. Tax cuts, they be-
lieve, are a freebie, even though the 
Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that 40 percent of our deficit is 
attributable to revenue reductions. 
Who is going to pay that bill? Our chil-
dren will pay that bill. Our grand-
children will pay that bill. 

And even the respected chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, my 
friend, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. YOUNG), said in February, ‘‘No one 
should expect significant deficit reduc-
tion as a result of austere, nondefense 
discretionary spending limits. The 
numbers simply do not add up.’’ So 
said the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
YOUNG), conservative Republican. 

So I urge my Republican friends: join 
us. Join us in this effort to restore fis-
cal sanity to our Nation’s budget. Vote 
for this important Democratic motion 
to instruct. That is not so hard. And 
remember, you have done it before. 

Last year, a mere 96 hours after you 
passed your fist 2004 budget resolution, 
you turned right around, 180 degrees, 
and voted for the Democratic motion 
to instruct conferees to reject the deep 
cuts called for in your budget for edu-
cation, for veterans, Medicare, Med-
icaid, and other areas. The chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget, the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE), even 
stood on this floor and railed against 
our motion for half an hour. For half 
an hour he railed against our motion, 
before he and most of the Republican 
leadership flip-flopped and helped pass 
it by a vote of, listen to this, Madam 
Speaker, 399 to 22. That was the Demo-
cratic motion passing. Why? Because 
Republicans wanted to pretend that 
they were actually for the motion to 
instruct’s priorities when their budget 
clearly denied that, contradicted it, did 
not provide for those priorities. 

So I urge my Republican friends to 
support the adoption of pay-as-you-go 
rules which helped Democrats produce 
a budget for fiscal year 2005 that was 
both fair and responsible. 

Our Democratic substitute would bal-
ance the budget within 8 years. The Re-
publican resolution would actually in-
crease our deficits. Our Democratic 
budget would protect Social Security. 
Our democratic budget would match 
the Republican budget on defense 
spending to ensure our national secu-
rity and provide nearly $6 billion more 
over 5 years for homeland security to 
ensure that our people here at home 
are safer. Our Democratic budget 
would provide tax relief for hard-work-
ing families; and our budget, the Demo-
cratic budget, even as it reins in defi-
cits caused by the Republican Party’s 
failed policies, would provide more re-
sources than the Republican budget for 
education, veterans, job training, pub-
lic health, and infrastructure, the last, 
of course, being extraordinarily effec-
tive jobs-producing. 

Finally, Madam Speaker, we also will 
consider this week, as I have said, the 
transportation reauthorization bill, 
which will pass, I predict, with wide bi-
partisan support, but leave both Demo-
crats and some Republicans shaking 
their heads. 

This is not only a bill about infra-
structure, critically important to our 
economy, critically important to the 
safety of this Nation, critically impor-
tant to every American; it is also a 
jobs bill. Democrats and some Repub-
licans, including the chairman of the 
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure, the gentleman from Alas-
ka (Mr. YOUNG), himself supported a 
spending level of $375 billion, which 
would have created 1.7 million new 
jobs. 

Why is that important? Because for 
the first time in 75 years since Herbert 
Hoover, the first time, this is the first 
administration in three-quarters of a 
century that will end its 4-year term 
having lost jobs net in this economy. 
That is why we have over 8 million peo-
ple unemployed and 2.5 million jobs 

lost. Yet, the President, who has the 
worst record of job creation since Her-
bert Hoover threatened a veto of that 
jobs-creating bill, demanding a funding 
level that would create 1.1 million 
fewer new jobs.

b 1245 

I urge my Republican friends to stop 
ignoring the plight of the unemployed 
who have suffered under your failed 
policies. 

Since December, more than 1 million 
jobless workers have exhausted their 
regular State unemployment benefits 
without receiving temporary Federal 
assistance. Why? Because Republicans 
allowed the Federal program to expire. 
Democrats have been asking for the 
last 6 months to extend that program, 
as we did under the Reagan administra-
tion, as we did under Bush 1. They have 
refused to do so. 

Before we leave Washington this 
week for a 2-week recess, we should 
pass an immediate extension of tem-
porary Federal jobless benefits. It is 
the right thing to do, it is the moral 
thing to do, and I would suggest to you 
it is the right thing to do for our econ-
omy as well. There is no excuse for fail-
ing to act. 

Madam Speaker, I hope that when 
the motion to instruct on the budget 
resolution is made to have a respon-
sible, effective, historically effective 
pay-as-you-go process, to discipline our 
budget so that America’s children and 
America’s grandchildren and America’s 
economy will not be put deeper into 
debt and that we will have an effective 
enforcement process, which will, like 
America’s families, make tough deci-
sions so that we will have a better fu-
ture for our country.

f 

VOTE FOR THE MOTION TO IN-
STRUCT CONFEREES ON THE 
BUDGET RESOLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
HARRIS). Pursuant to the order of the 
House of January 20, 2004, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) is 
recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STENHOLM. Madam Speaker, let 
me follow in the same footsteps of my 
colleague from Maryland. 

Last week, the House passed a budg-
et, a very bitterly debated and very 
close decision on the final outcome as 
to which budget we should pass. A lot 
of speeches were made, a lot of prom-
ises were made, but one of the things 
that was not a part of the budget reso-
lution last week was pay-as-you-go. 

Now, our friends on the other side of 
the Capitol, the other body, in passing 
their budget they suggested that pay-
as-you-go would be a good policy; and 
they included everything. In my opin-
ion, unless we have everything on the 
table, spending and revenue, pay-as-
you-go will not work as well in 2004 as 
it did in the 1990s. 

There are those that believe there 
should be a difference. They are the 
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same ones that have succeeded in pass-
ing three budgets now in the last 3 
years that have given this country the 
largest fiscal deficits in the history of 
our country. They are the same ones 
that are arguing now that pay-as-you-
go should only include spending, not 
revenue. But they are the ones also 
that should accept the responsibility 
for their ideas, having, as I said, given 
this country the largest amount of fis-
cal deficits in the history of our coun-
try. 

We borrowed $1 trillion in the last 21⁄2 
years. We are going to borrow another 
trillion dollars in the next year and a 
half. And yet they argue, and will 
argue this afternoon on the motion to 
recommit, that we should only include 
spending. 

Well, the pay-as-you-go resolution 
that I supported, and it was in the Blue 
Dog budget, was in the Democratic 
party alternative, was put everything 
on the table. If you want to spend more 
for any purpose, then you have to cut 
spending somewhere else. If you want 
to cut taxes, then you have got to cut 
spending somewhere to make room for 
them or raise taxes in some other area 
that will be more proficient, more effi-
cient, and accomplish what needs to be 
done for the job creation in this coun-
try but also for getting our fiscal house 
in order. 

We are not going to wish deficits 
away. We can argue about this, and we 
did last week. We can argue about what 
trade policy we should have. But one 
thing we cannot argue about, and no 
one does argue about, is the baby boom 
generation reaching age 62 in 2008, 65 in 
2011, 67 in 2013. That is when the great-
est economic pressure that this coun-
try has ever known is going to hit us, 
and that is why it is so important for 
this Congress and this administration 
to get real about fiscal responsibility. 

Philosophy alone will not cut it. To 
those that argue that cutting taxes was 
going to produce more revenue, it 
didn’t. It did not. It came up over $100 
billion short. Those of us that believe 
in pay-as-you-go say that when you ad-
vocate a policy, whether it be spending 
or revenue, and it does not do what you 
said it was going to do, then you should 
step up to the plate and pay for it. But, 
no, those who argue on the other side 
say we are not going to ask those for-
tunate to be alive today to pay for it, 
we are going to send the bill to our 
grandchildren. We are going to send 
the bill to them because they cannot 
vote in November. 

Pay-as-you-go is a pretty simple phi-
losophy. Every family in the United 
States has to adopt pay-as-you-go. 
Most families do not have the luxury, 
in fact, they would not even think 
about one of the solutions to the fam-
ily problems is to reduce mom’s or 
dad’s paycheck and yet reduce that 
paycheck and live within that means. 
One would not think about doing that, 
but that is what the leadership of this 
House is suggesting. That is what they 
did even though a very large, I think 

plurality, maybe majority on the other 
side of the aisle agrees with those of us 
that says pay-as-you-go is something 
that should be part of the budget reso-
lution, and it should be implemented, 
and it should be implemented with ev-
erything on the table. 

That is what the motion to instruct 
conferees tomorrow will be about, and 
I would encourage my colleagues, both 
sides of the aisle, to vote for it and put 
some muscle into the speechifying on 
budgets in this body.

f 

NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR 
CONDOLEEZZA RICE SHOULD 
TESTIFY BEFORE THE 9/11 COM-
MISSION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 20, 2004, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. GEORGE MILLER) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Madam Speaker, National Security Ad-
visor Condoleezza Rice should testify 
before the 9/11 Commission. She can no 
longer hide behind the right of execu-
tive privilege. Both she and the Presi-
dent should waive their rights to exec-
utive privilege in this case. The execu-
tive privilege can still be preserved for 
President Bush and for future presi-
dents in other matters. 

There are few matters in our Na-
tion’s experience as sobering as the 
tragic terrorist attack of 9/11. It was 
the worst homeland attack on our se-
curity since Pearl Harbor, and we need 
a full accounting from the administra-
tion about what happened prior to 9/11. 

The National Security Advisor has 
tried to have it both ways. She has 
commented on the proceedings of the 
Commission to the press, she has ques-
tioned the evidence presented to the 
Commission, and challenged the integ-
rity of the witnesses testifying under 
oath, but she refuses to testify in pub-
lic under oath to the Commission and 
to the families about what she knew 
about the events leading up to 9/11, 
about our efforts to stop terrorism, 
about our efforts to protect our na-
tional security. 

The families and the Nation need to 
know and want to know what exactly 
happened prior to 9/11. We need Mrs. 
Rice’s testimony under oath to reach a 
full accounting, especially since she is 
now from the sidelines publicly contra-
dicting evidence and testimony pre-
sented to the Commission. 

If Condoleezza Rice has another 
version of the events and facts, she 
must come forward and present them 
to the Nation under oath. Congress, the 
families, and the public deserve no less. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until 2 
p.m. 

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 55 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess until 2 p.m.

b 1400 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. BOOZMAN) at 2 p.m. 

f 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. 
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: 

Lord God, as soon as we call You 
‘‘God with us,’’ we realize Your cov-
enant reenacted. You have committed 
Yourself to be in solidarity, ‘‘God with 
us.’’ You wish to share our joys and 
pains, defend and protect us. You raise 
up from within us laments, shouts of 
praise, and hymns of constancy. 

We will never truly know You, Lord 
God, as a compassionate God until we 
see You and know Your presence in the 
midst of our daily grind, at the bottom 
of our deepest longings, and as the sus-
taining strength in overwhelming 
trials. 

You have chosen to be with us and 
love us with all our limitations as a 
people and as a Nation. So we rejoice in 
You now and forever. Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House his approval thereof. 

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. CARTER) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. CARTER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a bill of the 
following title in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested:

S. 2241. An act to reauthorize certain 
school lunch and child nutrition programs 
through June 30, 2004.

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 26, 2004. 

Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of 

VerDate jul 14 2003 01:52 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29MR7.005 H29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1598 March 29, 2004
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on 
March 26, 2004 at 9:10 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment H.R. 3926. 

With best wishes, I am 
Sincerely, 

JEFF TRANDAHL, 
Clerk.

f 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE HON. 
NANCY PELOSI, DEMOCRATIC 
LEADER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Honorable Nancy 
Pelosi, Democratic Leader:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
OFFICE OF THE DEMOCRATIC LEADER, 

March 26, 2004. 
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to (10 U.S.C. 
111 note) I hereby appoint retired Army Lt. 
General H.G. (Pete) Taylor, to the Commis-
sion On The Review Of The Overseas Mili-
tary Facility Structure Of The United 
States. 

Best regards, 
NANCY PELOSI.

f 

LIBYA RESPECTS AMERICA’S 
INITIATIVES 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, in the global war on ter-
rorism, it is reassuring that President 
George W. Bush is keeping focused on 
winning the war which was forced on 
America by the murderous attacks of 
September 11. 

In the midst of Monday morning 
quarterbacking, we should see the facts 
of success: the Afghan and Iraqi dicta-
torships which supported terrorism 
have met regime change. An 
emboldened Pakistan has 70,000 troops 
uprooting terrorists on the border of 
Afghanistan, and Libya has abandoned 
its banned weapons programs. 

Libya has seen the light. It is reas-
suring to learn from Thursday’s Wash-
ington Post that the Libyan dictator’s 
son Saif Islam Qaddafi has made the 
case for peace and freedom clear to 
other Arab countries: ‘‘Instead of 
shouting and criticizing the American 
initiative, you have to bring democ-
racy to your countries, and then there 
will be no need to fear America or your 
people.’’ 

In conclusion, God bless our troops. 
We will never forget September 11. 

f 

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUGS 

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

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, last week I 
met with the Esperanza Senior Citizen 
Club in City Terrace in East Los Ange-
les to discuss the new Medicare pre-

scription drug law enacted last year. 
The seniors there had many, many 
questions. They asked me how the law 
will affect them and will it provide af-
fordable drugs. Unfortunately, I had to 
tell them that the law does nothing to 
lower the cost of prescription drugs. In 
fact, I told them that it prohibits the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices from negotiating lower prices. 
They were star struck. They could not 
believe that that is what we had passed 
here in the Congress. 

In short, the law increases profits for 
big pharmaceutical companies and fails 
to protect seniors. The Esperanza Sen-
ior Club was shocked when they 
learned the truth about the new law 
because they felt that Congress had 
abandoned them. They told me to go 
back to Washington and they told me 
to renegotiate, to open up a discussion 
on that piece of legislation, because for 
them and the district that I represent, 
still they are not able to afford their 
drugs, their medications; and they 
want choices. They wanted to know if 
they were going to have the same phy-
sician caring for them in the HMOs. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote is objected to under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken after 6:30 p.m. today. 

f 

UTROK ATOLL VESSEL 
CONVEYANCE 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and concur 
in the Senate amendments to the bill 
(H.R. 2584) to provide for the convey-
ance to the Utrok Atoll local govern-
ment of a decommissioned National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion ship, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Senate amendments:
Ω1æPage 2, after line 17, insert:
(c) Within 120 days after the date of enact-

ment of this Act, the Utrok Atoll local govern-
ment, in consultation with the Government of 
the Republic of the Marshall Islands, shall sub-
mit a plan for the use of the vessel to be con-
veyed under subsection (a) to the House of Rep-
resentatives Committee on Resources, the House 
of Representatives Committee on Science, the 
Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources, and the Senate Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

Ω2æPage 4, after line 6, insert:
SEC. 305. REBUILDING FISH STOCKS. 

Section 105 of division H of the Consolidated 
Appropriations Act, 2004, is repealed.

Ω3æPage 4, after line 6, insert:

TITLE IV—PACIFIC ALBACORE TUNA 
TREATY 

SEC. 401. IMPLEMENTATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding anything 

to the contrary in section 201, 204, or 307(2) of 

the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation 
and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1821, 1824, and 
1857(2)), foreign fishing may be conducted pur-
suant to the Treaty between the Government of 
the United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Canada on Pacific Coast Albacore Tuna 
Vessels and Port Privileges, signed at Wash-
ington May 26, 1981, including its Annexes and 
any amendments thereto. 

(b) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Com-
merce, with the concurrence of the Secretary of 
State, may—

(1) promulgate regulations necessary to dis-
charge the obligations of the United States 
under the Treaty and its Annexes; and 

(2) provide for the application of any such 
regulation to any person or vessel subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States, wherever that 
person or vessel may be located. 

(c) ENFORCEMENT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Magnuson-Stevens 

Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 
U.S.C. 1801 et seq.) shall be enforced as if sub-
section (a) were a provision of that Act. Any 
reference in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S.C. 
1801 et seq.) to ‘‘this Act’’ or to any provision of 
that Act, shall be considered to be a reference to 
that Act as it would be in effect if subsection (a) 
were a provision of that Act. 

(2) REGULATIONS.—The regulations promul-
gated under subsection (b), shall be enforced as 
if—

(A) subsection (a) were a provision of the 
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act (16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.); and 

(B) the regulations were promulgated under 
that Act. 
SEC. 402. SOUTH PACIFIC TUNA TREATY ACT 

AMENDMENT. 
Section 6 of the South Pacific Tuna Act of 

1988 (16 U.S.C. 973d(a)) is amended by striking 
‘‘outside of the 200 nautical mile fisheries zones 
of the Pacific Island Parties.’’ and inserting ‘‘or 
to fishing by vessels using the longline method 
in the high seas areas of the Treaty area.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST) and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. GILCHREST). 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

H.R. 2584 passed the House on Novem-
ber 11, 2003, by voice vote. The bill, as 
passed by the House, included a num-
ber of important provisions including 
the transfer of a decommissioned 
NOAA vessel to the local government 
of the Utrok Atoll, the reauthorization 
of the Yukon River Salmon Act of 2000, 
the reauthorization of the Fishermen’s 
Protective Act of 1967, and a provision 
to correct and ratify certain pro-
motions within the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration Com-
missioned Corps. 

The Senate has made several addi-
tions to the legislation which make it 
a stronger conservation measure. 
These additions include language to 
implement the Pacific Albacore Tuna 
Treaty, a measure which will help en-
sure the sustainable conservation and 
management of the albacore tuna fish-
ery shared by the United States and 
Canada; and language to allow certain 
U.S. fishing vessels access to South Pa-
cific tuna stocks consistent with revi-
sions to the 1988 South Pacific Tuna 
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Treaty. The bill was further amended 
to strike a provision of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act of 2004, which 
would have delayed the implementa-
tion of important conservation and 
management measures in the North-
east multispecies fishery management 
plan. This provision is important to 
the continued rebuilding process for 
New England groundfish stocks and to 
meet court-ordered timetables. 

Finally, the amendments include a 
requirement that a plan for the use of 
the decommissioned vessel be sub-
mitted to Congress by the local govern-
ment of the Utrok Atoll in consulta-
tion with the government of the Re-
public of the Marshall Islands. 

I urge Members to support these im-
portant provisions by voting ‘‘aye’’ on 
the legislation. 

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

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

(Mr. UDALL of New Mexico asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, let me thank the gentleman 
from Maryland for his hard work and 
his leadership on this bill. 

H.R. 2584 is a noncontroversial piece 
of legislation previously passed by the 
House on November 21, 2003, that would 
convey a decommissioned National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, or NOAA, research vessel, to the 
local government of Utrok Atoll lo-
cated in the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands. The conveyance of this vessel 
will allow more convenient transpor-
tation for the residents of Utrok Atoll 
who have to make a 265-mile trip to the 
neighboring island of Majuro to receive 
testing and critical medical treatments 
as a result of the U.S. nuclear testing 
program we conducted in the Northern 
Marshall Islands between 1946 and 1958. 

I commend the Delegate from Amer-
ican Samoa for introducing this legis-
lation to help alleviate the burden 
shared by the residents of this very re-
mote atoll in the Pacific Ocean. 

H.R. 2584 also contains an important 
provision to address procedural lapses 
in promotions and appointments with-
in NOAA’s commissioned officer corps. 
It is important not to disrupt the 
NOAA corps chain of command while 
our Nation is at war against terrorism. 
This provision should prevent any fu-
ture operational or command dysfunc-
tions from arising, and we should act 
expeditiously to pass it. 

This legislation as amended by the 
other body also contains provisions 
passed last year by the House in H.R. 
2408 to reauthorize the Fishermen’s 
Protective Act and the Yukon River 
Salmon Act, and two amendments to 
reauthorize and clarify fisheries man-
agement agreements concerning tuna 
in the Pacific Ocean. None of these are 
controversial. 

I urge Members on both sides to sup-
port this legislation. 

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

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I would like to thank the gentleman 
from American Samoa (Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA), the gentleman from 
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL), and the staff 
on both sides of the aisle for helping to 
bring this measure to the floor. I hope 
for a unanimous vote later on this 
afternoon. 

Mr. Speaker, I include for the 
RECORD an exchange of letters between 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Science and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Resources regarding this leg-
islation.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, 

Washington, DC, March 26, 2004. 
Hon. RICHARD W. POMBO, 
Chairman, Committee on Resources, House of 

Representatives, Longworth House Office 
Building, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I understand that the 
House plans to take up H.R. 2584 as amended 
by the Senate. Thank you for your support 
in having the Committee on Science added 
to the list of Committees to which the Utrok 
Atoll local government must report after re-
ceipt and use of the decommissioned Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion ship. 

The Committee on Science supports pas-
sage of this bill as amended, but wishes to 
clarify the Committee’s jurisdiction over the 
NOAA Corps. Based on conversations with 
the Office of the Parliamentarian, the Com-
mittee on Science understands it would re-
ceive a sequential referral of legislation in-
volving the NOAA Corps. 

Recognizing your wish that the House of 
Representatives consider this bill as soon as 
possible, I will not exercise the Committee’s 
right to a sequential referral of H.R. 2584 
based on the Committee’s jurisdiction over 
the NOAA Corps. This decision to forgo a se-
quential referral does not waive the Commit-
tee’s future jurisdiction over the NOAA 
Corps. 

I ask that you include our exchange of let-
ters on this matter in Congressional Record 
during floor consideration of H.R. 2584. 

Thank you for your consideration regard-
ing this matter. 

Sincerely, 
SHERWOOD L. BOEHLERT, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES, 

Washington, DC, March 26, 2004. 
Hon. SHERWOOD BOEHLERT, 
Chairman, Committee on Science, 
Rayburn HOB, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 2584, a bill to provide 
for the conveyance to the Utrok Atoll local 
government of a decommissioned National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
ship, and for other purposes. The Senate has 
returned the bill to us with additional provi-
sions and I appreciate your cooperation in 
allowing it to be considered expeditiously by 
the House of Representatives. 

Based on discussions with the Office of the 
Parliamentarian, the Committee on Science 
would be entitled to a sequential referral of 
the portion of the bill containing the text of 
S. 886, which was added to H.R. 2584 during 
the original Floor consideration of the bill 
on November 21, 2003. Because the Com-
mittee on Resources plans to consider S. 886 

only in the context of H.R. 2584, I appreciate 
your willingness not to seek a referral of the 
amended bill. By doing so, I agree that the 
Committee on Science does not waive juris-
diction over this provision, nor does it serve 
as precedent for any future referrals. In addi-
tion, I will be happy to include our exchange 
of letters on this issue in the Congressional 
Record at the appropriate time. 

Thank you again for your cooperation on 
this and many other issues between our com-
mittees. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD W. POMBO.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, again, 
I rise in support of H.R. 2584, a bill I intro-
duced to assist our friends from Utrõk Atoll as 
they continue efforts to resettle and rehabili-
tate their islands as a result of the effects of 
the United States nuclear testing in the Re-
public of the Marshall Islands (RMI). 

At this time, I would like to thank Chairman 
RICHARD POMBO and Ranking Member NICK 
RAHALL of the Resources Committee for their 
continued support of Pacific Island issues. I 
would also like to thank my distinguished col-
leagues and co-sponsors—Congressmen 
ANIBAL ACEVEDO-VILA, DAN BURTON, JOHN 
DOOLITTLE, ELTON GALLEGLY, JEFF FLAKE, and 
Congresswoman MADELEINE BORDALLO. 

I would also like to thank members of the 
Senate for voting in favor of this legislation. 
The purpose of this legislation is to authorize 
the Secretary of Commerce to convey a de-
commissioned, operable NOAA vessel to the 
Government of Utrõk. The vessel will be used 
to provide support for radiological monitoring, 
rehabilitation and resettlement of Utrõk, an 
atoll that is part of the Republic of the Mar-
shall Islands. 

During the 1940s and 50s, many of the Mar-
shall Island atolls were devastated by the ef-
fects of U.S. nuclear testing activities. From 
1946 to 1958, the United States detonated 67 
nuclear weapons in the Marshall Islands, rep-
resenting nearly 80 percent of all atmospheric 
tests ever conducted by the United States. If 
one were to calculate the net yield of these 
tests, it would be equivalent to the detonation 
of 1.7 Hiroshima bombs every day for 12 
years. 

On March 1, 1954, at 6:45 a.m. at the Bikini 
Atoll in the Marshall Islands, the United States 
detonated the Bravo shot, a 15 megaton hy-
drogen bomb 1,000 times more powerful than 
the bomb dropped on Hiroshima. Acknowl-
edged as the greatest nuclear explosion ever 
detonated, the Bravo test vaporized 6 islands 
and created a mushroom cloud 25 miles in di-
ameter. 

Residents of Utrõk atoll were forced to 
evacuate 72 hours after the miscalculated 
Bravo shot. Two months later, the U.S. as-
sured the people of Utrõk that it was safe to 
return home. The U.S. now acknowledges that 
it was a grave mistake to return the people to 
Utrõk only 2 months after the detonation of 
Bravo.

Utrõk residents have since suffered severe 
health problems and genetic anomalies. 
Today, the people of Utrõk are seeking to re-
habilitate their home island so that it is a safe 
place to live. Last year, a comprehensive sci-
entific report recommended a potassium fer-
tilizer treatment to accompany the ongoing re-
settlement process on Utrõk, a treatment 
which would suppress the remaining radio-
active Cesium-137 in the soil and prevent its 
further uptake in the food supply. 
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In addition, the U.S. Department of Energy 

(DOE) concluded a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with Utrõk that committed the 
DOE to build a Whole Body Counting (WBC) 
facility in order to monitor radioactivity levels in 
the people of Utrõk. This new facility is located 
about 265 miles away in Majuro and will be 
used to ensure that the potassium fertilizer re-
gime is effective and the administration of the 
fertilizer treatment is done properly. 

However, Utrõk residents are responsible 
for their own transportation to Majuro. Trans-
portation by plane is expensive and available 
only once per week. Air service is also unreli-
able as the Utrõk runway is in disrepair and 
the airline often declines to land. Travel by 
commercial ships, although less expensive, is 
infrequent. 

One solution to help facilitate transport be-
tween Utrõk and Majuro is to transfer a de-
commissioned NOAA vessel to the Utrõk Atoll 
Local Government. In addition to transport of 
Utrõk residents to the WBC facility, the vessel 
will be used for moving several tons of potas-
sium fertilizer, transporting equipment and ma-
terials for radiological remediation, and trans-
porting USDA food supplies. Because of the 
Cesium-137 contamination in locally grown 
food, at least 50 percent of the diet of Utrõk 
residents must be imported to limit the risk of 
radiological poisoning. 

The Utrõk Atoll Local Government fully sup-
ports this measure and adopted a resolution 
(022–03) on July 4th 2003 stating that the 
NOAA vessel transfer would be ‘‘one of the 
crucial needs that will fully support our future 
goals to develop, rehabilitate and resettle the 
atoll after the aftermath of the Bravo fallout.’’ 
The Utrõk Government also expects the ship 
to be available for use by other atolls for their 
respective communities, who will help pay for 
the ongoing maintenance of the vessel. 

As the Ranking Member of the House Inter-
national Relations Subcommittee on Asia and 
the Pacific, I am hopeful that this bill will re-
mind Congress of our ongoing responsibility to 
the people of RMI for the mistakes the United 
States made regarding its nuclear testing ac-
tivities in the Asia Pacific region. Once again, 
I thank my colleagues in the House and Sen-
ate for their support and I urge final passage 
of this important legislation.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ments to the bill, H.R. 2584. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on 
H.R. 2584, the bill just considered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 
f 

VAUGHN GROSS POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3723) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 8135 Forest Lane in Dallas, 
Texas, as the ‘‘Vaughn Gross Post Of-
fice Building’’. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3723

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. VAUGHN GROSS POST OFFICE BUILD-

ING. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 8135 
Forest Lane in Dallas, Texas, shall be known 
and designated as the ‘‘Vaughn Gross Post 
Office Building’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Vaughn Gross Post Of-
fice Building.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CARTER) and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each will con-
trol 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CARTER).

b 1415 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BOOZMAN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
On behalf of the Committee on Gov-

ernment Reform, I am pleased to rise 
in support of H.R. 3723. This meaning-
ful legislation designates the Dallas 
Postal Service facility as the ‘‘Vaughn 
Gross Post Office Building.’’ 

Vaughn Gross has spent 35 years edu-
cating children in Texas and more than 
30 of those years working in the Rich-
ardson Independent School District 
outside of Dallas. She began her career 
in the district by teaching special edu-
cation classes at Skyview and Canyon 
Creek Elementary Schools in the 1970s. 
She later taught second grade students 
for 5 years at Northlake Elementary. 

Ultimately, Vaughn Gross worked 
her way up to become Assistant Prin-

cipal at Aiken Elementary in 1989. In 
1992, she held the same position at 
Brenfield Elementary School. A year 
later, she was elevated to Principal, a 
capacity in which she served for 6 
years. In 1999, Vaughn Gross moved 
over to Hamilton Park Magnet School 
to act as principal there. Today, Ms. 
Gross is Assistant Superintendent For 
Curriculum and Instruction in the 
Richardson School District. 

Mr. Speaker, Vaughn Gross is a re-
spected, appreciated leader in the Dal-
las area. She earned a Teacher of the 
Year Award from the Richardson Asso-
ciation of Children with Learning Dis-
abilities in 1977 and PTA life member-
ship status in 1999. She is precisely the 
type of quality individual after whom 
the Congress ought to name post of-
fices in our great Nation. 

I commend the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) for introducing 
H.R. 3723. I know the gentleman from 
Texas genuinely wanted to be present, 
and I will be submitting a statement 
for the RECORD on behalf of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS). 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge every 
Member of the House to support H.R. 
3723. 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, as a Member of the 
House Committee on Government Re-
form, I am pleased to join with my col-
leagues in consideration of H.R. 3723, 
legislation naming a postal facility in 
Dallas, Texas, after Vaughn Gross. This 
measure, which was introduced by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) 
on January 21, 2004, and unanimously 
reported by our committee on March 4, 
2004, enjoys the support and cosponsor-
ship of the entire Texas delegation. 

A graduate of the University of Texas 
with a degree in special education, Mrs. 
Gross has dedicated her life to teaching 
and working with children with learn-
ing disabilities. Her vast teaching ex-
perience has not gone unnoticed or 
unappreciated. Mrs. Gross has won the 
distinguished Teacher of the Year from 
the Richardson Association of Children 
with Learning Disabilities and has 
achieved the Parent Teacher Associa-
tion life membership status. 

Currently, Mrs. Gross is serving as 
the Assistant Superintendent in the 
Richardson Independent School Dis-
trict. She is involved in a number of 
community organizations such as the 
Psychoanalysis Professional Develop-
ment and Appraisal System, the Dis-
trict Instructional Strategies Com-
mittee, the Central Math Textbook 
Committee, and the Richardson Inde-
pendent School District Professional 
Development Strategic Action Team. 

And, finally, Mrs. Gross has received 
her school district’s Silver Cup Award 
for Community on Campus and has 
been nominated for the YMCA Women 
of Achievement Award. 

Mr. Speaker, it is obvious that Mrs. 
Gross has a distinguished record of 
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community service, and although it is 
oftentimes unusual while people are 
still available to achieve these kinds of 
recognitions to see that the people of 
her community and that the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), her rep-
resentative in Congress, thinks enough 
of her dedication to name this postal 
facility in her honor, I am pleased to 
join with him and urge swift adoption 
of this measure.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to pay tribute to an exceptional educator in the 
32nd Congressional District of Texas with this 
legislation H.R. 3723, ‘‘To designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service located 
at 8135 Forest Lane in Dallas, Texas, as the 
‘Vaughn Gross Post Office Building.’ ’’

I am pleased to honor Vaughn Gross with 
the naming of this post office. It is a fitting trib-
ute to a career educator who has served chil-
dren with special needs and disabilities with 
excellence and distinction. 

As a father of a child with special needs, I 
know firsthand that it takes an extraordinary 
person to educate children with disabilities. It 
requires both love and passion to be able to 
accomplish this tough task, and I admire Mrs. 
Gross for her drive and determination to im-
prove the lives of children with disabilities. 

Vaughn Gross began her career in edu-
cation 36 years ago as an innovative class-
room teacher for children with special needs 
and disabilities at Wooten Elementary School 
in Austin, Texas. For the past 30 years, she 
has served with the Richardson Independent 
School District. From 1993 until 1999, Mrs. 
Gross held the position of Principal of 
Brentfield Elementary School. From 1999 until 
2003, she was the Principal of Hamilton Park 
Pacesetter Magnet School. Mrs. Gross cur-
rently serves as the Assistant Superintendent 
for Curriculum and Instruction. 

Few in school administrations come from 
special education backgrounds, so it is notable 
that Mrs. Gross has been able to continue her 
commitment to improving special education as 
she transitioned from the classroom into her 
current administrative position. 

All too often, we as a society do not give 
the appropriate recognition to dedicated teach-
ers who go above and beyond the call of duty 
to educate those children with disabilities and 
special needs. Mrs. Gross has dedicated her 
life to furthering the education of the countless 
children who have benefited from her years of 
experience. 

I believe that this legislation not only honors 
Mrs. Gross, but also pays a fitting tribute to 
the scores of educators in Texas and through-
out the country who specialize in teaching our 
children with disabilities and special needs. 

In addition to teaching her students, Mrs. 
Gross has made tremendous efforts to share 
her successful techniques with other edu-
cators in Texas to help improve the teaching 
of students outside of her home school district. 
I have always been impressed with her abili-
ties, and I sincerely wish her all the best as 
she continues her career with the Richardson 
Independent School District.

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

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I urge all 
Members to support the passage of H.R. 
3723. I have no further requests for 
time, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3723. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

MAXINE S. POSTAL UNITED 
STATES POST OFFICE 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3917) to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 695 Marconi Boulevard in 
Copiague, New York, as the ‘‘Maxine S. 
Postal United States Post Office’’. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3917

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. MAXINE S. POSTAL UNITED STATES 

POST OFFICE. 
(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the 

United States Postal Service located at 695 
Marconi Boulevard in Copiague, New York, 
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Max-
ine S. Postal United States Post Office’’. 

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law, 
map, regulation, document, paper, or other 
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to 
be a reference to the Maxine S. Postal 
United States Post Office.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. CARTER) and the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each will con-
trol 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CARTER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3917, introduced by 

the distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL), designates the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service 
located at 695 Marconi Boulevard in 
Copiague, New York, as the ‘‘Maxine S. 
Postal United States Post Office Build-
ing.’’ 

Since first being elected in 1987, Max-
ine Postal was an esteemed member of 
the Suffolk County Legislature in New 
York. There is little question that she 

was an effective public servant and re-
spected across political party lines. Her 
hallmarks in the legislature included 
fighting for tax relief, promoting com-
munity recycling programs, and revi-
talizing area recreation centers for 
citizens of Suffolk County. 

Outside of her work in the legisla-
ture, her community contributions in-
cluded serving as treasurer of the Am-
ityville Board of Education and found-
ing a library and a local soccer league. 

Mr. Speaker, one cannot capture the 
worth of a local leader like Maxine 
Postal in a mere list of accomplish-
ments. That is why I am pleased that 
enactment of this legislation will im-
mortalize her legacy by naming a post 
office after her in the town she rep-
resented in the county legislature. 

Mr. Speaker, Maxine Postal sadly 
passed away on New Year’s Day, 2004, 
succumbing to a rare brain disorder 
known as CJD. She had announced her 
resignation from the legislature just 
days before she died. Maxine Postal 
was a valued public servant who is 
most deserving of this post office com-
memoration. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York for advancing this legislation 
through the Committee on Government 
Reform to the House floor for consider-
ation today. I urge all Members to sup-
port H.R. 3917 that honors Maxine 
Postal. 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

As a member of the House Committee 
on Government Reform, I am pleased 
to join with my colleague in the con-
sideration of H.R. 3917, legislation 
naming a postal facility in Copiague, 
New York, after Maxine Postal. This 
measure, which was introduced by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) 
on March 9, 2004, and unanimously re-
ported by our committee on March 18, 
2004, enjoys the support and cosponsor-
ship of the entire New York delegation. 

Maxine Postal was born in Brooklyn, 
New York, in 1942. She grew up in 
Brooklyn, was educated in Brooklyn, 
and taught school in Brooklyn. In 1968, 
she opened the Busy Bee Nursery 
School and Kindergarten in Brooklyn, 
New York. Mrs. Postal used her vast 
teaching experience and expertise to 
serve as president of the Hauppauge Li-
brary Board and later as president of 
the Amityville Board of Education. 

In the late 1980s, Mrs. Postal was 
elected to the Suffolk County Legisla-
ture where she served for 15 years until 
her death of Creutzfeldt-Jakob, a rare 
brain disorder, on New Year’s Day at a 
hospice on West Palm Beach, Florida. 

While an active member of the coun-
ty legislature, Mrs. Postal was a liberal 
Democrat, I like that, dedicated to im-
proving the lives of those in her com-
munity. She was a tireless advocate for 
the homeless, the downtrodden, and 
the poor, using her position on the so-
cial services committee to better living 
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conditions for those living on the 
streets. She was a woman of the people 
who fought for everyone and cham-
pioned the rights of all to live free 
from discrimination and oppression. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to join the 
sponsor in honoring the life of Maxine 
Postal and pleased that we are seeking 
to remember her good works, her good 
deeds, her advocacy for the poor, the 
downtrodden, those who are oftentimes 
forgotten. So it is my pleasure to urge 
swift passage of this resolution. 

I know that the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ISRAEL) had wanted to be 
present but could not make it, and I 
wanted to indicate that so that, as 
sponsor of this legislation, his name is 
listed in the RECORD as individuals 
pick up the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and 
see or read the proceedings.

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
first begin by thanking the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS), the Gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. WAXMAN) and all members of the 
Committee of Government Reform for report-
ing H.R. 3917 so promptly. 

I also thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) and the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
DAVIS) for managing debate on this bill that 
honors former Suffolk County Presiding Officer 
Maxine S. Postal, who died so tragically this 
past January after a courageous battle with 
the rare brain disorder Creutzfeld-Jakob. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask Members to 
support H.R. 3917, a bill I introduced that des-
ignates the Copiague, New York post office as 
the Maxine S. Postal United States Post Of-
fice. 

The speed this legislation moved through 
the House is a tribute to the great respect and 
admiration held for Maxine Postal. She was a 
good friend and wonderful public servant. 

Maxine was born in Brooklyn, New York on 
November 24, 1942. She graduated from 
Brooklyn College, achieving a master’s degree 
in fine arts. 

For the past three decades, Maxine served 
her Long Island community with distinction 
and tireless dedication. 

I had the honor of first knowing Maxine and 
working with her in 1987, when she became 
the first woman to represent the 15th Legisla-
tive District in Suffolk County. 

Maxine achieved many legislative accom-
plishments, including efforts to protect the en-
vironment through recycling and preserving 
open space, ease the tax burden, ensure ac-
cess to better health care and treatment, and 
work to revitalize and beautify community cen-
ters. 

She never stopped fighting for the best in-
terests of the people she represented, the 
working families of Suffolk County. 

Maxine died on New Year’s Day, a few 
weeks after being diagnosed with Creutzfeld-
Jakob Disease. CJD is an extremely rare brain 
disorder, affecting only one person in a million. 

Maxine was diagnosed with the sporadic 
form, which is not associated with contami-
nated beef like the variant form. In most 
cases, CJD causes the rapid development of 
neurological and neuro-muscular symptoms 
and often proves fatal in less than a year after 
the disorder becomes apparent. 

To those of us who knew Maxine, we will 
remember her bravery and courageous battle 
against this fatal disease. 

We will continue to miss her, but will always 
be inspired by her leadership. She had an un-
paralleled ability to stand firmly on principle 
while bringing diverse views together in bipar-
tisan coalitions that moved Suffolk County for-
ward. 

Franky, not just Suffolk Country but New 
York and our country could use more elected 
officials like Maxine Postal. She is a model of 
what a public servant can and should be. 

The Maxine S. Postal United States Post 
Office will serve as a lasting tribute to her 
many years of public service and her invalu-
able impact on Suffolk County. So that years 
from now, a new generation of Long Islanders 
will cherish her service and honor her mem-
ory. 

She was an extraordinary New Yorker, a 
proud American and a vital member of our 
community. 

I ask for my colleagues’ unanimous support 
of H.R. 3917 in honor of Maxine S. Postal’s 
bravery and outstanding accomplishments.

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

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I urge all 
Members to support the passage of H.R. 
3917. Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3917. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 29 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
until approximately 6:30 p.m. today.

f 

b 1830 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. CULBERSON) at 6 o’clock 
and 30 minutes p.m. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3966, ROTC AND MILITARY 
RECRUITER EQUAL ACCESS TO 
CAMPUS ACT OF 2004 

Mrs. MYRICK, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 108–451) on the resolution (H. 

Res. 580) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3966) to amend title 10, 
United States Code, and the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to improve the 
ability of the Department of Defense to 
establish and maintain Senior Reserve 
Officer Training Corps units at institu-
tions of higher education, to improve 
the ability of students to participate in 
Senior ROTC programs, and to ensure 
that institutions of higher education 
provide military recruiters entry to 
campuses and access to students that 
is at least equal in quality and scope to 
that provided to any other employer, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2005 
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker’s table the Senate concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 95) setting 
forth the congressional budget for the 
United States Government for fiscal 
year 2005 and including the appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2006 
through 2009, and ask for its immediate 
consideration in the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CULBERSON.) Is there objection to the 
request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the Senate concur-

rent resolution, as follows:
S. CON. RES. 95

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE 

BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005. 
(a) DECLARATION.—Congress declares that 

this resolution is the concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 2005 including 
the appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal 
years 2006 through 2009 as authorized by sec-
tion 301 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 (2 U.S.C. 632). 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this concurrent resolution is as fol-
lows:
Sec. 1. Concurrent resolution on the budget 

for fiscal year 2005. 
TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 

Sec. 101. Recommended levels and amounts. 
Sec. 102. Social security. 
Sec. 103. Major functional categories. 

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION 
Sec. 201. Reconciliation in the Senate. 

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS AND 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Subtitle A—Reserve Funds 
Sec. 301. Reserve fund for health insurance 

for the uninsured. 
Sec. 302. Reserve fund for higher education. 
Sec. 303. Reserve for energy legislation. 
Sec. 304. Reserve fund for guard and reserve 

health care. 
Sec. 305. Reserve fund for Montgomery GI 

bill benefits. 
Sec. 306. Reserve for funding of Hope Credit. 
Sec. 307. Reserve fund for expansion of pedi-

atric vaccine distribution pro-
gram. 

Sec. 308. Reserve fund for addressing minor-
ity health disparities. 

Sec. 309. Reserve for postal service reform. 
Subtitle B—Adjustments With Respect to 

Discretionary Spending 
Sec. 311. Adjustment for surface transpor-

tation. 
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Sec. 312. Supplemental appropriations for 

Iraq and related activities for 
fiscal year 2005. 

Sec. 313. Adjustment for wildland fire sup-
pression. 

Sec. 314. Reserve fund for eliminating sur-
vivor benefit plan-social secu-
rity offset. 

TITLE IV—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT 

Sec. 401. Restrictions on advance appropria-
tions. 

Sec. 402. Extension of emergency rule in the 
Senate. 

Sec. 403. Discretionary spending limits in 
the Senate. 

Sec. 404. Scoring rules. 
Sec. 405. Adjustments to reflect changes in 

concepts and definitions. 
Sec. 406. Application and effect of changes 

in allocations and aggregates. 
Sec. 407. Exercise of rulemaking powers. 
Sec. 408. Pay-as-you-go point of order in the 

Senate. 

TITLE V—SENSE OF THE SENATE 

Sec. 501. Sense of the Senate on budget proc-
ess reform. 

Sec. 502. Sense of the Senate on budget proc-
ess reform with regard to the 
creation of bipartisan commis-
sions to combat waste, fraud, 
and abuse and to promote 
spending efficiency. 

Sec. 503. Sense of the Senate on the rela-
tionship between annual deficit 
spending and increases in debt 
service costs. 

Sec. 504. Sense of the Senate regarding the 
costs of the medicare prescrip-
tion drug program. 

Sec. 505. Sense of the Senate regarding pay 
parity. 

Sec. 506. Sense of the Senate on returning 
stability to payments under 
medicare physician fee sched-
ule. 

Sec. 507. Sense of the Senate regarding the 
use of Federal funds to support 
American companies and Amer-
ican workers. 

Sec. 508. Sense of the Senate regarding clos-
ing the ‘‘tax gap’’. 

Sec. 509. Sense of the Senate amendment on 
drug comparativeness studies. 

Sec. 510. Sense of the Senate regarding fund-
ing for port security. 

Sec. 511. Sense of the Senate regarding trib-
al colleges and universities. 

Sec. 512. Findings and sense of the Senate. 
Sec. 513. Sense of the Senate supporting 

funding restoration for agri-
culture research and extension. 

Sec. 514. Reserve fund for Homeland Secu-
rity Grant Program, assistance 
to firefighter grants, and port 
security grants. 

Sec. 515. State Homeland Security Grant 
Program. 

Sec. 516. Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 
Sec. 517. Sense of the Senate concerning a 

National Animal Identification 
Program. 

Sec. 518. Sense of the Senate regarding con-
tributions to The Global Fund 
to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria. 

Sec. 519. Sense of the Senate concerning 
child nutrition funding. 

Sec. 520. Sense of the Senate regarding com-
pensation for exposure to toxic 
substances at the Department 
of Energy. 

Sec. 521. Sense of the Senate regarding tax 
incentives for certain rural 
communities. 

Sec. 522. Sense of the Senate concerning 
summer food pilot projects.

TITLE I—LEVELS AND AMOUNTS 
SEC. 101. RECOMMENDED LEVELS AND 

AMOUNTS. 
The following budgetary levels are appro-

priate for the fiscal years 2005 through 2009: 
(1) FEDERAL REVENUES.—For purposes of 

the enforcement of this resolution—
(A) The recommended levels of Federal 

revenues are as follows: 
Fiscal year 2005: $1,453,714,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $1,615,655,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $1,730,119,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $1,822,516,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $1,925,154,000,000. 

(B) The amounts by which the aggregate 
levels of Federal revenues should be changed 
are as follows: 
Fiscal year 2005: ¥$23,420,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$38,526,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$24,825,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$23,274,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$27,906,000,000. 

(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 2005: $1,958,150,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $2,072,497,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $2,187,109,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $2,294,017,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $2,397,359,000,000. 
(3) BUDGET OUTLAYS.—For purposes of the 

enforcement of this resolution, the appro-
priate levels of total budget outlays are as 
follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: $1,968,807,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $2,061,467,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $2,161,380,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $2,263,755,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $2,363,932,000,000. 
(4) DEFICITS.—For purposes of the enforce-

ment of this resolution, the amounts of the 
deficits are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: ¥$515,093,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: ¥$445,812,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: ¥$431,261,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: ¥$441,239,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: ¥$438,778,000,000. 
(5) DEBT SUBJECT TO LIMIT.—The appro-

priate levels of the public debt are as fol-
lows: 

Fiscal year 2005: $8,052,710,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $8,624,516,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $9,178,616,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $9,742,730,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $10,308,215,000,000. 
(6) DEBT HELD BY THE PUBLIC.—The appro-

priate levels of the debt held by the public 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: $4,741,120,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $5,009,410,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $5,247,139,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $5,479,268,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $5,696,111,000,000. 

SEC. 102. SOCIAL SECURITY. 
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY REVENUES.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of revenues of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: $572,314,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $600,902,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $629,333,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: $658,731,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $689,620,000,000. 
(b) SOCIAL SECURITY OUTLAYS.—For pur-

poses of Senate enforcement under sections 
302 and 311 of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974, the amounts of outlays of the Fed-
eral Old-Age and Survivors Insurance Trust 
Fund and the Federal Disability Insurance 
Trust Fund are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: $396,159,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: $406,390,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: $419,424,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2008: $433,487,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: $450,288,000,000. 
(c) SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATIVE EX-

PENSES.—In the Senate, the amounts of new 
budget authority and budget outlays of the 
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance 
Trust Fund and the Federal Disability Insur-
ance Trust Fund for administrative expenses 
are as follows: 

Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,249,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,264,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,352,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,335,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,477,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,457,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,617,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,594,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $4,762,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $4,738,000,000. 

SEC. 103. MAJOR FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES. 
Congress determines and declares that the 

appropriate levels of new budget authority, 
budget outlays, new direct loan obligations, 
and new primary loan guarantee commit-
ments for fiscal years 2005 through 2009 for 
each major functional category are: 

(1) National Defense (050): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $422,157,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $449,442,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $445,708,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $442,157,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $456,148,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $441,732,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $467,482,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $451,564,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $479,494,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $463,106,000,000. 
(2) International Affairs (150): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $31,970,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,032,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $34,855,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,192,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,499,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,746,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,856,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,640,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $35,912,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $32,059,000,000. 
(3) General Science, Space, and Technology 

(250): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,278,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,752,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,412,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,863,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,269,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $25,613,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,499,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $25,914,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $26,547,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $26,095,000,000. 
(4) Energy (270): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $1,093,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$546,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,762,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,653,000,000. 
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Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,781,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $1,214,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,501,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $601,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $2,082,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $718,000,000. 
(5) Natural Resources and Environment 

(300): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $36,160,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $31,191,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,909,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,529,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,895,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $34,099,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $32,825,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,879,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $33,523,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $33,974,000,000. 
(6) Agriculture (350): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $21,746,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,976,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $23,806,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,574,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,698,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,509,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $24,604,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $23,483,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $25,563,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $24,623,000,000. 
(7) Commerce and Housing Credit (370): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $7,864,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,935,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $8,041,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,593,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,141,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $3,406,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,336,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,550,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $9,826,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $2,766,000,000. 
(8) Transportation (400): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $69,985,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $68,390,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $70,923,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,998,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $71,428,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $72,207,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $71,760,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $72,571,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $72,241,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $72,597,000,000. 
(9) Community and Regional Development 

(450): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,897,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,986,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,682,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,220,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,851,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $14,321,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $13,979,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,818,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $14,150,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $13,913,000,000. 
(10) Education, Training, Employment, and 

Social Services (500): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $100,414,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $89,304,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $95,314,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,577,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $95,628,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $93,799,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $95,858,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,262,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $96,168,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $94,684,000,000. 
(11) Health (550): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $252,299,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $247,712,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $254,677,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $255,618,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $267,998,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $27,754,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $286,815,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $286,525,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $307,860,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $305,533,000,000. 
(12) Medicare (570): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $287,513,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $288,654,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $322,517,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $322,035,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $361,999,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $362,277,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $386,753,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $386,795,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $412,922,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $412,515,000,000. 
(13) Income Security (600): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $337,868,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $342,111,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $343,354,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $346,782,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $348,271,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $350,920,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $361,670,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $363,674,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $371,602,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $373,123,000,000. 
(14) Social Security (650): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $15,214,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $15,214,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,779,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,779,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $18,269,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $18,269,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $20,218,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $20,218,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $22,229,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $22,229,000,000. 
(15) Veterans Benefits and Services (700): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $71,546,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $70,159,000,000. 

Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $68,196,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $67,731,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $66,209,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $65,834,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $69,326,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $69,132,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $69,888,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $69,660,000,000. 
(16) Administration of Justice (750): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,841,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,727,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $39,490,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,336,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,099,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,462,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $40,870,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $40,873,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $41,206,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $41,228,000,000. 
(17) General Government (800): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $16,182,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,742,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,503,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,110,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,611,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $17,245,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,190,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,878,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $17,256,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $16,763,000,000. 
(18) Net Interest (900): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, $270,115,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $270,115,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, $317,196,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $317,196,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, $361,739,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $361,739,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, $394,951,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $394,951,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, $422,613,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, $422,613,000,000. 
(19) Allowances (920): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$11,486,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$4,584,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$779,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$3,627,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$987,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$2,329,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$993,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$2,091,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$998,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$1,542,000,000. 
(20) Undistributed Offsetting Receipts (950): 
Fiscal year 2005: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$52,505,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$52,505,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2006: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$59,848,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$59,848,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2007: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$62,437,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$62,437,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2008: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$63,482,000,000. 
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(B) Outlays, ¥$63,482,000,000. 
Fiscal year 2009: 
(A) New budget authority, ¥$62,725,000,000. 
(B) Outlays, ¥$62,725,000,000. 

TITLE II—RECONCILIATION 
SEC. 201. RECONCILIATION IN THE SENATE. 

(a) TAX RELIEF.—The Senate Committee on 
Finance shall report a reconciliation bill not 
later than September 30, 2004, that consists 
of changes in laws within its jurisdiction suf-
ficient to reduce revenues by not more than 
$12,311,000,000 for fiscal year 2005 and 
$80,642,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009, and to increase outlays by 
not more than $2,000,000,000 for the period of 
fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 

(b) INCREASE IN STATUTORY DEBT LIMIT.—
The Committee on Finance shall report a 
reconciliation bill not later than September 
30, 2004, that consists solely of changes in 
laws within its jurisdiction to increase the 
statutory debt limit by $664,028,000,000. 

TITLE III—RESERVE FUNDS AND 
ADJUSTMENTS 

Subtitle A—Reserve Funds 
SEC. 301. RESERVE FUND FOR HEALTH INSUR-

ANCE FOR THE UNINSURED. 
If the Committee on Finance or the Com-

mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions of the Senate reports a bill or joint 
resolution, or an amendment thereto is of-
fered or a conference report thereon is sub-
mitted, that provides health insurance or ex-
pands access to care for the uninsured (in-
cluding a measure providing for tax deduc-
tions for the purchase of health insurance or 
other measures) and including legislation to 
reallocate and maintain expiring SCHIP 
funds rather than allowing such funds to re-
vert to the Treasury, increases access to 
health insurance through lowering costs, and 
does not increase the costs of current health 
insurance coverage, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget may revise alloca-
tions of new budget authority and outlays, 
the revenue aggregates, and other appro-
priate aggregates to reflect such legislation, 
provided that such legislation would not in-
crease the deficit for fiscal year 2005 and for 
the period of fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 302. RESERVE FUND FOR HIGHER EDU-

CATION. 
If the Committee on Health, Education, 

Labor, and Pensions of the Senate reports a 
bill or joint resolution, or if an amendment 
thereto is offered or a conference report 
thereon is submitted, that provides, funding 
for—

(1) the reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may revise committee 
allocations for that committee and other ap-
propriate budgetary aggregates and alloca-
tions of new budget authority and outlays by 
the amount provided by that measure for 
that purpose, but not to exceed $1,000,000,000 
in new budget authority and $1,000,000,000 in 
outlays for fiscal year 2005, $5,000,000,000 in 
new budget authority and $5,000,000,000 in 
outlays for the period of fiscal years 2005 
through 2009; and 

(2) a measure that eliminates the accumu-
lated shortfall of budget authority resulting 
from insufficient appropriations of discre-
tionary new budget authority previously en-
acted for the Federal Pell Grant Program for 
awards made through award year 2004–2005, 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may revise the committee allocation and 
other appropriate budgetary aggregates by 
the amount provided by that measure for 
that purpose, but not to exceed $3,700,000,000 
in new budget authority only for fiscal year 
2005. 
SEC. 303. RESERVE FOR ENERGY LEGISLATION. 

If a measure, predominately within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee on Energy and 

Natural Resources of the Senate (including a 
bill or joint resolution, an amendment or a 
conference report), is considered in the Sen-
ate that provides for a national energy pol-
icy and does not reduce revenues by more 
than $1,785,000,000 in 2005 and $15,092,000,000 
for the period of fiscal years 2005 through 
2009, the chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget may revise committee allocations for 
that committee and other appropriate budg-
etary aggregates and allocation of new budg-
et authority and outlays by the amount pro-
vided by that measure for that purpose, but 
not to exceed $261,000,000 in new budget au-
thority and $221,000,000 in outlays for fiscal 
year 2005 and $1,465,000,000 in new budget au-
thority and $1,465,000,000 in outlays for the 
period of fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 304. RESERVE FUND FOR GUARD AND RE-

SERVE HEALTH CARE. 
If the Committee on Armed Services or the 

Committee on Appropriations reports a bill 
or joint resolution, or an amendment thereto 
is offered or a conference report thereon is 
submitted that expands access to health care 
for members of the reserve component, the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
may revise allocations of new budget author-
ity and outlays, the revenue aggregates, 
other appropriate aggregates, and the discre-
tionary spending limits to reflect such legis-
lation, providing that such legislation—

(1) would not increase the deficit for fiscal 
year 2005 and for the period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009, or would offset such deficit 
increases through reduction of unobligated 
balances from Iraqi reconstruction; and 

(2) does not exceed $5,600,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 305. RESERVE FUND FOR MONTGOMERY GI 

BILL BENEFITS. 
If the Committee on Armed Services or the 

Committee on Appropriations reports a bill 
or joint resolution, or an amendment thereto 
is offered or a conference report thereon is 
submitted, that increases benefit levels 
under the Montgomery GI Bill for members 
of the Selected Reserves, the Chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget may revise al-
locations of new budget authority and out-
lays, the revenue aggregates, other appro-
priate aggregates, and the discretionary 
spending limits to reflect such legislation, 
providing that such legislation—

(1) would not increase the deficit for fiscal 
year 2005 and for the period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009; and 

(2) does not exceed $1,200,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 306. RESERVE FOR FUNDING OF HOPE 

CREDIT. 
If the Committee on Finance of the Senate 

reports a bill or joint resolution, or an 
amendment thereto is offered or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, that in-
creases the Hope credit to $4,000, makes the 
credit available for 4 years, and makes the 
credit refundable, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget may revise committee 
allocations for the Committee on Finance 
and other appropriate budgetary aggregates 
and allocations of new budget authority and 
outlays by the amount provided by that 
measure for that purpose, if it would not in-
crease the deficit for fiscal year 2005 or for 
the total of fiscal years 2005 though 2009. 
SEC. 307. RESERVE FUND FOR EXPANSION OF PE-

DIATRIC VACCINE DISTRIBUTION 
PROGRAM. 

If the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
reports a bill or joint resolution, or an 
amendment thereto is offered or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, that ex-
pands the pediatric vaccine distribution pro-
gram established under section 1928 of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396s) to in-
clude coverage for children administered a 

vaccine at a public health clinic or Indian 
clinic and repeals the price cap for pre-1993 
vaccines, the chairman of the Committee on 
the Budget may revise allocations of new 
budget authority and outlays, the revenue 
aggregates, and other appropriate aggregates 
to reflect such legislation, provided that 
such legislation would not increase the def-
icit for fiscal year 2005 and for the period of 
fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 308. RESERVE FUND FOR ADDRESSING MI-

NORITY HEALTH DISPARITIES. 
If the Committee on Appropriations of the 

Senate reports a bill or joint resolution, or 
an amendment thereto is offered or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, that ad-
dresses minority health disparities through 
activities including those at the HHS Office 
of Minority Health, the Office of Civil 
Rights, the National Center on Minority 
Health and Health Disparities, the Minority 
HIV/AIDS initiative, health professions 
training, and through the Racial and Ethnic 
Approaches to Community Health at the 
Centers for Disease Control and provides not 
to exceed $400,000,000 in new budget author-
ity for fiscal year 2005, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget may revise alloca-
tions of new budget authority and outlays 
and other appropriate aggregates to reflect 
such legislation, provided that such legisla-
tion would not increase the deficit for fiscal 
year 2005 and for the period of fiscal years 
2005 through 2009. 
SEC. 309. RESERVE FOR POSTAL SERVICE RE-

FORM. 
If the Committee on Governmental Affairs 

of the Senate reports a bill or joint resolu-
tion, or an amendment thereto is offered or 
a conference report thereon is submitted, 
that reforms the United States Postal Serv-
ice to improve its economic viability, the 
Chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
may revise committee allocations for the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs and 
other appropriate budgetary aggregates and 
allocations of new budget authority and out-
lays by the amount provided by that meas-
ure for that purpose, if that measure would 
not increase the deficit for fiscal year 2005 
and for the period of fiscal years 2005 though 
2009. 

Subtitle B—Adjustments With Respect to 
Discretionary Spending 

SEC. 311. ADJUSTMENT FOR SURFACE TRANS-
PORTATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—If the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure of the 
House or the Committee on Environment 
and Public Works, the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, or the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate reports a bill or joint 
resolution, or if an amendment thereto is of-
fered or a conference report thereon is sub-
mitted, that provides new budget authority 
for the budget accounts or portions thereof 
in the highway and transit categories as de-
fined in subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section 
250(c)(4) of the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985 in excess 
of—

(1) for fiscal year 2005, $41,772,000,000; or 
(2) for fiscal years 2005 through 2009, 

$207,293,000,000;
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may adjust the appropriate budget aggre-
gates and increase the allocation of new 
budget authority to such committee for fis-
cal year 2005 and for the period of fiscal 
years 2005 through 2009 to the extent such ex-
cess is offset by an increase in net new user-
fee receipts related to the purposes of the 
highway trust fund that are appropriated to 
such fund for the applicable fiscal year 
caused by such legislation. In the Senate, 
any increase in receipts shall be reported 
from the Committee on Finance. 
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(b) ADJUSTMENT FOR OUTLAYS.—(1) For fis-

cal year 2005, in the Senate, if a bill or joint 
resolution is reported, or if an amendment 
thereto is offered or a conference report 
thereon is submitted, that changes obliga-
tion limitations such that the total limita-
tions are in excess of $40,600,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2005, for programs, projects, and activi-
ties within the highway and transit cat-
egories as defined in subparagraphs (B) and 
(C) of section 250(c)(4) of the Balanced Budg-
et and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 
and if legislation has been enacted that sat-
isfies the conditions set forth in subsection 
(a) for such fiscal year, the appropriate 
chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
may increase the allocation of outlays and 
appropriate aggregates for such fiscal year 
for the committee reporting such measure by 
the amount of outlays that corresponds to 
such excess obligation limitations, but not 
to exceed the amount of such excess that was 
offset in 2005 pursuant to subsection (a). 

(2) For fiscal year 2006, in the Senate, if a 
bill or joint resolution is reported, or if an 
amendment thereto is offered or a con-
ference report thereon is submitted, that 
changes obligation limitations such that the 
total limitations are in excess of 
$40,621,000,000 for fiscal year 2005, for pro-
grams, projects, and activities within the 
highway and transit categories as defined in 
subparagraphs (B) and (C) of section 250(c)(4) 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 and if legislation has 
been enacted that satisfies the conditions set 
forth in subsection (a) for such fiscal year, 
the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et may increase the allocation of outlays and 
appropriate aggregates for such fiscal year 
for the committee reporting such measure by 
the amount of outlays that corresponds to 
such excess obligation limitations, but not 
to exceed the amount of such excess that was 
offset in 2006 pursuant to subsection (a). 
SEC. 312. SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS FOR 

IRAQ AND RELATED ACTIVITIES FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 2005. 

If the President transmits a budget request 
for additional resources for activities in Iraq 
and Afghanistan and if the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate reports legisla-
tion providing additional discretionary ap-
propriations in excess of the levels assumed 
in this resolution for defense-related activi-
ties for fiscal year 2005, the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget may revise the al-
location (and all other appropriate levels and 
aggregates set out in this resolution) for 
that committee for such purpose but not to 
exceed: $30,000,000,000 in new budget author-
ity for fiscal year 2005 and the outlays that 
flow therefrom. 
SEC. 313. ADJUSTMENT FOR WILDLAND FIRE 

SUPPRESSION. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) Due to the expansion of the wildland 

urban interface, severe drought conditions in 
many regions of the country, and the poor 
health of the Nation’s forests and range-
lands, the Forest Service and Department of 
the Interior regularly spend more than the 
amount appropriated for fire suppression, 
and then borrow from other accounts to pay 
for fire suppression. 

(2) This borrowing has a negative effect on 
many Forest Service and Department of the 
Interior programs. 

(3) This resolution provides an amount 
equal to the 10-year average for fire suppres-
sion in fiscal year 2005. 

(4) The Senate recommends that the Forest 
Service and the Department of the Interior 
address cost containment within the fire 
suppression account, and report to Congress 
regarding how funds appropriated pursuant 
to this section are used. 

(b) CAP ADJUSTMENT.—
(1) DEFINITION.—For this subsection, the 

term ‘‘base amount’’ refers to the average of 
the obligations of the preceding 10 years for 
wildfire suppression in the Forest Service 
and the Department of the Interior, cal-
culated as of the date of the applicable year’s 
budget request is submitted by the President 
to Congress. 

(2) ADJUSTMENTS FOR FISCAL YEARS 2005 AND 
2006.—If the amount appropriated for 
Wildland Fire Suppression in a fiscal year is 
not less than the base amount, then the 
chairman of the Committee on the Budget 
may adjust the appropriate allocations and 
other budgetary levels in the most recently 
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et for any bill, joint resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report that provides 
additional funding for wildland fire suppres-
sion, but not to exceed—

(A) for the Forest Service—
(i) for fiscal year 2005, $400,000,000; and 
(ii) for fiscal year 2006, $400,000,000; and 
(B) for the Department of the Interior—
(i) for fiscal year 2005, $100,000,000; and 
(ii) for fiscal year 2006, $100,000,000. 
(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004.—If 

additional funding for wildland fire suppres-
sion for fiscal year 2004 is provided in a bill, 
joint resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report, then the chairman of the 
Committee on the Budget may determine 
that such amounts shall not be counted for 
the purposes of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 and this resolution, provided that 
such amounts do not exceed—

(A) for the Forest Service, for fiscal year 
2004, $400,000,000; and 

(B) for the Department of the Interior, for 
fiscal year 2004, $100,000,000. 
SEC. 314. RESERVE FUND FOR ELIMINATING SUR-

VIVOR BENEFIT PLAN-SOCIAL SECU-
RITY OFFSET. 

If the Committee on Armed Services or the 
Committee on Appropriations reports a bill 
or joint resolution, or an amendment thereto 
is offered or a conference report thereon is 
submitted, that provides for an increase to 
the minimum Survivor Benefit Plan basic 
annuity for surviving spouses age 62 and 
older, the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget shall revise the aggregates, func-
tional totals, allocations, discretionary caps, 
and other appropriate levels and limits in 
this resolution by up to $2,757,000,000 in budg-
et authority and $2,757,000,000 in outlays over 
the total of fiscal years 2005 through 2009. 

TITLE IV—BUDGET ENFORCEMENT 
SEC. 401. RESTRICTIONS ON ADVANCE APPRO-

PRIATIONS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), it shall not be in order in the 
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution, 
motion, amendment, or conference report 
that would provide an advance appropria-
tion. 

(b) ACCOUNTS.—An advance appropriation 
may be provided for fiscal years 2006 and 2007 
for programs, projects, activities, or ac-
counts identified in the joint explanatory 
statement of managers accompanying this 
resolution under the heading ‘‘Accounts 
Identified for Advance Appropriations’’ in an 
aggregate amount not to exceed 
$23,158,000,000 in new budget authority in 
each year. 

(c) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) WAIVER.—In the Senate, subsection (a) 

may be waived or suspended only by an af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Mem-
bers, duly chosen and sworn. An affirmative 
vote of three-fifths of the Members of the 
Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall be re-
quired to sustain an appeal of the ruling of 
the Chair on a point of order raised under 
subsection (a). 

(2) PROCEDURE.—A point of order under 
subsection (a) may be raised by a Senator as 
provided in section 313(e) of Congressional 
Budget Act of 1974. 

(3) CONFERENCE REPORT.—If a point of order 
is sustained under subsection (a) against a 
conference report in the Senate, the report 
shall be disposed of as provided in section 
313(d) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. 

(d) ADVANCE APPROPRIATION.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘advance appropriation’’ 
means any discretionary new budget author-
ity in a bill or joint resolution—

(1) making general appropriations or con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 2005 
that first becomes available for any fiscal 
year after 2005; or 

(2) making general appropriations or con-
tinuing appropriations for fiscal year 2006 
that first becomes available for any fiscal 
year after 2006. 
SEC. 402. EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY RULE IN 

THE SENATE. 
Section 502(c) of H. Con. Res. 95 (108th 

Cong., 1st. Sess.) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(c) IN THE SENATE.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY TO DESIGNATE.—In the Sen-

ate, with respect to a provision of direct 
spending or receipts legislation or appropria-
tions for discretionary accounts that the 
President designates as an emergency re-
quirement and that Congress so designates 
in such measure, the amounts of new budget 
authority, outlays, and receipts in all fiscal 
years resulting from that provision shall be 
treated as an emergency requirement for the 
purpose of this section. 

‘‘(2) EXEMPTION OF EMERGENCY PROVI-
SIONS.—In the Senate, any new budget au-
thority, outlays, and receipts resulting from 
any provision designated as an emergency 
requirement, pursuant to this section, in any 
bill, joint resolution, amendment, or con-
ference report shall not count for purposes of 
sections 302, 303, 311, and 401 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 and any concurrent 
resolution on the budget. 

‘‘(3) DESIGNATIONS.—
‘‘(A) GUIDANCE.—In the Senate, if a provi-

sion of legislation is designated as an emer-
gency requirement under this section, the 
committee report and any statement of man-
agers accompanying that legislation shall 
include an explanation of the manner in 
which the provision meets the criteria in 
subparagraph (B). 

‘‘(B) CRITERIA.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any such provision is an 

emergency requirement if the situation ad-
dressed by such provision is—

‘‘(I) necessary, essential, or vital (not 
merely 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 clause (ii), unforeseen, un-
predictable, and unanticipated; and 

‘‘(V) not permanent, temporary in nature. 
‘‘(ii) UNFORESEEN.—An emergency that is 

part of an aggregate level of anticipated 
emergencies, particularly when normally es-
timated in advance, is not unforeseen. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection, the 
terms ‘direct spending’, ‘receipts’, and ‘ap-
propriations for discretionary accounts’ 
means any provision of a bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion, or conference re-
port that affects direct spending, receipts, or 
appropriations as those terms have been de-
fined and interpreted for purposes of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985. 

‘‘(5) POINT OF ORDER.—When the Senate is 
considering a bill, resolution, amendment, 
motion, or conference report, if a point of 
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order is made by a Senator against an emer-
gency designation in that measure, that pro-
vision making such a designation shall be 
stricken from the measure and may not be 
offered as an amendment from the floor. 

‘‘(6) WAIVER AND APPEAL.—Paragraph (5) 
may be waived or suspended in the Senate 
only by an affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members, duly chosen and sworn. An af-
firmative vote of three-fifths of the Members 
of the Senate, duly chosen and sworn, shall 
be required to sustain an appeal of the ruling 
of the Chair on a point of order raised under 
this section. 

‘‘(7) DEFINITION OF AN EMERGENCY DESIGNA-
TION.—For purposes of paragraph (5), a provi-
sion shall be considered an emergency des-
ignation if it designates any item as an 
emergency requirement pursuant to this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(8) FORM OF THE POINT OF ORDER.—A point 
of order under paragraph (5) may be raised 
by a Senator as provided in section 313(e) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

‘‘(9) CONFERENCE REPORTS.—If a point of 
order is sustained under paragraph (5) 
against a conference report, the report shall 
be disposed of as provided in section 313(d) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

‘‘(10) EXCEPTION FOR DEFENSE SPENDING.—
Paragraph (5) shall not apply against an 
emergency designation for a provision mak-
ing discretionary appropriations in the de-
fense category.’’. 
SEC. 403. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS IN 

THE SENATE. 
(a) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING LIMITS.—In 

the Senate and as used in this section, the 
term ‘‘discretionary spending limit’’ 
means—

(1) for fiscal year 2005—
(A) $819,673,000,000 in new budget authority 

and $823,694,000,000 in outlays for the discre-
tionary category; 

(B) for the highway category, $33,393,000,000 
in outlays; and 

(C) for the mass transit category, 
$1,488,000,000 in new budget authority, and 
$6,726,000,000 in outlays; and 

(2) for fiscal year 2006 $852,257,000,000 in new 
budget authority, and $885,860,000,000 in out-
lays for the discretionary category. 

(b) DISCRETIONARY SPENDING POINT OF 
ORDER IN THE SENATE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this subsection, it shall not be in 
order in the Senate to consider any bill or 
resolution (including a concurrent resolution 
on the budget) or amendment, motion, or 
conference report thereon that would exceed 
any of the discretionary spending limits in 
this section. 

(2) WAIVER.—This subsection may be 
waived or suspended in the Senate only by 
the affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members, duly chosen and sworn. 

(3) APPEALS.—Appeals in the Senate from 
the decisions of the Chair relating to any 
provision of this subsection shall be limited 
to 1 hour, to be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the appellant and the manager 
of the bill or joint resolution, as the case 
may be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of 
the Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this subsection. 

(c) ADJUSTMENTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) CHAIRMAN.—After the reporting of a 

bill or joint resolution, or the offering of an 
amendment thereto or the submission of a 
conference report thereon, the chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget may make the 
adjustments set forth in subparagraph (B) 
for the amount of new budget authority in 
that measure (if that measure meets the re-
quirements set forth in paragraph (2)) and 

the outlays flowing from that budget author-
ity. 

(B) MATTERS TO BE ADJUSTED.—The adjust-
ments referred to in subparagraph (A) are to 
be made to—

(i) the discretionary spending limits, if 
any, set forth in the appropriate concurrent 
resolution on the budget; 

(ii) the allocations made pursuant to the 
appropriate concurrent resolution on the 
budget pursuant to section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; and 

(iii) the budgetary aggregates as set forth 
in the appropriate concurrent resolution on 
the budget. 

(2) AMOUNTS OF ADJUSTMENTS.—The adjust-
ment referred to in paragraph (1) shall be—

(A) an amount provided for transportation 
under section 311; 

(B) an amount provided for the fiscal year 
2005 supplemental appropriation pursuant to 
section 312; and 

(C) an amount provided for fire suppression 
pursuant to section 313. 

(3) REPORTING REVISED SUBALLOCATIONS.—
Following any adjustment made under para-
graph (1), the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate shall report appropriately re-
vised suballocations under section 302(b) to 
carry out this subsection. 

SEC. 404. SCORING RULES. 

(a) FUNDING FOR BIOSHIELD.—The chairman 
of the Committee on the Budget of the Sen-
ate shall revise the aggregates, functional 
totals, and allocations to the Committee on 
Appropriations of the Senate, discretionary 
spending limits, and other appropriate levels 
and limits in this resolution by $2,528,000,000 
in budget authority for fiscal year 2005, and 
by the amount of outlays flowing therefrom 
in fiscal year 2005 and subsequent years for 
Project Bioshield, for a bill, joint resolution, 
amendment, or conference report that makes 
appropriations for the Department of Home-
land Security for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2005. 

(b) ENERGY SAVINGS PERFORMANCE CON-
TRACT PROGRAM.—In recognition that the en-
ergy savings performance contract program 
recoups its costs through guaranteed savings 
without increasing budgetary outlays, the 
Congressional Budget Office shall score the 
energy savings performance contract pro-
gram under title VIII of the National Energy 
Conservation Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 801 et 
seq.) as zero. For the purposes of any point of 
order under any concurrent resolution on the 
budget and the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, the cost of the energy savings perform-
ance contract program under title VIII of the 
National Energy Conservation Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 801 et seq.) shall be zero. 

SEC. 405. ADJUSTMENTS TO REFLECT CHANGES 
IN CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS. 

(a) In the Senate, upon the enactment of a 
bill or joint resolution providing for a 
change in concepts or definitions, the chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget shall 
make adjustments to the levels and alloca-
tions in this resolution in accordance with 
section 251(b) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (as in 
effect prior to September 30, 2002). 

(b) If the Committee on Appropriations re-
ports a bill or resolution, or if an amend-
ment thereto is offered or a conference re-
port thereon is submitted, that changes the 
nature of offsetting receipts collected from 
the Power Marketing Administration from 
mandatory to discretionary, the chairman of 
the Committee on the Budget may revise the 
appropriate allocations for such committee 
and other appropriate levels in this resolu-
tion. 

SEC. 406. APPLICATION AND EFFECT OF 
CHANGES IN ALLOCATIONS AND AG-
GREGATES. 

(a) APPLICATION.—Any adjustments of allo-
cations and aggregates made pursuant to 
this resolution shall—

(1) apply while that measure is under con-
sideration; 

(2) take effect upon the enactment of that 
measure; and 

(3) be published in the Congressional 
Record as soon as practicable. 

(b) EFFECT OF CHANGED ALLOCATIONS AND 
AGGREGATES.—Revised allocations and ag-
gregates resulting from these adjustments 
shall be considered for the purposes of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 as alloca-
tions and aggregates contained in this reso-
lution. 

(c) BUDGET COMMITTEE DETERMINATIONS.—
For purposes of this resolution—

(1) the levels of new budget authority, out-
lays, direct spending, new entitlement au-
thority, revenues, deficits, and surpluses for 
a fiscal year or period of fiscal years shall be 
determined on the basis of estimates made 
by the appropriate Committee on the Budg-
et; and 

(2) such chairman may make any other 
necessary adjustments to such levels to 
carry out this resolution. 
SEC. 407. EXERCISE OF RULEMAKING POWERS. 

Congress adopts the provisions of this 
title—

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House, 
or of that House to which they specifically 
apply, and such rules shall supersede other 
rules only to the extent that they are incon-
sistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change those 
rules (so far as they relate to 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. 408. PAY-AS-YOU-GO POINT OF ORDER IN 

THE SENATE. 
(a) POINT OF ORDER.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—It shall not be in order in 

the Senate to consider any direct spending 
or revenue legislation that would increase 
the on-budget deficit or cause an on-budget 
deficit for any one of the three applicable 
time periods as measured in paragraphs (5) 
and (6). 

(2) APPLICABLE TIME PERIODS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘‘applica-
ble time period’’ means any 1 of the 3 fol-
lowing periods: 

(A) The first year covered by the most re-
cently adopted concurrent resolution on the 
budget. 

(B) The period of the first 5 fiscal years 
covered by the most recently adopted con-
current resolution on the budget. 

(C) The period of the 5 fiscal years fol-
lowing the first 5 fiscal years covered in the 
most recently adopted concurrent resolution 
on the budget. 

(3) DIRECT-SPENDING LEGISLATION.—For 
purposes of this subsection and except as 
provided in paragraph (4), the term ‘‘direct-
spending legislation’’ means any bill, joint 
resolution, amendment, motion, or con-
ference report that affects direct spending as 
that term is defined by, and interpreted for 
purposes of, the Balanced Budget and Emer-
gency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

(4) EXCLUSION.—For purposes of this sub-
section, the terms ‘‘direct-spending legisla-
tion’’ and ‘‘revenue legislation’’ do not in-
clude—

(A) any concurrent resolution on the budg-
et; or 
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(B) any provision of legislation that affects 

the full funding of, and continuation of, the 
deposit insurance guarantee commitment in 
effect on the date of enactment of the Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990. 

(5) BASELINE.—Estimates prepared pursu-
ant to this section shall—

(A) use the baseline surplus or deficit used 
for the most recently adopted concurrent 
resolution on the budget; and 

(B) be calculated under the requirements 
of subsections (b) through (d) of section 257 
of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-
icit Control Act of 1985 for fiscal years be-
yond those covered by that concurrent reso-
lution on the budget. 

(6) PRIOR SURPLUS.—If direct spending or 
revenue legislation increases the on-budget 
deficit or causes an on-budget deficit when 
taken individually, it must also increase the 
on-budget deficit or cause an on-budget def-
icit when taken together with all direct 
spending and revenue legislation enacted 
since the beginning of the calendar year not 
accounted for in the baseline under para-
graph (5)(A), except that direct spending or 
revenue effects resulting in net deficit reduc-
tion enacted pursuant to reconciliation in-
structions since the beginning of that same 
calendar year shall not be available. 

(b) 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. 

(c) 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 bill or joint resolution, as the case may 
be. An affirmative vote of three-fifths of the 
Members of the Senate, duly chosen and 
sworn, shall be required to sustain an appeal 
of the ruling of the Chair on a point of order 
raised under this section. 

(d) DETERMINATION OF BUDGET LEVELS.—
For purposes of this section, the levels of 
new budget authority, outlays, and revenues 
for a fiscal year shall be determined on the 
basis of estimates made by the Committee 
on the Budget of the Senate. 

(e) SUNSET.—This section shall expire on 
September 30, 2009. 

TITLE V—SENSE OF THE SENATE 
SEC. 501. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON BUDGET 

PROCESS REFORM. 
It is the sense of the Senate that Congress 

and the President should work together to 
enact budget process reform legislation that 
would include mechanisms to restrain Gov-
ernment spending. Such legislation may in-
clude—

(1) deficit targets that, when exceeded, 
would result in across-the-board reductions 
in Federal spending except Social Security, 
Medicare, and Veterans’ benefits; 

(2) revision of the content of budget resolu-
tions to increase their focus on aggregate 
levels, and to include easily understood en-
forcement tools such as—

(A) discretionary spending limits; 
(B) pay-as-you-go; and 
(C) explicit committee allocations; 
(3) emergency spending procedures which 

budget for emergency needs; 
(4) pay-as-you-go limitations which apply 

to non-budget expenditures; 
(5) limitations on unauthorized appropria-

tions; and 
(6) enhanced rescission or constitutional 

line-item veto authority for the President. 
SEC. 502. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON BUDGET 

PROCESS REFORM WITH REGARD TO 
THE CREATION OF BIPARTISAN 
COMMISSIONS TO COMBAT WASTE, 
FRAUD, AND ABUSE AND TO PRO-
MOTE SPENDING EFFICIENCY. 

(a) WASTE, FRAUD, AND ABUSE.—It is the 
sense of the Senate that legislation should 

be enacted that would create a bipartisan 
commission for the purpose of—

(1) submitting recommendations on ways 
to eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse; and 

(2) to provide recommendations on ways in 
which to achieve cost savings through en-
hancing program efficiencies in all discre-
tionary and entitlement programs.
The findings of the commission should be 
made on an annual basis, and should be pre-
sented in conjunction with the submission of 
the President’s budget request to Congress. 

(b) EFFICIENCY.—It is the sense of the Sen-
ate that a bipartisan commission should be 
established to—

(1) audit Federal domestic agencies, and 
programs within such agencies, with the ex-
press purpose of providing Congress with rec-
ommendations, and legislation; 

(2) implement those recommendations; and 
(3) realign or eliminate government agen-

cies and programs that are duplicative, inef-
ficient, outdated, irrelevant, or have failed 
to accomplish their intended purpose.
The findings of the commission should be 
made on an annual basis, and should be pre-
sented in conjunction with the submission of 
the President’s budget request to Congress. 
SEC. 503. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON THE RELA-

TIONSHIP BETWEEN ANNUAL DEF-
ICIT SPENDING AND INCREASES IN 
DEBT SERVICE COSTS. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Con-
gressional Budget Office shall consult with 
the Committee on the Budget of the Senate 
in order to prepare a report containing a dis-
cussion of—

(1) the relationship between annual deficit 
spending and increases in debt service costs; 

(2) the relationship between incremental 
increases in discretionary spending and debt 
service costs; and 

(3) the feasibility of providing estimates of 
debt service costs in the cost estimates pre-
pared pursuant to section 308 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974. 
SEC. 504. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

THE COSTS OF THE MEDICARE PRE-
SCRIPTION DRUG PROGRAM. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the Com-
mittee on Finance of the Senate should re-
port a bill that consists of changes in laws 
within its jurisdiction sufficient to ensure 
that spending within part D of the Medicare 
Prescription Drug Benefit program in fiscal 
years 2005 through 2013 does not exceed the 
total of $409,000,000,000 as estimated by the 
Congressional Budget Office. 
SEC. 505. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

PAY PARITY. 
It is the sense of the Senate that—
(1) compensation for civilian and military 

employees of the United States, without 
whom we cannot successfully serve and pro-
tect our citizens and taxpayers, must be suf-
ficient to support our critical efforts to re-
cruit, retain, and reward quality people ef-
fectively and responsibly; and 

(2) to achieve this objective, the rate of in-
crease in the compensation of civilian em-
ployees should be equal to that proposed for 
the military in the President’s Fiscal Year 
2005 Budget. 
SEC. 506. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON RETURNING 

STABILITY TO PAYMENTS UNDER 
MEDICARE PHYSICIAN FEE SCHED-
ULE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the fees Medicare pays physicians and 

other health professionals were reduced by 
5.4 percent across-the-board in 2002. 

(2) action by Congress in early 2003 nar-
rowly averted a 4.4-percent across-the-board 
reduction in such fees that year; 

(3) in the fall of 2003, congressional action 
was once again needed to prevent an across-
the-board reduction of 4.5 percent in such 

fees for 2004, as well as an anticipated fur-
ther reduction in 2005; 

(4) based on current projections, estimates 
suggest that, absent any action, fees will be 
significantly reduced across-the-board in 
2006 and each year thereafter until at least 
2010; 

(5) the prospect of continued payment re-
ductions under the Medicare physician fee 
schedule for the foreseeable future threatens 
to destabilize an important element of the 
program, namely physician participation 
and willingness to accept Medicare patients; 

(6) there are major flaws in the formula 
Medicare uses to reimburse physicians which 
result in steep cuts that adversely impact 
Medicare beneficiaries’ access to care; and 

(7) CMS should use its authority to exclude 
Medicare-covered drugs and biologics from 
the physician formula and accurately reflect 
in the formula the direct and indirect cost of 
increases due to coverage decisions, adminis-
trative actions, and rules and regulations. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that, while recent actions by 
Congress have helped address the immediate 
reductions in reimbursement, further action 
by Congress is urgently needed to put in 
place a new formula or mechanism for updat-
ing Medicare physician fees in 2006 and 
thereafter, in order to ensure—

(1) the long-term stability of the Medicare 
payment system for physicians and other 
health care professionals, such that payment 
rates keep pace with practice cost increases; 
and 

(2) future access to physicians’ services for 
Medicare beneficiaries. 
SEC. 507. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

THE USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS TO 
SUPPORT AMERICAN COMPANIES 
AND AMERICAN WORKERS. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the United States has lost more than 

2,200,000 manufacturing jobs since 2000; 
(2) the Bureau of Labor Statistics reported 

that 239,454 workers in a variety of sectors of 
the United States economy lost their jobs as 
a result of mass layoffs in January 2004; 

(3) there are millions of long-term unem-
ployed Americans who have been unable to 
find work; and 

(4) the Buy American Act requires the Fed-
eral Government to support American com-
panies and American workers by buying 
American-made goods. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the functional totals in 
this resolution assume that—

(1) Federal departments and agencies will, 
to the maximum extent possible, purchase 
goods and services from American compa-
nies; and 

(2) Federal departments and agencies will 
ensure that, to the maximum extent pos-
sible, the work required by Federal contracts 
for goods and services will be performed in 
the United States. 
SEC. 508. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

CLOSING THE ‘‘TAX GAP’’. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the Internal Revenue Service estimates 

that the gross tax gap (the difference be-
tween the amount of taxes owed by tax-
payers and the amount actually collected) is 
now estimated to be in excess of 
$300,000,000,000 annually; 

(2) the Internal Revenue Service reports 
that the rate of voluntary and timely com-
pliance from taxpayers in paying what they 
owe is approximately 85 percent; 

(3) this overwhelming majority of honest 
and hardworking taxpayers are forced to 
make up the shortfall that results from tax-
payers who fail to pay what they owe volun-
tarily; 

(4) a former Commissioner of Internal Rev-
enue has estimated that honest taxpayers 
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are paying ‘‘15 percent more’’ than necessary 
if the tax gap were closed; 

(5) the current Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue is concerned that increasing num-
bers of taxpayers believe that people are less 
likely to report their income taxes accu-
rately and more inclined to take a chance 
that they will not be audited; and 

(6) that an increase in enforcement efforts 
on taxes already due and owing can generate 
significant additional revenues without rais-
ing taxes. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the Internal Revenue 
Service should be provided the resources nec-
essary to increase enforcement activities 
that would be concentrated on efforts to re-
duce the tax gap substantially by the end of 
fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 509. SENSE OF THE SENATE AMENDMENT ON 

DRUG COMPARATIVENESS STUDIES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the over-

all discretionary levels set in this resolution 
assume $75,000,000 in new budget authority in 
fiscal year 2005 and new outlays that flow 
from this budget authority in fiscal year 2005 
and subsequent years, to fund new research 
and ongoing literature surveys in the Agency 
for Health Care Research and Quality. These 
activities will be designed to improve sci-
entific evidence related to the comparative 
effectiveness and safety of prescription drugs 
and other treatments and to disseminate the 
findings and underlying data from such re-
search to health care practitioners, con-
sumers, and health care purchasers. 
SEC. 510. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

FUNDING FOR PORT SECURITY. 
(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-

lowing findings: 
(1) In the United States, the system of 

maritime commerce, including seaports and 
other ports, is a critical element of the 
United States economic, social, and environ-
mental infrastructure. 

(2) In 2001, ports in the United States han-
dled approximately 5,400 ships, the majority 
of which were owned by foreign persons and 
crewed by nationals of foreign countries, 
that made a total of more than 60,000 calls at 
such ports. 

(3) In a typical year, more than 17,000,000 
cargo containers are handled at ports in the 
United States. 

(4) Maritime commerce is the primary 
mode of transportation for international 
trade, with ships carrying more than 80 per-
cent of such trade, by volume. 

(5) Disruption of trade flowing through 
United States ports could have a cata-
strophic impact on both the United States 
and the world economies. 

(6) In addition to the economic importance 
of United States ports, such ports form a 
critical link in the United States national 
security structure, and are necessary to en-
sure that United States military material 
can be effectively and quickly shipped to any 
location where such material is needed. 

(7) Terrorist groups, including extremist 
groups such as al Qaeda, are likely to con-
sider, formulate, and execute plans to con-
duct a terrorist strike against one or more of 
the ports in the United States. 

(8) Terrorists have conducted attacks 
against maritime commerce in the past, in-
cluding the October 2002 attack on the 
French oil tanker LIMBERG and the October 
2000 attack on the USS COLE in Yemen. 

(9) It is critical that port security be en-
hanced and improved through the adoption 
of better formulated security procedures, the 
adoption of new regulations and law, and in-
vestment in long-term capital improvements 
to the structure of the United States most 
critical ports. 

(10) Effective funding to provide adequate 
security at United States ports requires a 

commitment to provide Federal funds over 
multiple years to fund long-term capital im-
provement projects. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) the budget of the United States should 
provide adequate funding for port security 
projects and not less than the amount of 
such funding that is adequate to implement 
an effective port security plan; 

(2) the implementation of the budget of the 
United States should permit the provision of 
Federal funds over multiple years to fund 
long-term security improvement projects at 
ports in the United States; and 

(3) the Secretary of Homeland Security 
should, as soon as practicable, develop a 
funding plan for port security that permits 
funding over multiple years for such 
projects. 
SEC. 511. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

TRIBAL COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) American Indians from 250 federally 
recognized tribes nationwide attend tribal 
colleges and universities, a majority of 
whom are first-generation college students. 

(2) Tribal colleges and universities are lo-
cated in some of the most isolated and im-
poverished areas in the Nation, yet they are 
the Nation’s most poorly funded institutions 
of higher education. While the Tribally Con-
trolled College or University Assistance Act, 
or ‘‘Tribal College Act’’ provides funding 
based solely on Indian students, the colleges 
have open enrollment policies providing ac-
cess to postsecondary education opportuni-
ties to all interested students, about 20 per-
cent of whom are non-Indian. With rare ex-
ception, tribal colleges and universities do 
not receive operating funds from the States 
for these non-Indian State resident students. 
Yet, if these same students attended any 
other public institutions in their States, the 
State would provide basic operating funds to 
the institution. 

(3) While Congress has been increasing an-
nual appropriations for tribal colleges in re-
cent years, the President’s fiscal year 2005 
budget recommends a $5,500,000 decrease in 
institutional operating funds. This rep-
resents the third consecutive year that the 
President’s budget proposed decreases that 
Congress must restore. 

(4) Because of congressional budget res-
torations, the tribal colleges funded through 
titles I and II of the Tribally Controlled Col-
lege or University Assistance Act are within 
$19,000,000 of full funding at their authorized 
level. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) this resolution recognizes the funding 
challenges faced by tribal colleges and uni-
versities and assumes that priority consider-
ation will be provided to them through fund-
ing of the Tribally Controlled College or Uni-
versity Assistance Act, the Equity in Edu-
cational Land Grant Status Act, title III of 
the Higher Education Act, and the National 
Science Foundation Tribal College Program; 
and 

(2) such priority consideration reflects the 
intent of Congress to continue to work to-
ward statutory Federal funding authoriza-
tion goals for tribal colleges and univer-
sities. 
SEC. 512. FINDINGS AND SENSE OF THE SENATE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the United States is in the grip of per-

vasively higher home energy prices; 
(2) high natural gas, heating oil, and pro-

pane prices are, in general, having an effect 
that is rippling through the United States 
economy and are, in particular, impacting 
home energy bills; 

(3) while persons in many sectors can adapt 
to natural gas, heating oil, and propane price 
increases, persons in some sectors simply 
cannot; 

(4) elderly and disabled citizens who are 
living on fixed incomes, the working poor, 
and other low-income individuals face hard-
ships wrought by high home energy prices; 

(5) the energy burden for persons among 
the working poor often exceeds 20 percent of 
those persons’ incomes under normal condi-
tions; 

(6) under current circumstances, home en-
ergy prices are unnaturally high, and these 
are not normal circumstances; 

(7) while critically important and encour-
aged, State energy assistance and charitable 
assistance funds have been overwhelmed by 
the crisis caused by the high home energy 
prices; 

(8) the Federal Low-Income Home Energy 
Assistance Program (referred to in this sec-
tion as ‘‘LIHEAP’’) and the companion 
weatherization assistance program (referred 
to in this section as ‘‘WAP’’), are the Federal 
Government’s primary means to assist eligi-
ble low-income individuals in the United 
States to shoulder the burdens caused by 
their home cooling and heating needs; 

(9) in 2003, LIHEAP reached only 15 percent 
of the persons in the United States who were 
eligible for assistance under the program; 

(10) since LIHEAP’s inception, its infla-
tion-adjusted buying power has eroded by 58 
percent; and 

(11) current Federal funding for LIHEAP is 
not sufficient to meet the cooling and heat-
ing needs of low-income families. 

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

(1) an adequate increase in funding for each 
of fiscal years 2005 and 2006 to carry out the 
LIHEAP program; 

(2) an adequate increase in funding for fis-
cal year 2005 and an adequate increase in 
funding for fiscal year 2006 to carry out the 
WAP program; 

(3) appropriations, for these programs, of 
sufficient additional funds to realistically 
address the cooling and heating needs of low-
income families; and 

(4) advance appropriations of the necessary 
funds to ensure the smooth operation of the 
programs during times of peak demand. 
SEC. 513. SENSE OF THE SENATE SUPPORTING 

FUNDING RESTORATION FOR AGRI-
CULTURE RESEARCH AND EXTEN-
SION. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that— 
(1) funding for 33 programs administered by 

the Cooperative State Research, Education, 
and Extension Service of the Department of 
Agriculture were each reduced by 10 percent 
in the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food 
and Drug Administration, and Related Agen-
cies Appropriations Act, 2004 (118 Stat. 9); 

(2) those cuts are already hurting a wide 
range of proven programs that help people, 
communities, and businesses; 

(3) the cuts have put at risk important ad-
vances made in all 50 States and United 
States territories, including— 

(A) combating obesity through programs 
such as the Expanded Food and Nutrition 
Education Program; 

(B) expanding environmentally-minded 
pest management programs; 

(C) ensuring food safety; and 
(D) educating farmers and ranchers about 

new sustainable agricultural practices; 
(4) the National Research Initiative is the 

flagship competitive grants program funded 
through the Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service; 

(5) because of limited funding the Service 
is able to fund only a small fraction of the 
meritorious research proposals that the 
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Service receives under the National Re-
search Initiative program; and 

(6) base funding at the Service that sup-
ports the research infrastructure has fallen 
steadily over the past decade. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that levels in this concurrent 
resolution assume that in making appropria-
tions and revenue decisions, the Senate sup-
ports— 

(1) the restoration of the 33 accounts of the 
Cooperative State Research, Education, and 
Extension Service; 

(2) the fiscal year 2005 funding of the Na-
tional Research Initiative; and 

(3) the fiscal year 2005 funding of competi-
tive research programs of the Cooperative 
State Research, Education, and Extension 
Service in an amount that is adequate to— 

(A) fight obesity and stave off chronic dis-
eases; 

(B) combat insects and animal and plant 
diseases; 

(C) establish new crops, improved live-
stock, and economic opportunities for pro-
ducers; and 

(D) keep pathogens and other dangers out 
of the air, water, soil, plants, and animals. 
SEC. 514. RESERVE FUND FOR HOMELAND SECU-

RITY GRANT PROGRAM, ASSISTANCE 
TO FIREFIGHTER GRANTS, AND 
PORT SECURITY GRANTS. 

The Chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget of the Senate shall revise the aggre-
gates, functional totals, allocations to the 
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, 
discretionary spending limits, and other ap-
propriate levels and limits in this resolution 
by up to $1,545,000,000 in budget authority for 
fiscal year 2005, and by the amount of out-
lays flowing therefrom in 2005 and subse-
quent years, for a bill, amendment, motion, 
or conference report that provides additional 
fiscal year 2005 discretionary appropriations, 
in excess of the levels provided in this reso-
lution, for the programs at the Department 
of Homeland Security. 
SEC. 515. STATE HOMELAND SECURITY GRANT 

PROGRAM. 
It is the sense of the Senate that, of the 

funds for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, $800,000,000 shall be allocated for the 
State Homeland Security Grant program; 
$250,000,000 for the Assistance to Firefighters 
Grant program; and $275,000,000 for Port Se-
curity Grants. It is further the sense of the 
Senate that the State Homeland Security 
Grant Program shall be increased by 
$220,000,000 in order to provide for a more eq-
uitable formula for distributing funds. 
SEC. 516. STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE. 

It is the sense of the Senate that the in-
creased funding for the Homeland Security 
Department programs shall come from the 
cancellation of planned future deliveries of 
oil to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 
SEC. 517. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING A 

NATIONAL ANIMAL IDENTIFICATION 
PROGRAM. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) animal identification is important for 

operational management, herd health, and 
increased trade opportunities; 

(2) animal identification is a critical com-
ponent of the animal health infrastructure of 
the United States; 

(3) it is vital to the well-being of all people 
in the United States to protect animal agri-
culture in the United States by safeguarding 
animal health; 

(4) the ability to collect information in a 
timely manner is critical to an effective re-
sponse to an imminent threat to animal 
health or food safety. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this concur-
rent resolution assume that in making ap-

propriations and revenue decisions, the Sen-
ate supports—

(1) the development and implementation of 
a national animal identification program 
recognizing the need for resources to carry 
out the implementation of the plan; 

(2) the provision by the Secretary of Agri-
culture of a time-line for the development 
and implementation of the program as soon 
as practicable after the date of approval of 
this concurrent resolution; 

(3) the provision by the Secretary of Agri-
culture to ensure the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service, State animal 
health agencies, and agricultural producers 
are provided funds necessary to implement a 
national animal identification program; and 

(4) the establishment of a program that is 
not overly burdensome to agricultural pro-
ducers and ensures the privacy of informa-
tion of agricultural producers. 
SEC. 518. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE GLOBAL 
FUND TO FIGHT AIDS, TUBER-
CULOSIS, AND MALARIA. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) the United States—
(A) helped establish The Global Fund to 

Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, and Malaria (re-
ferred to in this section as the ‘‘Fund’’); 

(B) provided its first donation; and 
(C) provides leadership to the Fund under 

Fund Board Chairman Tommy Thompson, 
Secretary of the Department of Health and 
Human Services; 

(2) as a complement to the President’s his-
toric 15-country AIDS initiative, the Fund 
provides resources to fight AIDS, tuber-
culosis, malaria, and related diseases around 
the world; 

(3) section 202 of the United States Leader-
ship Against HIV/AIDS, Tuberculosis, and 
Malaria Act of 2004 (22 U.S.C. 7622) authorizes 
contributions to the Fund to the extent that 
United States contributions do not exceed 33 
percent of all contributions to the Fund, al-
lowing the United States to contribute $1 for 
every $2 contributed by other sources. 

(4) during fiscal years 2001 through 2003, 
the United States provided $623,000,000 of the 
total contributions of $1,900,000,000 to the 
Fund, which represents approximately 1⁄3 of 
total contributions to the Fund; 

(5) Congress has appropriated $547,000,000 to 
the Fund for fiscal year 2004, which has been 
matched by confirmed pledges of $994,000,000, 
and is slightly more than 1⁄3 of total pledges, 
with additional pledges expected; 

(6) over the life of the Fund, Congress has 
appropriated sufficient amounts to match 
contributions from other sources to The 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria on a 1-to-2 basis; and 

(7) transparency and accountability are 
critical to fund grant-making and the United 
States should work with foreign govern-
ments and international organizations to 
support the Fund’s efforts to use its con-
tributions most effectively. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that this concurrent resolution 
and subsequent appropriations Acts should 
provide sufficient funds to continue match-
ing contributions from other sources to The 
Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis, 
and Malaria on a 1-to-2 basis. 
SEC. 519. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

CHILD NUTRITION FUNDING. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—
(1) Federal child nutrition programs have 

long played a critical role in providing chil-
dren in the United States with quality nutri-
tion from birth through secondary school; 

(2) recognizing the value of these benefits 
to children in the United States, Congress 
has an enduring tradition of bipartisan sup-
port for these programs; 

(3) children in the United States are in-
creasingly at nutritional risk due to poor di-
etary habits, lack of access to nutritious 
foods, and obesity and diet-related diseases 
associated with poor dietary intake; 

(4) many children in the United States who 
would benefit from Federal child nutrition 
programs do not receive benefits due to fi-
nancial or administrative barriers; and 

(5) Federal child nutrition programs are 
expected to be reauthorized in the One Hun-
dred Eighth Congress. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that the levels in this concur-
rent resolution assume that in making ap-
propriations and revenue decisions, the Sen-
ate supports the retention in the conference 
report for this concurrent resolution of the 
additional funds provided in this concurrent 
resolution for the reauthorization of Federal 
child nutrition programs. 
SEC. 520. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

COMPENSATION FOR EXPOSURE TO 
TOXIC SUBSTANCES AT THE DE-
PARTMENT OF ENERGY. 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Energy Employees Occupational 
Illness Compensation Program Act of 2000 (42 
U.S.C. 7384 et seq.) (referred to in this sec-
tion as the ‘‘EEOICPA’’) is intended to en-
sure the timely payment of uniform and ade-
quate compensation to covered employees 
suffering from occupational illnesses in-
curred during their work for the Department 
of Energy. 

(2) The Department of Labor is responsible 
for implementing the provisions under sub-
title B of the EEOICPA, relating to claims 
for radiation related cancers, beryllium dis-
ease, and silicosis. The Department of Labor 
has, within its area of responsibility, proc-
essed over 95 percent of the 52,000 claims it 
has received, and is processing these claims 
in an average of 73 days. 

(3) As of the date of enactment of this reso-
lution, the Department of Health and Human 
Services has not promulgated the regula-
tions required under section 3626 of the 
EEOICPA for allowing claimants to petition 
to be members of the Special Exposure Co-
hort. Special Exposure Cohorts provide a 
presumption in favor of the claimant for ra-
diation related cancers if—

(A) it is not feasible to estimate radiation 
dose with sufficient accuracy; and 

(B) there is a reasonable likelihood that 
the health of the class of workers may have 
been endangered. 

(4) The Department of Energy, which is re-
sponsible for implementing subtitle D of the 
EEOICPA, relating to occupational illness 
caused by exposure to toxic substances at 
Department of Energy facilities, finalized its 
regulations on August 14, 2002. The Depart-
ment of Energy has processed 1 percent of 
the 22,000 claims received through the De-
partment of Energy physicians panels since 
its regulations were made final. 

(5) The Department of Energy has no will-
ing payor for up to 50 percent of the claims 
that its physicians panels determine to be 
related to exposure to a toxic substance at 
the Department of Energy. As a con-
sequence, many claimants with a positive de-
termination from the physicians panel will 
be denied benefits. Many States, including 
Alaska, Colorado, Iowa, Kentucky, Missouri, 
Ohio, New Mexico, Idaho, and Nevada, may 
not have a willing payor. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense 
of the Senate that—

(1) claims for occupational illness, which 
are determined to be caused by exposure to 
toxic substances at Department of Energy 
facilities under subtitle D of the EEOICPA, 
should be promptly, equitably, and effi-
ciently compensated; 
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(2) administrative and technical changes 

should be made to the EEOICPA to—
(A) improve claims processing and review 

by physicians panels to ensure cost-effective 
and efficient consideration and determina-
tion of workers’ claims; 

(B) provide for membership in additional 
special exposure cohorts; and 

(C) address eligibility issues at facilities 
with residual radiation; and 

(3) the President and Congress should work 
together at the earliest opportunity to de-
velop a plan that effectively resolves the 
issue of a lack of a willing payor for many 
claims that are determined under subtitle D 
of the EEOICPA to be related to exposure to 
a toxic substance at Department of Energy 
facilities. 
SEC. 521. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING TAX 

INCENTIVES FOR CERTAIN RURAL 
COMMUNITIES. 

It is the sense of the Senate that if tax re-
lief measures are passed in accordance with 
the assumptions in this resolution in this 
session of Congress, such legislation should 
include—

(1) tax and other financial incentives, simi-
lar to those included in the New Homestead 
Act (S. 602), to help rural communities fight 
the economic decimation caused by chronic 
out-migration by giving such communities 
the tools they need to attract individuals to 
live and work, or to start and grow a busi-
ness, in such rural areas, and 

(2) revenue provisions which fully offset 
the cost of such tax and other financial in-
centives. 
SEC. 522. SENSE OF THE SENATE CONCERNING 

SUMMER FOOD PILOT PROJECTS. 
It is the sense of the Senate that the levels 

in this concurrent resolution assume that in 
making appropriations and revenue decisions 
in Function 600 (Income Security), the Sen-
ate supports the provision, to the Food and 
Nutrition Service and other appropriate 
agencies within the Department of Agri-
culture, of $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2005, and 
$127,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2005 
through 2009, to enable those agencies to ex-
pand the summer food pilot projects estab-
lished under section 18(f) of the Richard B. 
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 
1769(f)) to all States of the United States and 
to all service institutions (including service 
institutions described in section 13(a)(7) of 
that Act).

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. NUSSLE 
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion. 
The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. NUSSLE moves to strike all after the 

resolving clause of S. Con. Res. 95 and insert 
in lieu thereof the text of House Concurrent 
Resolution 393 as adopted by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE). 

The motion was agreed to. 
The Senate concurrent resolution 

was concurred in. 
f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 
Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow for morning 
hour debate as though after May 31, 
2004, thereafter to resume its session at 
10 a.m. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

f 

MAXINE S. POSTAL UNITED 
STATES POST OFFICE 

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to vacate the or-
dering of the yeas and nays on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass H.R. 
3917 to the end that the Chair put the 
question on the motion de novo. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3917. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on motions to suspend the 
rules previously postponed. These votes 
will be taken in the following order: 

Motion to concur in Senate amend-
ments to H.R. 2584, by the yeas and 
nays; 

H.R. 3723, by the yeas and nays. 
Both of these will be 15-minute votes. 

f 

UTROK ATOLL VESSEL 
CONVEYANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and concurring in the 
Senate amendments to the bill, H.R. 
2584. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
GILCHREST) that the House suspend the 
rules and concur in the Senate amend-
ments to the bill, H.R. 2584, on which 
the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 379, nays 1, 
not voting 53, as follows:

[Roll No. 94] 

YEAS—379

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Berkley 

Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 

Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 

Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 

Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
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Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 

Walsh 
Wamp 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 

Whitfield 
Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—1

Paul 

NOT VOTING—53

Ackerman 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berman 
Brown, Corrine 
Burr 
Carson (OK) 
Davis (AL) 
DeMint 
Doolittle 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Foley 
Frank (MA) 
Gallegly 

Gephardt 
Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hefley 
Hoeffel 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
John 
Kilpatrick 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Maloney 
McIntyre 
Neal (MA) 

Ose 
Oxley 
Payne 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Rahall 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanders 
Shays 
Stark 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Toomey 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CULBERSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised they have 2 minutes in 
which to cast their vote. 

b 1857 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the Senate amendments were con-
curred in. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

VAUGHN GROSS POST OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 3723. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
CARTER) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3723, on 
which the yeas and nays are ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 379, nays 0, 
not voting 54, as follows:

[Roll No. 95] 

YEAS—379

Abercrombie 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Ballance 
Ballenger 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Bereuter 
Berkley 
Berry 

Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 

Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burns 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carson (IN) 

Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole 
Collins 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dooley (CA) 
Doyle 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Flake 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fossella 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Frost 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Goss 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (TX) 
Green (WI) 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hill 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 

Honda 
Hooley (OR) 
Hostettler 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hyde 
Inslee 
Isakson 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kleczka 
Kline 
Kolbe 
LaHood 
Lampson 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren 
Lowey 
Lucas (KY) 
Lucas (OK) 
Lynch 
Majette 
Manzullo 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy (MO) 
McCarthy (NY) 
McCollum 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McInnis 
McKeon 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Nethercutt 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 

Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Quinn 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rodriguez 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ross 
Rothman 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sandlin 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrock 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tauscher 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner (OH) 
Turner (TX) 

Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Vitter 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 

Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 

Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NOT VOTING—54

Ackerman 
Bachus 
Barrett (SC) 
Becerra 
Bell 
Berman 
Brown, Corrine 
Burr 
Carson (OK) 
Davis (AL) 
DeMint 
Doolittle 
Etheridge 
Everett 
Fattah 
Foley 
Frank (MA) 
Gallegly 
Gephardt 

Greenwood 
Gutierrez 
Hefley 
Hoeffel 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
John 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kilpatrick 
Knollenberg 
Kucinich 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Maloney 
McIntyre 
Murtha 
Neal (MA) 

Ose 
Oxley 
Payne 
Portman 
Rahall 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ryan (OH) 
Sanders 
Shays 
Stark 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Toomey 
Young (FL)

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CULBERSON) (during the vote). Members 
are advised there are 2 minutes remain-
ing in this vote. 

b 1915 

So (two thirds having voted in favor 
therefore) the rules were suspended and 
the bill was passed. 

The result of the was announced as 
above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I was in con-
stituent meetings in my congressional district 
on Monday, March 29, 2004. As such, I was 
absent from the House floor during the rollcall 
votes on H.R. 2584, providing for the convey-
ance of a decommissioned National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration ship to the 
Utrok Atoll local government, and H.R. 3723, 
the Vaughn Gross Post Office Building Des-
ignation Act. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘yea’’ on each of these bills.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. KILPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, due to per-
sonal business, I was unable to record my 
vote on the two votes ordered for today. If I 
had been present I would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on 
H.R. 2584 regarding the Conveyance of 
NOAA Ship to the Utrok Atoll (rollcall No. 94), 
and ‘‘yea’’ on H.R. 3723, the Vaughn Gross 
Post Office (rollcall No. 95).

f 

CONGRATULATING BAPTIST HOS-
PITAL ON RECEIVING MALCOLM 
BALDRIGE NATIONAL QUALITY 
AWARD 

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my honor today to recognize and 
congratulate one of the finest acute 
care hospitals in the Nation, Baptist 
Hospital, located in Pensacola, Florida. 
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It is the third hospital in the Nation to 
receive the prestigious Malcolm 
Baldrige Quality Award. The Baldrige 
award, created in 1997 to honor the 
memory of the former Commerce Sec-
retary Malcolm Baldrige, is the Na-
tion’s highest honor for quality 
achievement by companies, agencies 
and organizations. 

Every day the 2,252 employees at 
Baptist Hospital bring their unique 
skills to work with them to serve their 
patients. When walking into any Bap-
tist Healthcare facility, you will be 
greeted with a smile and a ‘‘how may I 
help you?’’ The company should pride 
itself on its highly efficient and effec-
tive working environment, but, more 
importantly, it should take pleasure in 
knowing their employees have worked 
together to give the company a family-
like atmosphere. 

Mr. Speaker, Baptist Hospital is a 
world-class hospital striving for excel-
lence every day and achieving extraor-
dinary results in all areas of service. 
On behalf of the United States Con-
gress, I would like to congratulate Bap-
tist Hospital on their prestigious award 
and exemplary service to northwest 
Florida communities.

f 

b 1916 

CELEBRATING GREEK 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise to celebrate Greek Independence 
Day with the people of Greece and 
Greek Americans. March 25, 2004, 
marked the 183rd anniversary of the be-
ginning of the revolution that freed the 
Greek people from the Ottoman Em-
pire. It is important for us to not only 
recognize and celebrate this day with 
the people of Greece but also to reaf-
firm the democratic heritage from 
which the United States and the coun-
try of Greece were born. 

I am proud to represent Greek Town 
in the city of Chicago, and I certainly 
want to extend congratulations to not 
only my Greek constituents but the 
people of Greece all over the world and 
especially those in Greece. 

f 

MEDICARE 

(Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend her remarks.) 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening be-
cause many of my elderly constituents 
in Florida have been misled about the 
new Medicare law. They have been mis-
informed because of the distortions 
spread by some of the liberal special 
interest groups and, quite honestly, 
some bitter Democrat politicians. 
These insincere groups have even tried 
to smear the AARP, an organization 

that seniors have trusted for over 45 
years. They have tried to discredit 
AARP along with 300 other health care 
organizations. AARP supports the 
health care law that Democrats quite 
honestly wish that they could take 
credit for. Unlike what appears on TV, 
the biggest supporters of this bill are 
not the pharmaceutical companies. 
They are patients rights groups, senior 
advocacy groups, nurses and other 
health care professionals who have 
made quality health care and services 
their priority. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask, are 300 non-
partisan organizations interested only 
in health care all wrong, while a hand-
ful of politically motivated Democrat 
interest groups are right? The answer 
is absolutely not. 

f 

MEDICARE CREDIBILITY GAP 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
hear my friends on the other side of the 
aisle talk about the Medicare bill. This 
was a bill that the President told us 
cost $400 billion. Yet people in the de-
partment who were not allowed to tell 
Congress had told the White House it 
would cost $550 billion. That is the first 
part of the credibility gap. 

The second part of the credibility gap 
is that the President said this was a 
bill to help America’s seniors, when in 
fact this bill will mean $139 billion 
more in drug company profits, $46 bil-
lion in direct subsidies from taxpayers, 
from all of us, directly to the insurance 
industry. 

This bill was written in the Oval Of-
fice, this Medicare law, by the drug in-
dustry and by the insurance industry 
while the President and the Vice Presi-
dent stood by and tried to pretend that 
it was for American seniors. That is 
the credibility gap this President and 
this Vice President have. 

We should have passed a prescription 
drug benefit for Medicare beneficiaries, 
not for the drug companies, not for the 
insurance companies.

f 

RECOGNIZING FRANKLIN, TEN-
NESSEE, ON ITS SELECTION AS 
A PRESERVE AMERICA COMMU-
NITY 

(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I rise to recognize Franklin, Ten-
nessee. Franklin and Williamson Coun-
ty, Tennessee, were recognized today 
and were given a great honor. They re-
ceived the Preserve America Commu-
nity distinction. This comes from the 
White House Advisory Council on Pres-
ervation. Franklin deserves this. We 
were so excited that the Preserve 
America distinction came to them 
today. They are one of only 28 towns in 
America to receive this award. This 

has come because of a tremendous 
commitment from the community over 
the past several decades. We have had 
thousands of volunteers. It has been a 
partnership effort between volunteers 
and also between the local, the State 
and the Federal elected officials, and 
the hard work and the dedication to 
preserve the history and the heritage 
of Franklin and Williamson County, to 
educate future generations and to let 
them see what makes this community 
unique and special. That was recog-
nized today. 

Mr. Speaker, we applaud them, we 
say congratulations to Franklin, Ten-
nessee. We know the best is yet to 
come. 

f 

QUESTIONS REGARDING 9/11 

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. What does the Presi-
dent’s national security adviser, 
Condoleezza Rice, have to hide? It 
might have been that she told the 9/11 
Commission that she misspoke when 
she said that there was no intelligence 
that terrorists might use airplanes as 
weapons and that the administration 
had no knowledge of that. Of course, 
she did all that in private. In public she 
is spinning a very different story. She 
has appeared everywhere and anywhere 
on the press, with the press, in public; 
but she will not go before the 9/11 Com-
mission and give sworn testimony to 
that commission and the American 
public. We deserve better. We deserve 
the truth about 9/11, what the adminis-
tration knew and when they knew it. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION 
EXPRESSING SENSE OF CON-
GRESS THAT ALCOHOL ADVER-
TISING DURING BROADCASTS OF 
COLLEGIATE SPORTING EVENTS 
SHOULD BE TERMINATED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. OSBORNE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OSBORNE. Mr. Speaker, not long 
ago the National Academy of Science 
released a report on preventing under-
age drinking. This week, the Final 
Four NCAA basketball playoffs will 
occur. I believe there is a connection. 
The National Academy of Science re-
port recommended that colleges and 
universities ban alcohol advertising 
and promotion on campus. Other im-
portant research points to the problem 
of alcohol consumption on college cam-
puses. For example, the proportion of 
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college students who say they drink to 
get drunk is rising. It is almost one-
half. Underage drinking costs the 
United States $53 billion annually. 
There are roughly 3 million teenage al-
coholics in our country. Despite these 
grim statistics concerning underage 
drinking, alcohol advertising accounts 
for more than one-half of college sports 
advertising revenue. The 2002 NCAA 
basketball tournament had more alco-
hol ads than the Super Bowl, World Se-
ries, college bowl games, and Monday 
Night Football combined. The basket-
ball tournament has more than 16 
times the rate of alcohol advertising as 
normal programming. 

A spokesperson from the NCAA re-
cently said such advertising is ‘‘not in-
consistent with our mission.’’ I guess I 
would beg to differ with that state-
ment. The NCAA statement of purpose 
indicates that part of its mission is to 
prepare student athletes for lifetime 
leadership. The NCAA handbook states 
that NCAA policies should exclude ad-
vertisements that do not seem to be in 
the best interests of higher education. 

In view of the fact that nearly one-
half of college students are binge 
drinkers; 1,400 college students die an-
nually from alcohol-related incidents, 
which is the leading cause of death on 
the college campus; more than 70,000 
students are victims of alcohol-related 
sexual assaults; 500,000 students are in-
jured each year while drunk; recent re-
cruiting scandals at NCAA schools 
were often alcohol-related, I would 
have to say that there is great incon-
sistency in linking college athletics 
with the alcohol industry. The 12-, 13-, 
14- and 15-year-olds watching the tour-
nament this weekend will witness 
great athletes display their skills. 
These young people will identify with 
those athletes, and they want to be 
like them. Sandwiched into the tele-
casts will be many ads promoting alco-
hol; and most of the ads will contain 
attractive young people, celebrations 
and sometimes adolescent humor. The 
connection between players on the 
court and the alcohol advertising will 
be subtle, but it will be very real. 

Dean Smith, my friend, the former 
North Carolina basketball coach, said 
this: ‘‘If aspirin were the leading cause 
of death on college campuses, do you 
think chancellors, presidents and 
trustees would allow aspirin commer-
cials on basketball and football tele-
casts? They wouldn’t, not for a 
minute.’’ 

I spoke today with John Wooden, in 
my time maybe the greatest coach of 
all time. He won 10 NCAA basketball 
championships in 12 years. John said 
that he wholeheartedly endorses tak-
ing alcohol advertising out of college 
sports. Andy Geiger, the Ohio State 
athletic director, opposes alcohol ad-
vertising. Eighty-four percent of Amer-
icans think advertising beer on college 
games is not in the best interest of 
higher education. Seventy-one percent 
of Americans support a total ban of al-
cohol ads on college games. Seventy-

seven percent of parents say it is wrong 
for colleges to profit from alcohol ad-
vertising while trying to combat alco-
hol abuse on their campuses. 

The alcohol industry will counter by 
indicating how much money they spend 
to curb underage drinking. However, in 
2001 the alcohol industry spent a total 
of $811 million on product promotion 
and only 1 percent of the ads promoted 
responsibility. The placement of their 
ads and the content of their ads cater 
to a youthful market. Young people al-
ways represent future customers. 

I do not advocate Congress legis-
lating NCAA matters. The NCAA is a 
voluntary organization and such legis-
lation should be left to the schools. 
And I do not believe that eliminating 
alcohol ads on college sports will end 
underage drinking. However, I do urge 
my colleagues to support House Reso-
lution 575, expressing the sense of the 
House that the NCAA should affirm its 
commitment to a policy of discour-
aging alcohol use among underage stu-
dents by ending all alcohol advertising 
during radio and television broadcasts 
of collegiate sporting events. 

Hopefully, this resolution will help 
college administrators see the unten-
able position they now occupy and 
move to end current alcohol adver-
tising. 

f 

ASSAULT WEAPONS BAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, next week the House goes 
into recess. Yet the House has failed to 
address the expiration of the assault 
weapons ban. We in Congress should be 
looking at this again. September 13 is 
when it expires. We have 168 days to 
take care of this. The good news for 
terrorists, cop killers, and drug dealers 
is that they will be back on the streets 
with the assault weapons of their 
choice.

b 1930 
Since I took the floor last week, over 

400 Americans have died from gun vio-
lence in this country. By the time the 
House comes back, we will have lost 
another 800 Americans in this country. 
But instead of doing the commonsense 
thing, instead of having a sense of ur-
gency, the House has stood idly by. 

Some seem content to let the assault 
weapons ban expire on September 13. I 
am not. The ban has kept us safer for 
the past 10 years. There is no reason 
why we should let assault weapons 
back on the streets. It has also re-
spected the rights of gun owners, pro-
tecting the hunters, law-abiding citi-
zens buying the guns that they want. 
But again do we need assault weapons 
back on the streets? Only criminals 
have been kept from their gun of 
choice. This explains why 66 percent of 
American gun owners support renewing 
the ban. The American people support 
it by even more overwhelming margins. 

Once again, our Nation’s law enforce-
ment officers are leading the fight to 
keep the ban in place. The gun indus-
try continues to evade the ban with 
copycat weapons like these. These are 
the ones that were banned. These are 
the ones that are out there on the 
streets now. They still do the same 
deadly thing. They take down as many 
people as possible in the shortest 
amount of time. This also has to stop. 

I came to Congress to reduce gun vio-
lence in this country. I fought for com-
monsense, effective gun measures. 
That is why I have introduced H.R. 
2038, which would renew the ban but 
also close the loopholes so that these 
guns cannot be back out on the streets 
either. We cannot let special interests 
control this Congress. We have 168 days 
left to renew it. 

Let me say one other thing. Gun vio-
lence in this country costs the health 
care system over $1 billion a year, $1 
billion. That is not counting the pain 
and the suffering that goes to the com-
munities and to the families, those 
that might never walk again, those 
that end up never being able to go back 
to work. And, by the way, the Amer-
ican people pay half of those costs be-
cause insurance runs out for those that 
did have insurance, but, because rehab 
is so long, they run out of insurance. 

Why do we tolerate this? Why are the 
American people not fighting? Here in 
Congress many a vote or many a rule, 
many a measure is won or lost by one 
vote. The American people have to un-
derstand they have a voice in this 
House. This is the people’s House. 

I am asking the American people to 
get involved in this issue. Do they ac-
tually want assault weapons back on 
the street? I think there is enough fear 
in this country now with the war on 
terrorism. Do they honestly want pos-
sibly the terrorists that are in this 
country in cells to be able to go to a 
gun show and pick up an assault weap-
on? Remember, in D.C., we had two 
people with a Bushmaster that para-
lyzed this whole area, cost millions of 
dollars. By the way, the Bushmaster 
was supposed to be a banned gun. The 
deaths that came from that incident 
can be multiplied throughout our cities 
and throughout our country. Is that 
what the American people want? 

Common sense. Assault weapons, we 
see them on TV every single night in 
the war in Iraq and Afghanistan, Israel. 
Is that what we want in this country? 
Open warfare between our police offi-
cers, drug dealers, gangs? Wake up, 
America. We need America’s help in 
the House. They have the right to call 
their Senators and their congressmen. 
We can do this, but we only have 168 
days left. Please get involved.

f 

VACCINATIONS CONTAINING 
MERCURY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 01:52 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00020 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29MR7.027 H29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1615March 29, 2004
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-

er, I would like to say to my col-
leagues, if they have children or grand-
children, pay attention to what I am 
going to say because this is very im-
portant. 

Recently, there was an article put 
out by AP that was in the Indianapolis 
Star which was on the front page that 
I read, and it said that women and chil-
dren should eat less fish, and the rea-
son they should eat less fish is because 
there is a high mercury content in the 
fish and it can cause neurological prob-
lems in the children and in the parents 
if they eat too much fish. 

What the article did not say is that 
many of the vaccinations that adults 
get and many of the vaccinations that 
the children get have mercury in them. 
So we are not supposed to eat the fish, 
but it is all right for the pharma-
ceutical industry to put a preservative 
called thimerosal into a vaccination 
and then inject their children with it 
and then the children get the mercury 
directly from a needle and it goes into 
the brain and causes neurological prob-
lems. 

This is not baloney. My grandson got 
nine shots in 1 day, seven of which con-
tained thimerosal, mercury; and within 
about 2 or 3 or 4 days, he became autis-
tic. These are pictures of children from 
across the country who were normal 
children who received a number of 
shots containing mercury, and they be-
came autistic. Many of their parents 
have testified before my committee as 
to how their children were before they 
got the shots and how they were after 
they got the shots. 

We have been raising Cain with the 
Food and Drug Administration to get 
mercury out of children’s vaccines and 
we got it out of almost all of them. But 
it is still in three: the HIB vaccine, the 
Hepatitis B, and the flu vaccine. I want 
to get it out of all of them because no 
child should be subjected to having 
mercury injected into their body. If it 
is bad for them to eat fish with mer-
cury in it, then it is sure a heck of a lot 
worse for them to get a shot from a 
needle, a vaccination that puts mer-
cury into their bodies. 

Children used to get one or two 
shots. When I was a kid, we did not get 
many shots. We were kept out of school 
if we had mumps or measles or any of 
those things, but now they give them 
shots for all that. A child, before he 
starts in the first grade, gets as many 
as 30 shots. Can the Members imagine 
30 shots with mercury in them, the cu-
mulative effect of that on the brains of 
these children? 

For those who are concerned about it 
as adults, and I see some gray hairs in 
the room, the flu vaccine, the tetanus 
vaccine, almost all the vaccines that 
we get, and our troops get in the field, 
get as many as 11 in 1 day in the Per-
sian Gulf, most of those contain thi-
merosal, which is 50 percent mercury. 

We need to collectively, as a body, 
tell the Food and Drug Administration 
and our health agencies to get mercury 

out of all vaccines. It is not necessary. 
If we go to single-shot vials, we do not 
need to have mercury in there as a pre-
servative to make sure that they are 
not contaminated. All we have to do is 
use common sense. 

The problem is it is going to cost just 
a few cents more per shot to make sure 
that it does not contain mercury. If we 
really care about the thousands of chil-
dren who are becoming autistic and the 
people who are getting Alzheimer’s, we 
need to get mercury out of the vac-
cines. There is an epidemic of Alz-
heimer’s now. We used to have one out 
of 10,000 children who were autistic. 
Now it is one out of about 200. 

Anybody who has a parent or grand-
child ought to listen to what I am say-
ing, because if their child gets numer-
ous shots with mercury in them, they 
run the risk of being autistic. I have 
had hearings for 4 years now, and I am 
telling the Members that scientists 
from around the world agree with what 
I am telling them. Many countries in 
the world have taken mercury out of 
the vaccines. We need to do it here.

f 

THE PRESIDENT’S ECONOMIC 
POLICIES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, this 
week the House is on the verge of pass-
ing a $2.3 trillion budget with a $521 
billion deficit, showing that it is im-
possible to finance three wars with 
three tax cuts and expect a different 
result. 

This budget repeats the same mis-
takes that have resulted in a jobless 
economy and a wage recession in 
America, the lowest wage growth in 
any period of time in a period of eco-
nomic ‘‘growth.’’ The Republican budg-
et continues the status quo policies 
that have resulted in 21⁄2 million Amer-
icans who have lost their jobs, 43 mil-
lion Americans without health care, 4 
more million Americans since the 
President took office, 2 more million 
Americans in poverty who walked out 
of the middle class into poverty, wages 
frozen, and $1 trillion in corporate and 
individual bankruptcies. Three years, 
$3 trillion dollars added to the Nation’s 
debt, and 3 million Americans have lost 
their jobs. What a record. 

During the 2000 presidential cam-
paign, President Bush said he opposed 
nation-building. Who knew it was 
America he was talking about? 

This budget, the President’s eco-
nomic policy, is really a tale of two 
budgets: one for America and one for 
Iraq. We have spent more than $100 bil-
lion on Iraq’s occupation without 
promising the same future here at 
home. 

In Iraq they get universal health care 
and free job training, while in America 
44 million Americans go without health 
care, 10 million children without 
health care, and 8.2 million Americans 
without jobs. 

In the area of health care, 2,200 Iraqi 
health professionals and 8,000 volun-
teers are receiving free training. In 
America under this budget that the Re-
publicans and the President put to-
gether, health training funds are cut 
by 64 percent. 

One hundred and fifty clinics and 
hospitals have been rebuilt, serving 3 
million Iraqis, providing 100 percent 
prenatal and infant coverage. In Amer-
ica, community health care clinics are 
cutting funding by 91 percent; Mater-
nal and Child Health Care, Healthy 
Start, and family planning, all frozen. 

In the area of jobs, $60 million is 
being spent to retrain the Iraqi vet-
erans. Yet we have cut the manufac-
turing job training program by 67 per-
cent over 3 years. 

In the area of education, we built 
2,300 schools in Iraq and underfunded 
Leave No Child Behind in America by 
$8 billion. 

Iraqi universities are getting $21 mil-
lion for higher ed partnerships. In 
America, the Perkins loans are cut by 
$99 million and Pell grants are frozen. 

The police in Iraq, $500 million for 
training. In America, the COPS pro-
gram is cut by $659 million. 

In the area of housing, $470 million is 
spent on Iraqi public housing, while in 
America $791 billion is cut from Sec-
tion 8 housing vouchers. 

In the area of environment, we are 
paying for $3.6 billion in water and sew-
ers in Iraq; and in this budget, the 
Clean Water State Revolving Fund, 
which deals with drinking water here 
in America, is cut by $500 million. 

The port of Umm Qasar was com-
pletely rebuilt in Iraq. The Army Corps 
of Engineers cannot afford U.S. port se-
curity upgrades since their budget has 
been cut by 63 percent. 

Roads, we have spent $240 million on 
roads and bridges in Iraq, but mass 
transit, including highway funding, re-
mains stalled under this administra-
tion. 

As President Bush seeks reelection 
and we think about his pledge in 2000 
to oppose nation-building, he has the 
dubious honor of saying he kept his 
pledge because he is opposed to nation-
building here in America. 

I am not opposed to what we are 
planning for Iraq. That is a good thing. 
But I oppose the notion that we will 
literally reconstruct Iraq while we 
deconstruct the United States. 

In this budget this administration, 
this Congress, is telling the American 
people that they have two priorities, 
two sets of values, and two sets of 
books, one for Iraq and one for Amer-
ica. Compared to how Americans view 
their futures, we cannot deny Ameri-
cans the same dreams of affordable 
housing, affordable health care, afford-
able education that we have promised 
Iraq and their children. America can no 
longer afford to be so generous if hope 
for a prosperous tomorrow and a better 
tomorrow is diminished here at home 
for the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, the same values we hold 
for Iraq we must pledge for all Ameri-
cans. So we cannot allow our economy 
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and our prospects, which this budget 
will lay out an economic vision, that 
still results in 21⁄2 million Americans in 
the last 3 years who have lost their 
jobs, 43 million Americans without 
health care, nearly $1 trillion worth of 
corporate and individual assets have 
been foreclosed on, and 2 more million 
Americans have walked out of the mid-
dle class into poverty. If we are going 
to do nation-building, we must do it 
here at home, not just overseas. 

f 

MEDICARE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
come to the floor today to speak on be-
half of Ohio’s seniors and America’s 
seniors. 

Mr. Speaker, about 14 million low-in-
come seniors, 438,000 of them in Ohio 
alone, will now be receiving their medi-
cations for a mere $2 to $5. They under-
stand that this new law, the new law 
about Medicare reform and prescrip-
tion drugs, is a step in the right direc-
tion. The countless baby boomers who 
devote portions of their monthly pay-
check to help buy grandma and 
grandpa’s medicine, they understand 
that this expansion of Medicare is im-
portant. They know that when they are 
able to devote a little less money to 
prescription medicines for their par-
ents, they might be able to devote a 
little more of that money to their kids’ 
college tuition.

b 1945 

The many older Americans who have 
experienced a tragic illness that re-
quires a litany of medications, they un-
derstand the peace of mind that this 
law provides to the catastrophic cov-
erage. Because of this law, the cost of 
their many, many medicines is kept at 
a minimum, instead of spiraling off 
into infinity. 

The millions of seniors who live in 
rural areas across America and doctors 
who serve them, they understand the 
benefits of this new law, especially the 
increased financial assistance to rural 
providers. 

The hundreds of patient organiza-
tions who endorsed and support this 
new law, groups like AARP, the Amer-
ican Medical Association and the Alz-
heimer’s Association, they understand 
that the law represents a good first 
step in improving the lives of millions 
and millions of patients. 

I could go on and on, showing the 
countless benefits of this new law. In-
stead, I will boil it down into the sim-
plest of terms: while this plan may not 
provide the entire solution for every 
senior’s particular medical and finan-
cial problem, it does provide some solu-
tions to the substantial number of sen-
iors who formerly were choosing be-
tween food and medicine, gasoline and 
medicine, heating fuel and medicine. 
Those choices were untenable. 

The law is not 100 percent perfect, 
but it is 100 percent more than what 
seniors had before, which was nothing. 
Unfortunately, there are some who do 
not share the same mind set. Indeed, 
there are small group of obstruction-
ists who seek to mislead seniors about 
this new law, instead of informing 
them about how to use it to their ad-
vantage. Their goal is to scare, instead 
of to educate; and their tactics aim to 
thwart instead of to improve. It is real-
ly sad. 

A prime example is the left-leaning 
Families USA, who have taken their 
MediScare campaign across the coun-
try. In fact, they are scheduled to be in 
my home State of Ohio during the com-
ing weeks. 

To the seniors in my home State and 
to the seniors across the country who 
will be subject to the half-truths that 
Families USA and their allies will be 
pushing, I will say, beware of those 
who peddle fear and distrust. The 
flashy videos and the shiny brochures 
that these groups will provide will do 
nothing but tell you what is wrong 
with this new law. They will tear it 
down and trash the very thing that 
seniors have been pleading Congress to 
do for years, add prescription drug cov-
erage to Medicare. They will not bat an 
eyelash nor turn the slightest shade of 
red while they claim there is abso-
lutely nothing good about this new 
law. 

Mr. Speaker, I have too much faith in 
Ohio’s seniors. I know that they will 
not be used as pawns in the 
politicization of a new law of the land. 
I know that our seniors will take the 
time to learn more about this law, and 
they will like what they see. They will 
understand that Congress acted to im-
prove the quality of their lives. This is 
a good first step. They will understand 
that groups who scare them about what 
a law does not do are not helpful nor 
productive, and that the people who in-
struct them about what a law does are 
actually trying to make a difference in 
their lives. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to be to Ohio 
seniors one of those who helps them, 
helps them understand what this law 
does do for them. I want to be part of 
that productive group, that group that 
knows that progress comes in incre-
mental steps and understands that ob-
structing and thwarting accomplishes 
nothing, that group that looks for solu-
tions, not partisan points. 

Passing a Medicare drug plan and 
getting it signed into law with Presi-
dent Bush’s cooperation is finally a 
step forward for this Nation’s seniors. 
Let us not ever step back.

f 

ADDRESSING UNEMPLOYMENT IN 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to talk for a moment about Vice 

President CHENEY’s trip to Dayton, 
Ohio. But before that, I just want to 
mention that the Medicare drug law 
that my friend from Ohio mentions 
just happened to be legislation written 
by the drug and the insurance indus-
tries. The drug industry will get $140 
billion additional profits under this 
law. The insurance industry gets a $46 
billion direct gift subsidy from tax-
payers. 

This bill was written for the drug in-
dustry, written for the insurance in-
dustry. In fact, the word in Washington 
is that President Bush will receive 
about $100 million in contributions 
from the drug industry. I think that is 
probably all you need to know. And 
that is why seniors simply do not like 
this drug bill, do not like the new 
Medicare law; and that is why the Re-
publican Party, the President, is spend-
ing upwards of $80 million in taxpayer 
dollars to advertise to try to convince 
America’s seniors that this is good leg-
islation, that it is good law. It is clear-
ly not. 

As I said, Mr. Speaker, the Vice 
President came to Dayton, Ohio, last 
week to try to explain away what has 
happened to the Ohio economy. One 
out of six manufacturing jobs has dis-
appeared since President Bush took of-
fice; 300,000 in Ohio have been lost. 
That is 2,000 jobs every single week of 
the Bush administration. That is 260 
jobs have disappeared every single day 
in Ohio since George Bush took office. 

In response to the bad economic news 
which cascades across my State, bad 
news almost every week on the econ-
omy, 600 people just laid off from a 
phone center in Trumbull County, near 
the district of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. STRICKLAND) and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. RYAN). 

In response to the bad news, the 
President has got two solutions every 
time: more tax breaks for the most 
privileged in our society, with the hope 
that some of these benefits trickle 
down to the rest of the people in this 
country. That has not worked. And the 
second response, the second solution is 
more NAFTA-like trade agreements 
that continue to ship jobs overseas, 
that continue to hemorrhage jobs. We 
have lost hundreds of thousands of jobs 
in this country, manufacturing jobs, 
because of these trade agreements. 
They simply are not working. 

The question always is, How out of 
touch can our government’s leaders be? 
The answer to that is I do not know. 
Something seems to be new every day. 
The economic report of the President, 
which came out a couple or 3 or 4 
weeks ago, signed by George Bush, 
signed by the President, the economic 
report of the President talks about 
outsourcing jobs, one of the biggest 
problems in our economy; and the 
President’s Chief Economic Adviser, 
Gregory Mankiw, said outsourcing jobs 
is a good thing because it makes the 
economy more efficient. 

Well, let him look in the eye of a 
computer operator, let him look in the 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:50 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29MR7.030 H29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1617March 29, 2004
eye of a clerk who has lost her job, let 
him look in the eye of a steel worker 
who has lost his job and tell him that 
outsourcing is a good thing because it 
makes us more efficient. 

Then in the same report, Mr. 
Mankiw, the President’s top economic 
guru, the top economic adviser, said 
that we will this year create 200,000 
jobs a month. Well, after he said that, 
even the President’s people, including 
the President, said we did not really 
mean 200,000 a month, because the first 
month they fell 199,000 jobs short, and 
every month they have fallen way, way 
short of this job creation they prom-
ised. 

Then the President’s economic ad-
viser said, you know, maybe in re-
sponse to this, and this really shows 
how out of touch they can get, maybe 
in response to this we need to reclas-
sify what manufacturing is. Perhaps, 
because a bottling company is a manu-
facturing job, you take the syrup in a 
Pepsi or Coke bottling plant with 200 
or 300 employees, and you take the car-
bonated water and put them together, 
that is a manufacturing process. 

Maybe, they suggest, the President’s 
top economic people, that we should re-
classify fast food, I am not making this 
up, this is in this report, the fast-food 
restaurants, maybe they should be con-
sidered manufacturing. Because you 
have the hamburger and you chemi-
cally treat it, you cook it; you take the 
cheese and you chemically treat it, you 
melt it; then you put the bread on, and 
you create these manufacturing jobs. 
Then you take the syrup and you push 
the button so the syrup and the carbon-
ated water mix. This administration 
actually is thinking about reclassi-
fying those service jobs as manufac-
turing jobs. 

Now, I am not making fun of people 
working in fast-food restaurants. In 
fact, if the Bush administration is 
going to reclassify those as manufac-
turing jobs, let them pay more than $7 
an hour; and let them give these young 
men and women, or older men and 
women in these fast-food restaurants, 
decent wages and decent benefits, if 
they are going to call them manufac-
turing jobs. 

Then the last point I wanted to make 
is in terms of how out of touch this 
government can get. One of the leading 
Republicans in this institution, the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
recently was complaining that Demo-
crats and others are saying that we 
have lost manufacturing jobs. 

He said, the fact is that you Demo-
crats, you critics, you media people, 
you economists, you workers who are 
complaining about lost jobs are simply 
not looking at the economy right. 

Here is what he said. He said there 
are 430,000 Americans who make their 
full-time living selling on ebay. This is 
not reflected in the economy. 

So are we going to count garage sales 
as economic growth? Are they going to 
pay them health benefits? Is that 
where my friends want to take the U.S. 
economy?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. SOUDER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

FREEING IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN 
IMPORTANT IN WAR ON TER-
RORISM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Tennessee (Mrs. 
BLACKBURN) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, late 
last October I traveled to Iraq with 
several other Members of Congress, and 
what I saw was a country in tatters, a 
country that had experienced little or 
no infrastructure investment in dec-
ades. 

But I also saw a people who, despite 
torture, government-sponsored slaugh-
ter and oppression on the scale of 
Lenin, a people who, despite all this, 
retained a glimmer of hope. And I 
thought, is it not amazing? Thirty 
years of torture, and Saddam and his 
henchmen could not break the spirit of 
the Iraqi people. They still had that 
thirst for freedom and that thirst for 
opportunity. 

Today, watch the news that comes 
from Iraq. Occasionally look past the 
newscaster, actually take a look at the 
hustle and bustle behind the news-
caster. You will see marketplaces, traf-
fic jams, people on their way to and 
from work. That is the free market at 
work. 

President Bush is the focus of an 
enormous amount of partisan political 
criticism. There are those, mostly on 
the other side of the aisle, who believe 
that simply getting bin Laden would 
end terrorism. They think we were 
wrong to go to Iraq, that Saddam could 
be contained. In short, those opposed 
to our work in Iraq believe Saddam’s 
regime had no role in terrorism and 
that our effort will not bear any posi-
tive results for America and the world. 

What a shortsighted, small view of 
the world and a basic misunder-
standing of terrorism. Terrorism will 
not be stopped by removing a leader or 
a command structure. Terrorism is not 
going to be that easy to tackle. 

What is going to make a difference 
could be this: Iraq has an interim Con-
stitution on schedule and they are 
moving toward freedom. Iraq’s elec-
tricity levels are exceeding pre-war ca-
pacity. They passed that benchmark 
last fall. The international community 
has pledged $32 billion to improve 
schools, health care, roads, water and 
sanitation. The nation now has a stable 
currency. A free press is growing. 
Iraqis have access to more diverse, 
independent sources of news. Hundreds 
of democratic meetings are taking 
place all across Iraq. America has cap-
tured 45 of the 55 most-wanted mem-
bers of Hussein’s regime. There are 

900,000 telephone subscribers and 225,000 
wireless subscribers. All of Iraq’s 22 
universities and 43 technical institu-
tions and colleges are open. And, this 
may not sound important, but its value 
is immeasurable, the Iraqi children no 
longer have to recite ‘‘long live leader 
Saddam Hussein’’ each morning. 

Some still believe all of this is irrele-
vant to the war on terrorism. Do you 
think terrorists are worried about 
what we are doing in Iraq and Afghani-
stan? Absolutely. Do you think terror-
ists fear this President? Do they fear 
America? You bet they do. The terror-
ists fear America. I do not mean that 
figuratively. Those who would destroy 
America, they literally fear this Presi-
dent and the resolve of the American 
people and our military, because we 
have not been afraid to take swift, de-
cisive action. 

President Bush said America would 
not tolerate al Qaeda, that we would 
not tolerate a Middle East that pumped 
out hatred and vitriol. Our engage-
ments in Afghanistan and Iraq speak 
volumes to the terror network. 

Does our work in Iraq make hostile 
nations think twice about supporting 
terrorism? Yes, indeed, it does. Will 
our effort to bring the Iraqi people into 
the modern world, into the free mar-
ketplace, the community of free na-
tions, make a difference in the long 
struggle to destroy what breeds ter-
rorism? Absolutely it will.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia 
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

RECORD NUMBER OF AMERICANS 
EXHAUSTING UNEMPLOYMENT 
BENEFITS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Well, congratulations 
to the Bush administration. They have 
set yet another record. This com-
plements their previous record of the 
largest job loss and the worst job 
record since Herbert Hoover was Presi-
dent of the United States in the 1920s. 
But their latest is notable also: 1.1 mil-
lion jobless workers by the end of this 
month will have exhausted their reg-
ular unemployment benefits without 
receiving an extension or additional 
aid. If we go all the way back, we have 
been keeping data on extended unem-
ployment since 1971, 33 years ago, there 
have never been so many people who 
have exhausted unemployment benefits 
without successfully finding work. 

Now the Bush administration and the 
Republican leaders in Congress are re-
fusing to extend unemployment bene-
fits. Is that because we are in such a 
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deep economic hole? After all, their tax 
cuts have dug us into a $650 billion def-
icit in the coming year, so maybe we 
just cannot afford unemployment bene-
fits any more. No, actually there is $17 
billion in the Unemployment Trust 
Fund, money paid in by workers and 
their employers, sitting on deposit, or 
actually not, they borrowed the money 
and spent it on something else.

b 2000 

But at least there is a credit for $17 
billion; and, in fact, they are expecting 
that because of the taxes levied for un-
employment benefits, that that fund 
will actually grow in the coming year, 
as 1.1 million people exhaust their ben-
efits, do not find jobs, and cannot get 
an extension. 

Now, the Republicans have a couple 
of arguments as to why they think this 
is a good thing. They think it is a good 
thing because the unemployment rate 
is low. Well, yes, actually, the way 
they keep the books, the unemploy-
ment rate is low. All of these workers, 
these 1.1 million who will have ex-
hausted their benefits will no longer be 
considered to be in the workforce, and 
they will not be counted as unem-
ployed. It is sort of a beautiful thing 
they have created here. If everybody in 
America lost their job today, a year 
from today, when they had all ex-
hausted their unemployment benefits 
and no one had gotten a job back, if 
they had all been outsourced to India 
or somewhere else, we would have zero 
unemployment, according to the Bush 
administration, the way they keep the 
books. So that is a pretty phony argu-
ment, and you do not have to travel 
very far in America to find people who 
want work and cannot find it. Cer-
tainly in my State, that is not hard at 
all. 

Then they say, now the Republicans 
have decided that unemployment bene-
fits are welfare. Yes, that is true: an 
earned benefit for people who have lost 
their jobs through no fault of their 
own, most often through trade policies 
that exported their jobs or misplaced 
budget priorities on the part of this ad-
ministration and tax policies and 
trickle down economics. Those people, 
they say, are just a bunch of welfare 
cheats, because they say that this 
would discourage people from going out 
and finding work if we extended unem-
ployment benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the most out-
rageous thing. I mean, I guess a lot of 
these Republicans and the Bush admin-
istration do not know real people and 
they have not gone out and walked the 
streets and gone into the malls and 
talked to people who have lost their 
jobs through no fault of their own, can-
not find work, and just wanted a little 
bit of help so that they can keep their 
household together, so they can make 
the bare minimum payments on their 
house, their utilities, and put food on 
their table for their kids. The Bush 
people think, well, that is welfare. It is 
an earned benefit. People paid these 

taxes. There is money sitting in the 
unemployment trust fund. They should 
just give us a straight up-or-down vote. 

Well, that is sort of the third thing 
here, is the Republican leadership does 
not want a straight up-or-down vote on 
this issue. Why? Because if we had a 
straight up-or-down vote in the United 
States House of Representatives and in 
the United States Senate on an exten-
sion of unemployment benefits, to 
spend some of the money out of the 
trust fund to help these 1.1 million peo-
ple who cannot find jobs and their ben-
efits are exhausted, it would pass over-
whelmingly. So they will not allow us 
a vote. We managed to attach an 
amendment to an unrelated bill and fi-
nally did trigger a vote on that, and it 
was amusing to watch all of the Repub-
licans line up on the other side of the 
aisle after they had been beat to heck 
by their leadership to change their 
votes one after another after another 
after another, because they did not 
want to be on the wrong side of the 
issue. 

But then their leader got up at the 
end of the day and said, do not worry, 
that will never come out of conference. 
Why will that not come out of con-
ference? Why will not the will of the 
people of the elected House of Rep-
resentatives, who voted 227 to 179 in a 
tangential way of extending unemploy-
ment benefits, and who voted more 
overwhelmingly to up front extend 
those unemployment benefits, why will 
he not let that come out of conference? 
The money is in the trust fund, the suf-
fering is real, people need some help. 
Let us have an up-or-down vote and ex-
tend unemployment benefits for all 
Americans.

f 

ALAN BABIN, A TRUE TEXAS WAR 
HERO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CARTER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, tonight I 
stand here to recognize one of Texas’s 
finest soldiers and a true Texas hero. 
On March 31, 2003, Alan Babin of the 
First Battalion, 325th Airborne Infan-
try Regiment started his second day of 
war. On that day, the third platoon, a 
platoon that he had recently joined, 
was working to secure a bridge on the 
Euphrates River near Samawah when 
enemy fire intensified and a soldier 
took a shot in the head. Alan, who was 
a paratrooper medic, gave up cover and 
sprinted the 20 meters to aid the sol-
dier. In that sprint, Alan took a shot in 
the belly. That single action has war-
ranted Alan the title of war hero; a 
purple heart, a bronze star medal with 
V for valor. However, neither Alan’s 
brave action nor the rewards that fol-
lowed came at a small price. 

Alan is a fourth generation military 
man. Both his mother and father 
served in the military. Now he is fight-
ing a second battle, and it is a long 

battle. He is fighting that battle from 
a hospital room. 

Today he has undergone over 70 sur-
geries. He has battled severe infection, 
meningitis, and stroke. Alan lay on the 
battlefield for 3 hours in pain until he 
was evacuated to the USS Comfort 
where he received excellent medical 
treatment by the folks there and very 
loving people that took care of him; 
but in the process, he suffered a stroke, 
and this infection grew rampant in his 
entire abdominal cavity. Most people 
did not think Alan was going to make 
it. The doctors said, if you are people 
of faith, you need to begin to pray. 

My colleagues need to understand 
Alan’s family. His mother, Rosy, and 
his dad, Alan, and his sister Christy, 
they went to the task. Rosy started e-
mailing her friends and relatives and 
neighbors in Round Rock, Texas, and 
in the rest of Texas; and this spread 
throughout the entire country until 
thousands of people began to pray for 
this young man and to send encourage-
ment. 

When we got Alan finally here at 
Walter Reed, he was still with an ex-
posed abdominal cavity, which had to 
be washed every night to fight the in-
fection, and this 23-year-old man was 
fighting that battle with his mother by 
his side, and she has vowed not to leave 
his side until he is well. His little sister 
came up here to visit him. His dad was 
here by his side. Now, these folks, 
along with the folks back in Round 
Rock, Texas, are helping Alan battle 
through this terrible tragedy. 

Alan continues to persevere daily, 
and he is overcoming all of the odds 
and the doctors say, whatever you are 
doing, keep doing it. These obstacles 
are being overcome. Just the other day 
I ran into Rosy in church and she told 
me, Alan actually picked up his glasses 
and put them on his own nose. That 
shows his motor skills are coming back 
from the stroke. That little victory 
was a huge thing for his mother. They 
have closed his wounds; the infection is 
going away. He has come from months 
and months in bed to therapy sessions. 
In the doctors’ eyes and in the gen-
erals’ eyes, this young man has over-
come the worst odds that anybody can 
overcome. Now, each day it is a bless-
ing that he continues to recover. 

His service and his sacrifice has not 
gone unnoticed. The folks back home, 
knowing that Alan would not be able 
to climb stairs, the folks in Round 
Rock, Texas, the builders and contrac-
tors went and built a room on their 
two-story house at ground level so that 
Alan will be able to negotiate to and 
from his bedroom when he gets to come 
home. The whole community is behind 
this family. 

During his stay at Walter Reed Hos-
pital, he was visited by many, many 
people, including President Bush, Vice 
President CHENEY, Secretary of State 
Colin Powell, Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger, Members of Congress, 
and numerous other military officials. 
I was there when he was awarded his 
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medals, and one could see what was im-
portant in this young man’s heart, be-
cause every time they called him para-
trooper, his eyes sparkled and one 
could tell that he knew that they were 
talking about something of which he 
was proud. 

Today is almost the anniversary of 
that tremendous wound that Alan suf-
fered. He is recovering, through the 
grace of God and some wonderful med-
ical people across this country. He is 
now back at least in Texas undergoing 
therapy, recovering every day, only be-
cause he and his family are true heroes 
who support the effort of this country 
and are proud of the service of their 
son. Alan, along with his family, serves 
as an inspiration for his fellow soldiers, 
as well as his fellow Texans. We in 
Texas are very proud of Alan and we 
say, God bless America and God bless 
Alan for his sacrifice. Alan Babin is a 
Texas hero.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

CONNECTING THE DOTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MEEKs) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I believe it was Abraham Lincoln 
who said, ‘‘You can fool some of the 
people all of the time and all of the 
people some of the time, but you can’t 
fool all of the people all of the time.’’ 
Until recently, the Bush administra-
tion has fooled some of the people all 
of the time and all of the people some 
of the time on Social Security, Medi-
care, tax cuts for the rich, economic re-
covery, the No Child Left Behind Act, 
nation-building, the war against ter-
rorism, and, most especially, the war 
in Iraq. The President has been able to 
do this because most Americans simply 
do not believe that the President of the 
United States would distort and de-
ceive on such basic issues as war and 
the well-being of children and the el-
derly.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind the gentleman not to 
make personal references to the Presi-
dent.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, during the 2 days of the hearings of 
the National Commission on Terrorist 
Attacks upon the United States, it was 
clear that the time for the fooling of 
the people may be running out. Of 
course, there are those Americans in-
side and outside of Congress who al-
ways question the veracity of the 
President’s arguments for going to 
war. My hope is that the testimony at 
the hearings, along with a series of 

widely publicized books and articles 
published in the last year or so, the 
latest being Richard Clarke’s ‘‘Against 
All Enemies,’’ will enable the broader 
public to connect the dots to the truth. 
I believe they will see that the dots of 
deception lead straight to the Oval Of-
fice. 

This response of administration offi-
cials to Mr. Clarke’s charge that the 
President has done a terrible job on the 
war against terrorism is typical: throw 
sand into the public’s eyes. Bait and 
switch. In other words, attack a per-
son’s motives while refusing to address 
the substance of the critique. Hide the 
facts. Concoct data. Delay. Blame ev-
erything on Clinton. Do the opposite of 
what you say. Claim not to remember 
a conversation or a meeting. Insist on 
redacting critical portions of critical 
congressional reports. Accuse critics of 
being disgruntled employees. All to 
cover up arrogant, reckless, and dis-
graceful conduct of foreign and domes-
tic policy. 

We should commend those public 
servants who, in the aftermath of 9/11-
PATRIOT Act hysteria, have put loy-
alty to country above loyalty to the 
President, risking their careers to shed 
light on the dark underside of George 
W. Bush’s Presidency. This lengthening 
list includes the Minneapolis and Phoe-
nix-based FBI agent who revealed that 
FBI field operatives tried to get high-
er-ups to pay attention to individuals 
on the counterterrorism watch list, in-
cluding several who later crashed air-
planes into the World Trade Center and 
the Pentagon, were in the United 
States taking flying lessons; the joint 
inquiry of the House and Senate Intel-
ligence Committees that revealed seri-
ous lapses on the part of the senior ad-
ministration and intelligence officials 
during the lead-up to 9/11; John Wilson, 
a former ambassador, who disputed the 
claim that Saddam Hussein had sought 
uranium fuel in Niger, Africa. Wilson 
rejected the tales of the President and 
Vice President, Defense Secretary, Sec-
retary of State, and National Security 
Adviser were telling about Saddam’s 
alleged nuclear weapons program and, 
as we now know, the White House re-
taliated by telling a journalist that 
Wilson’s wife was a covert CIA opera-
tive. 

In a book by Ron Suskind, former 
Treasury Department Paul O’Neill in-
sists that from the very beginning, the 
administration and the President were 
fixated on invading Iraq, Mr. O’Neill, 
who told the President that a second 
round of tax cuts would damage the 
economy, and also reveals that Vice 
President CHENEY contended that Ron-
ald Reagan had proved that deficits do 
not matter. 

David Kay head of the CIA’s Iraq 
Survey Group, congressional testimony 
that no weapons of mass destruction 
had been found, that no weapons of 
mass destruction were likely to ever be 
found, and that frankly, the adminis-
tration and the intelligence commu-
nity had it all wrong. And now, Rich-

ard Clarke, a senior counterterrorism 
official in the Reagan, Clinton, and 
both Bush administrations, who says 
immediately after 9/11, the President 
and other senior officials were focused 
more on finding a pretext for attacking 
Iraq than on finding Osama bin Laden 
and al Qaeda.

b 2015 

Clarke quotes Defense Secretary 
Rumsfeld as saying there were not any 
good targets to bomb in Afghanistan 
but plenty in Iraq. Mr. Clarke also con-
tends that invading Iraq was a priority 
even before the President took office. 

If what Clarke, Kay, O’Neill and oth-
ers have said is true, then it is fair to 
not only say weapons of mass destruc-
tion was a hype but also that every 
new explanation the administration 
has given since it declared an end to 
major operations is part of a cover-up 
of a war of choice, not necessity. 

This is the context in which the pub-
lic can connect the dots of the adminis-
tration’s attempts to obstruct the joint 
congressional Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence investigation of 
9/11 and its belated cooperation and 
then only under the threat of subpoena 
with the independent commission in-
vestigating intelligence.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BURGESS). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. DELAURO addressed the House. 
Her remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

SENDING OUR TROOPS INTO BAT-
TLE WITHOUT ADEQUATE PRO-
TECTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker, I 
probably will not take my 5 minutes, 
but I was standing here, sitting here 
listening to my colleague from Texas 
talk about the young man who had 
been wounded and was recovering. And 
I am reminded that there are some 
nearly now 600 soldiers who have lost 
their lives in Iraq and we do not know 
for sure but somewhere between 3,500 
and 4,000 have been seriously injured. 

I think it is a sad and a tragic fact 
that the President, Secretary Rums-
feld, this administration, sent our 
troops into battle without providing 
them with adequate protection. As a 
result, there are those who probably 
have lost their lives simply because 
they did not have body armor; and 
there are those who have lost their 
limbs simply because this administra-
tion has not taken care of the problem 
of unarmored Humvees in Iraq. 

Many, many months ago I wrote Sec-
retary Rumsfeld a letter after I had re-
ceived a letter from a young soldier in 
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Baghdad, a young soldier who is a West 
Point graduate and a gung-ho Army 
guy. In his letter to me he said, ‘‘Con-
gressman, I am so proud of the Army. 
We are doing everything that we can 
here to help these people.’’ But later on 
in his letter he said, ‘‘My men are won-
dering why they do not have the pro-
tection of this interceptor vest, this 
high-tech vest that has the capacity 
because of its construction and the ma-
terials used to actually stop an AK–47 
round.’’ 

I started exploring that problem, and 
what I found was that we sent soldiers 
in the initial assault into Iraq without 
this most basic protection. 

Now these vests were used in Afghan-
istan, and we found out in the Afghani-
stan conflict that they were effective. 
It is thought that as many as 19 lives of 
our soldiers were saved during the Af-
ghanistan conflict because they had 
this interceptor vest. And yet when we 
sent our soldiers into battle in Iraq 
many went into those fights without 
this body armor. 

So I wrote Secretary Rumsfeld; and I 
got a letter back from Mr. Brownlee, 
his Chief of Staff, and in that letter I 
was told that we hoped that we would 
have all of our soldiers equipped with 
this body armor by November. That 
was November of 2003. The war in Iraq 
started in March. 

Then a couple of weeks later I get a 
second letter from General Myers, the 
Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In 
his letter General Myers informed me 
that it probably would be December be-
fore our soldiers were fully equipped 
with this body armor. And I remind 
you that the war started in March. 

I asked Mr. Rumsfeld how many sol-
diers perhaps had lost their lives on the 
battlefield who were not equipped with 
this body armor, and he indicated to 
me he could not answer that question 
because they do not collect that data. 

Well, Secretary Rumsfeld said No-
vember. General Myers said December. 
Before we left this city for our holiday 
period, Christmas, the Pentagon held a 
briefing; and one of my staff members 
went to the briefing and the person 
holding the briefing said it was likely 
to be January before our soldiers were 
equipped with this vest. The war began 
in March. And, lo and behold, about 3 
weeks ago I get a letter indicating that 
finally, finally, a year after the war 
began, this administration is willing to 
say that all of our troops have access 
to the body armor. 

Now, Chris Matthews visited many of 
the troops at Walter Reed and he had 
that on his show this weekend. During 
that show, near the end of the show, he 
indicated that the body armor could 
protect the lives but not the limbs of 
our soldiers. 

I end my remarks, Mr. Speaker, by 
pointing out that we have unarmored 
Humvees in Iraq tonight. The only 
company that produces these armored 
vehicles is in Ohio. They tell me that 
they can produce 500 a month, and the 
Pentagon is only asking for 220 a 

month. How many soldiers will have 
their arms and legs destroyed because 
this administration is not providing 
them with the equipment that could 
keep them safe?

f 

NATIONAL SECURITY ADVISOR 
SHOULD TESTIFY BEFORE 9/11 
COMMISSION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker and 
Members of the House, I rise to review 
the debate that has been going on be-
tween the distinguished National Secu-
rity Advisor of the President, 
Condoleezza Rice, and those who be-
lieve that she should be called back to 
testify under oath. The reason that has 
been put forward that this is not pos-
sible is that Ms. Rice claims that it is 
a matter of constitutional principle 
that the separation of powers prevents 
the President’s close aides from testi-
fying to Congress. 

But, as many have noted, there have 
been senior aides that have testified 
before. As a matter of fact, they have 
held the same position that she holds. 
Mr. Sandy Berger has testified before 
Congress and Mr. Zbigniew Brzezinski 
has, in fact, testified before the Con-
gress. So what we realize now is that 
there is no problem here. There is no 
separation of powers argument for her 
to present. 

I happen to serve with the House 
Committee on the Judiciary, and I can 
recall when President Gerald Ford 
came before the committee to try to 
deal with a very extraordinary na-
tional issue in which he explained why 
he had granted some extraordinary re-
lief or pardon to former President 
Nixon. It was a national issue. Well, in 
my view, I believe the death of more 
than 3,000 Americans is an extraor-
dinarily important issue that should 
allow Ms. Rice to come before the 9/11 
Commission. 

But the traditions really do not mean 
anything and the separations of power 
argument fails completely because it 
turns out that Condoleezza Rice has for 
4 hours or more already testified before 
the Commission on February 7. So 
there is no issue about separation of 
powers. 

This would be the same as allowing a 
person to testify before the Committee 
on the Judiciary privately about con-
versations with their attorney, but 
then when they come before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary they would 
certainly not be able to invoke the at-
torney-client privilege and refuse to 
testify on the same matters that they 
have at an earlier meeting. 

So what we are concerned about is 
about whether we can separate from 
the American people the truth of what 
has been happening in our White 
House. 

Now the concept of the separation of 
powers doctrine was conceived by 

James Madison to prevent any branch 
of this three-branch system of govern-
ment from encroaching on the powers 
of the other two branches. This pre-
serves the dispersal of power so that it 
is not concentrated in one branch, and 
it also preserves the constitutional sys-
tem of checks and balances. But our 
friend has already testified to the Com-
mission earlier. So that now that she 
has already given private testimony 
she cannot be heard to come back and 
claim that she is prevented from doing 
that. 

The only problem that this raises is 
whether she wants to testify under 
oath. And I think that this makes it 
very important that she listen to one 
of the members of the panel, former 
Secretary of the Navy Lehman, ap-
pointee of the President, who said that 
this is very bad political strategy for 
you to claim that you are prevented 
from coming before the committee to 
give formal testimony. 

It is not going to work. I think that 
it is very important that we realize 
that. The Congressional Research Serv-
ice has done for me an analysis of the 
Presidential advisor’s testimony before 
congressional committees. 

Now this is made more curious by the 
fact that more recently, after the 
statements made by Richard Clarke, 
that Ms. Rice asked the Commission to 
again come before it to respond to the 
allegations of Mr. Clarke. 

Mr. Speaker, I will insert into the 
RECORD the Report for Congress by the 
Congressional Research Service.
CRS REPORT FOR CONGRESS—PRESIDENTIAL 

ADVISERS’ TESTIMONY BEFORE CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEES: A BRIEF OVERVIEW, 
APRIL 5, 2002

(By Harold C. Relyea, Specialist in American 
National Government, Government and Fi-
nance Division, and Jay R. Shampansky, 
Legislative Attorney, American Law Divi-
sion) 

SUMMARY 
Since the beginning of the federal govern-

ment, Presidents have called upon executive 
branch officials to provide them with advice 
regarding matters of policy and administra-
tion. While Cabinet members were among 
the first to play such a role, the creation of 
the Executive Office of the President (EOP) 
in 1939 and the various agencies located 
within that structure resulted in a large in-
crease in the number and variety of presi-
dential advisers. All senior staff members of 
the White House Office and the leaders of the 
various EOP agencies and instrumentalities 
could be said to serve as advisers to the 
President. 

Occasionally, these executive branch offi-
cials playing a presidential advisory role 
have been called upon to testify before con-
gressional committees and subcommittees. 
Sometimes, such invited appearances have 
been prompted by allegations of personal 
misconduct on the part of the official, but 
they have also included instances when ac-
countability for policymaking and adminis-
trative or managerial actions have insti-
gated the request for testimony. Because 
such appearances before congressional com-
mittees or subcommittees seemingly could 
result in demands for advice proffered to the 
President, or the disclosure—inadvertent or 
otherwise—of such advice, there has been re-
sistance, from time to time, by the Chief Ex-
ecutive to allowing such testimony. 
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Congress has a constitutionally rooted 

right of access to the information it needs to 
perform its Article I legislative and over-
sight functions. Generally, a congressional 
committee with jurisdiction over the subject 
matter, which is conducting an authorized 
investigation for legislative or oversight 
purposes, has a right to information held by 
the executive branch in the absence of either 
a valid claim of constitutional privilege by 
the executive or a statutory provision where-
by Congress has limited its constitutional 
right to information. 

A congressional committee may request 
(informally, or by a letter from the com-
mittee chair, perhaps co-signed by the rank-
ing Member) or demand (pursuant to sub-
poena) the testimony of a presidential ad-
viser. However, Congress may encounter 
legal and political problems in attempting to 
enforce a subpoena to a presidential adviser. 
Conflicts concerning congressional requests 
or demands for executive branch testimony 
or documents often involve extensive nego-
tiations and may be resolved by some form 
of compromise as to, inter alia, the scope of 
the testimony or information to be provided 
to Congress. 

Since the beginning of the federal govern-
ment, Presidents have called upon executive 
branch officials to provide them with advice 
regarding matters of policy and administra-
tion. The Constitution recognized such rela-
tionships when it authorized the President, 
in Article II, section 2, to ‘‘require the Opin-
ion, in writing, of the principal Officer in 
each of the executive Departments, upon any 
Subject relating to the Duties of their re-
spective Offices.’’ There were, as well, rea-
sons to expect that such advice, whether of-
fered orally or in writing, would be held in 
confidence. The advice was for the Presi-
dent’s consideration and his decisionmaking. 
The matters involved were sensitive, perhaps 
bearing upon the foreign, military, eco-
nomic, or law enforcement policy of the na-
tion. Also, the provision, discussion, and use 
of such advice by the executive branch could 
affect its relationships with the other co-
equal constitutional branches. President 
George Washington and his Cabinet had 
these considerations in mind, as Secretary of 
State Thomas Jefferson’s notes on their de-
liberations reflect, when they decided upon a 
response to a 1792 congressional request for 
information: 

‘‘We had all considered, and were of one 
mind, first, that the House was an inquest, 
and therefore might institute inquiries. Sec-
ond that it might call for papers generally. 
Third, that the Executive ought to commu-
nicate such papers as the public good would 
permit, and ought to refuse those, the disclo-
sure of which would injure the public; con-
sequently were to exercise a discretion. 
Fourth, that neither the committee nor 
House had a right to call on the Head of a 
Department, who and whose papers were 
under the President alone; but that the com-
mittee should instruct their chairman
to move the House to address the President. 
. . .’’

The Cabinet, composed of the principal of-
ficers in each of the executive departments, 
failed, for several reasons, to develop as an 
important source of presidential advice. The 
department heads constituting the Cabinet 
were often chosen to satisfy interests that 
contributed significantly to the President’s 
election. Considerations of partisanship, ide-
ology, geography, public image and stature, 
and aptitude, among others, figured promi-
nently in their selection. Sometimes the 
President was not personally well acquainted 
with these individuals and had only minimal 
confidence and trust in them. In a few cases, 
a political rival was included in the Cabinet. 

It is also very likely that some activist 
Presidents were ill suited to the group delib-
eration of the Cabinet. Similarly, many Cab-
inet members might have felt unqualified, or 
were unwilling, to offer counsel to the Presi-
dent on matters outside of their immediate 
portfolios; their advice was perhaps limited 
to, and protective of, departmental interests. 
Finally, personal hostilities between or 
among department heads could result in 
such tumult within the Cabinet that little 
useful advice could be gained. 

Consequently, Presidents generally looked 
to other quarters for advisers. One develop-
ment in this regard was the creation of cir-
cles of advisers composed of both public offi-
cials and private citizens. President Andrew 
Jackson, whose election and White House 
tenure occurred in an era marked by violent 
political controversy and party instability, 
utilized an informal group of advisers which 
came to be known as the Kitchen Cabinet. 
The members represented ‘‘rising social 
groups as yet denied the prestige to which 
they felt their power and energies entitled 
them’’—newspapermen, the President’s pri-
vate secretary, campaign organizers and offi-
cials from prior administrations, and long-
time personal friends. 

When John Tyler succeeded to the presi-
dency upon the death of William Henry Har-
rison, he revived Jackson’s practice. De-
serted by Whigs and Democrats alike, Tyler 
resorted to a select circle of advisers com-
posed of personal and political friends from 
his native Virginia—a college president, a 
state supreme court judge, four members of 
the state’s delegation in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and a Senator. Following this 
practice, several succeeding Presidents had 
informal groups of advisers that were given 
colorful names by the press. For example, for 
Grover Cleveland, it was a Fishing Cabinet; 
for Theodore Roosevelt, a Tennis Cabinet; 
for Warren G. Harding, a Poker Cabinet; and 
for Herbert Hoover, a Medicine Ball Cabinet. 

Jackson’s inclusion of his personal sec-
retary in his Kitchen Cabinet reflects an-
other line of development regarding presi-
dential advisers. Beginning with Wash-
ington, Presidents sought to meet the de-
mands of their office with the assistance of a 
single personal secretary, usually a relative, 
compensated from their own private re-
sources. In 1833, Congress authorized the 
President to appoint, with the advise and 
consent of the Senate, a secretary ‘‘whose 
duty it shall be, under the direction of the 
President, to sign in his name and for him, 
all patents for lands sold or granted under 
the authority of the United States.’’ Jackson 
named Andrew Jackson Donelson, his wife’s 
nephew and current personal secretary, to 
this position, relieving himself of continued 
personal compensation of the young man. Ul-
timately, Congress appropriated funds to the 
Chief Executive in 1857 for an official house-
hold—a personal secretary, a steward to su-
pervise the Executive Mansion, and a mes-
senger. 

Many years later, in 1929, Congress was 
persuaded to authorize an increase in the 
President’s top personnel, adding two more 
secretaries and an administrative assistant. 
Appointed to these senior staff positions 
were presidential lieutenants, if not presi-
dential intimates and advisers. When Frank-
lin D. Roosevelt came to the presidency in 
1933, he brought with him, from his New 
York gubernatorial experience, a new kind of 
advisory circle, composed of intellectuals, or 
at least a core group of Columbia University 
professors who were joined by other ideas 
people to form the ‘‘Brains Trust.’’ Because 
there were an insufficient number of staff po-
sitions at the White House to accommodate 
them, these advisers were placed elsewhere 
in the executive branch, but, for the most 
part, directly served the President. 

This staffing situation, coordination prob-
lems, and the development of a new adminis-
trative management concept prompted Roo-
sevelt to create, by announcement, a study 
panel—the President’s Committee on Admin-
istrative Management, under the leadership 
of Louis Brownlow, a prominent public ad-
ministration practitioner—in 1936 to exam-
ine and make recommendations regarding 
these matters. Reporting some 10 months 
later, the Brownlow committee addressed 
presidential staffing in dramatic and de-
tailed terms: 

‘‘The President needs help. His immediate 
staff assistance is entirely inadequate. He 
should be given a small number of executive 
assistants who would be his direct aides in 
dealing with the managerial agencies and ad-
ministrative departments of the government. 
These assistants, probably not exceeding six 
in number, would be in addition to the 
present secretaries, who deal with the public, 
with the Congress, and with the press and 
radio. These aides would have no power to 
make decisions or issue instructions in their 
own right. They would not be interposed be-
tween the President and the heads of his de-
partments. They would not be assistant 
presidents in any sense. Their function 
would be, when any matter was presented to 
the President for action affecting any part of 
the administrative work of the Government, 
to assist him in obtaining quickly and with-
out delay all pertinent information possessed 
by any of the executive departments so as to 
guide him in making his responsible deci-
sions; and then when decisions have been 
made, to assist him in seeing to it that every 
administrative department and agency af-
fected is promptly informed. Their effective-
ness in assisting the President will, we 
think, be directly proportional to their abil-
ity to discharge their functions with re-
straint. They would remain in the back-
ground, issue no orders, make no decisions, 
emit no public statements. Men for these po-
sitions should be carefully chosen by the 
President from within and without the Gov-
ernment. They should be men in whom the 
President has personal confidence and whose 
character and attitude is [sic] such that they 
would not attempt to exercise power on their 
own account. They should be possessed of 
high competence, great physical vigor, and a 
passion for anonymity. They should be in-
stalled in the White House itself, directly ac-
cessible to the President. In the selection of 
these aides, the President should be free to 
call on departments from time to time for 
the assignment of persons who, after a tour 
of duty as his aides, might be restored to 
their old positions.’’

In addition to the proposed addition of six 
assistants to the President’s staff, the com-
mittee’s report also recommended vesting 
responsibility in the President for the con-
tinuous reorganization of the executive 
branch Released to Congress on January 12, 
1937, the report soon became lost in high pol-
itics. Three weeks after submitting the 
Brownlow committee’s report to Congress, 
Roosevelt announced he wanted to enlarge 
the membership of the Supreme Court. His 
‘‘court packing’’ plan not only fed congres-
sional fears of a presidential power grab, but 
also so preoccupied Congress that the 
Brownlow committee’s recommendations 
were ignored. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
Although efforts at gaining legislative ap-

proval of the Brownlow committee’s rec-
ommendations lay in ruin in the spring of 
1938, the President had not deserted the 
cause. By July, Roosevelt was meeting with 
Brownlow and the other committee mem-
bers. The panel would not be officially reas-
sembled, but he wanted each man’s help with 
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a reorganization authority proposal. The re-
sulting measure empowered the President to 
propose reorganization plans, subject to a 
veto by a majority vote of disapproval in 
both houses of Congress, and to also appoint 
six administrative assistants. 

After three days of discussion and debate, 
the House adopted the bill on March 8, 1939. 
Twelve days later, the Senate began consid-
ering the proposal. Following two days of 
sparring over amendments, the Senate 
adopted the bill. A quick conference cleared 
the measure for Roosevelt’s signature on 
April 3. Earlier, the President had asked the 
Brownlow committee members to assist with 
the preparation of his initial reorganization 
plans. 

Following consultations with Budget Bu-
reau Director Harold D. Smith, the 
Brownlow group presented two reorganiza-
tion proposals to Roosevelt on April 23. Plan 
1, submitted to Congress on April 25, trans-
ferred certain agencies to the Executive Of-
fice of the President, but offered no expla-
nation of that entity. In Plan 2, a presi-
dential emergency council was abolished and 
most of its functions were transferred to the 
Executive Office. While both plans were ac-
ceptable to legislators, their effective dates 
were troublesome in terms of accommo-
dating fiscal calendar necessities. By joint 
resolution, Congress provided that both 
plans would be effective on July 1, 1939. Fol-
lowing this action, the President, on Sep-
tember 8, issued E.O. 8248, formally orga-
nizing the Executive Office and, thereby, de-
fining it in terms of its components. 
Brownlow, who drafted the initial reorga-
nization plan, viewed the Executive Office as 
the institutional realization of administra-
tive management and ‘‘the effective coordi-
nation of the tremendously wide-spread fed-
eral machinery.’’ He called the initial 
version ‘‘a little thing’’ compared to its later 
size. It grew under Roosevelt and ‘‘it contin-
ued to expand and was further regularized by 
statute, by appropriation acts, and by more 
reorganization plans’’ during the succeeding 
years. 

The Executive Office organized by E.O. 8248 
consisted of the White House Office, the Bu-
reau of the Budget, the National Resources 
Planning Board, the Office of Government 
Reports, and the Liaison Office for Personnel 
Management. It also provided that, ‘‘in the 
event of a national emergency,’’ there could 
be established ‘‘such office for emergency 
management as the President shall deter-
mine.’’ The Office for Emergency Manage-
ment was created by an administrative order 
on May 25, 1940, and its functions were fur-
ther specified in an administrative order of 
January 7, 1941. It subsequently served as a 
parent unit for a number of subordinate 
emergency management bodies. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADVISER GROWTH 
The creation of the Executive Office of the 

President contributed to an increase in the 
number of presidential advisers for several 
reasons. First, it provided an enclave for var-
ious agencies that immediately assisted the 
President. Primary among these was the 
White House Office, which was no longer 
merely the President’s small office staff, but 
an agency with hierarchically organized staff 
positions whose personnel rapidly expanded 
during the next few decades. 

Second, it counted agencies, such as the 
Liaison Office for Personnel Management 
and the Office for Emergency Management, 
that were headed by an administrative as-
sistant—and adviser—to the President on the 
White House Office payroll. It also included 
agencies, such as the Bureau of the Budget 
(and its Office of Management and Budget 
successor), that were headed by leaders for 
whom advising the President was a primary 
responsibility. 

Third, senior White House Office staff 
would come to supervise and direct the staff 
of other Executive Office entities: the Assist-
ant to the President for National Security 
Affairs would direct the National Security 
Council staff and the Assistant to the Presi-
dent for Domestic Policy would direct the 
Domestic Council staff. 

Fourth, in January 1973, President Richard 
M. Nixon vested his Secretary of the Treas-
ury and his director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget with dual White House Of-
fice positions, respectively, of Assistant to 
the President for Economic Affairs and As-
sistant to the President for Executive Man-
agement. He also vested his Secretary of Ag-
riculture, Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development with dual White House 
Office positions, respectively, of Counselor 
to the President for Natural Resources, 
Counselor to the President for Human Re-
sources, and Counselor to the President for 
Community Development. Having such dual 
White House Office titles was viewed as giv-
ing added emphasis, if not authority, to the 
role of these officials as presidential advis-
ers. 

In the aftermath of World War II, Congress 
statutorily chartered most of the agencies 
within the Executive Office of the President. 
Furthermore, Congress routinely appro-
priated funds for the operating expenses of 
these entities. In 1944, Congress had adopted 
an amendment to an appropriation bill that 
was designed to restrain the creation of Ex-
ecutive Office agencies by executive order—
a frequent occurrence during 1941–1944. The 
amendment stated: 

‘‘After January 1, 1945, no part of any ap-
propriation or fund made available by this or 
any other Act shall be allotted or made 
available to, or used to pay the expenses of, 
any agency or instrumentality including 
those established by Executive order after 
such agency or instrumentality has been in 
existence for more than one year, if the Con-
gress has not appropriated any money spe-
cifically for such agency or instrumentality 
or specifically authorized the expenditure of 
funds by it.’’

In 1982, when Title 31 of the United States 
Code was recodified, the amendment was re-
pealed and replaced with new language at 
section 1347. The opening sentence of the new 
section, which remains as operative law, 
states: ‘‘An agency in existence for more 
than one year may not use amounts other-
wise available for obligation to pay its ex-
penses without a specific appropriation or 
specific authorization by law.’’ 

With their growing number and influence, 
senior staff members of the White House Of-
fice and certain other Executive Office agen-
cies began to become of interest to congres-
sional committees when accountability for 
policymaking and administrative or manage-
rial actions prompted requests for their tes-
timony. Some, like War Production Board 
chairman Donald M. Nelson, who was popu-
larly known as the ‘‘arms czar,’’ appeared be-
fore and cooperated with the Senate Special 
Committee to Investigate the National De-
fense Program (‘‘Truman Committee’’) dur-
ing World War II to report on and discuss 
war material production and related coordi-
nation matters. Others, like Office of War 
Mobilization director James F. Byrnes, who 
was sometimes referred to as the ‘‘assistant 
president,’’ apparently avoided appearing be-
fore congressional committees during the 
World War II era, but were in communica-
tion with various individual Members of Con-
gress in leadership positions and served as li-
aisons between the President and Congress 
on a number of war matters. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADVISER TESTIMONY 
Beginning with the closing years of World 

War II, examples are provided below of in-

stances when a presidential adviser—a civil-
ian executive branch official, other than a 
member of the traditional Cabinet, who, as 
part of that official’s responsibilities and ac-
tivities, consulted with the President—testi-
fied before a congressional committee or 
subcommittee. Because these consultations 
with the President by such an official may 
be considered by the President to be privi-
leged and constitutionally protectable, ex-
amples are also provided of instances when 
invited congressional committee or sub-
committee testimony by a presidential ad-
viser was refused. None of the examples in-
volves testimony or refusal to testify by a 
former presidential adviser: 

Jonathan Daniels, Administrative Assist-
ant to the President, White House Office, ap-
peared before the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry on February 28 and 
March 7 and 8, 1944, to discuss his involve-
ment in the personnel policy of the Rural 
Electrification Administration. 

Wallace H. Graham, Physician to the 
President, White House Office, appeared be-
fore the Senate Committee on Appropria-
tions on January 13, 1948, to discuss informa-
tion to which he might have been privy with 
regard to the commodity market. 

Harry H. Vaughn, Military Aide to the 
President, White House Office, appeared be-
fore the Senate Committee on Expenditures 
in Executive Departments (now Govern-
mental Affairs) on August 30 and 31, 1949, to 
discuss his personal involvement in certain 
government procurement contracts. 

Donald S. Dawson, Administrative Assist-
ant to the President, White House Office, ap-
peared before the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency on May 10 and 11, 1951, 
to discuss allegations he had attempted to 
‘‘dominate’’ the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration and influence appointments to that 
body. 

Sherman Adams, Assistant to the Presi-
dent, White House Office, appeared before 
the House Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee on June 17, 1958, 
to discuss his involvement with certain lob-
byists. 

Edward E. David, Jr., Science Adviser to 
the President, White House Office, and direc-
tor, Office of Science and Technology, ap-
peared before the Senate Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs on June 15, 1971, to 
discuss the Nixon Administration’s position 
on energy policy matters; he appeared again 
before the House Committee on Science and 
Astronautics on June 14, 1972, to discuss 
science policy matters relating to Soviet-
American cooperation agreements. 

Virginia H. Knauer, Special Assistant to 
the President for Consumer Affairs, White 
House Office, and director, Office of Con-
sumer Affairs, appeared before the House Se-
lect Committee on Small Business on June 
25, 1971, to discuss consumer protection and 
advertising standards. 

Jerome H. Jaffe, Special Consultant to the 
President, White House Office, and director, 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Preven-
tion, appeared before the House Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on 
June 28, August 2, October 27, and November 
8, 1971, to discuss various aspects of the oper-
ations of the Special Action Office. 

Peter Flanigan, Assistant to the President, 
White House Office, appeared before the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary on April 20, 
1972, during the course of hearings on the 
confirmation of Richard Kleindienst as At-
torney General to discuss his involvement in 
apparent lobbying activities by the Inter-
national Telephone and Telegraph Company. 

Bruce A. Kehrli, Special Assistant to the 
President, White House Office, appeared be-
fore the Senate Select Committee on Presi-
dential Campaign Activities on May 17, 1973, 
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to discuss matters related to the Watergate 
incident. 

Patrick J. Buchanan, Special Consultant 
to the President, White House Office, ap-
peared before the Senate Select Committee 
on Presidential Campaign Activities on Sep-
tember 26, 1973, to discuss matters related to 
the Watergate incident. 

Richard M. Harden, Special Assistant to 
the President, White House Office, appeared 
before the Senate Appropriations Sub-
committee on Treasury, Postal Service, and 
General Government on March 9, 1977, to dis-
cuss funds for the White House Office; he ap-
peared again before the House Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal 
Service, and General Government on March 
15, 1977, to discuss these same matters. 

Rose Mary Woods, Personal Secretary to 
the President, White House Office, appeared 
before the Senate Select Committee on Pres-
idential Campaign Activities on March 22, 
1974, to discuss matters related to the Water-
gate incident. 

J. Frederick Buzhardt, Special Counsel to 
the President, White House Office, appeared 
before the Senate Select Committee on Pres-
idential Campaign Activities on April 10 and 
May 7, 1974, to discuss matters related to the 
Watergate incident. 

Alexander M. Haig, Jr., Staff Coordinator 
to the President, White House Office, ap-
peared before the Senate Select Committee 
on Presidential Campaign Activities on May 
2, and 15, 1974, to discuss matters related to 
the Watergate incident. 

Leonard Garment, Assistant to the Presi-
dent, White House Office, appeared before 
the Senate Select Committee on Presidential 
Campaign Activities on May 17, 1974, to dis-
cuss matters related to the Watergate inci-
dent. 

Lloyd Cutler, Counsel to the President, 
White House Office, appeared before the Sen-
ate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate 
the Activities of Individuals Representing 
the Interests of Foreign Governments on 
September 10, 1980, to discuss efforts by the 
President’s brother, Billy Carter, to influ-
ence the federal government on behalf of the 
government of Libya. 

Zbigniew Brzezinski, Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, 
White House Office, appeared before the Sen-
ate Judiciary Subcommittee to Investigate 
the Activities of Individuals Representing 
the Interests of Foreign Governments on 
September 17, 1980, to discuss efforts by the 
President’s brother, Billy Carter, to influ-
ence the federal government on behalf of the 
government of Libya. 

Samuel Berger, Deputy Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs, 
White House Office, appeared before the Sen-
ate Committee on Foreign Relations on May 
3, 1994, to provide a briefing on United States 
policy toward Haiti. 

Samuel Berger, Assistant to the President 
for National Security Affairs, White House 
Office, appeared before the Senate Com-
mittee on Governmental Affairs on Sep-
tember 11, 1997, concerning campaign fund-
raising practices in connection with the 1996 
federal election campaign. 

PRESIDENTIAL ADVISER TESTIMONY REFUSED 
Beginning with the years immediately 

after the conclusion of World War II, exam-
ples are provided below of instances when in-
vited congressional committee or sub-
committee testimony by a presidential ad-
viser was refused: 

John R. Steelman, Assistant to the Presi-
dent, White House Office, declined in March 
1948 to appear before a special subcommittee 
of the House Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Herbert G. Klein, Director of White House 
Communications, White House Office, de-

clined on September 21, 1971, to appear before 
the Senate Judiciary Subcommittee on Con-
stitutional Rights. 

Frederick V. Malek, Special Assistant to 
the President, White House Office, and 
Charles W. Colson, Special Counsel to the 
President, White House Office, declined in 
December 1971 to appear before the Senate 
Judiciary Subcommittee on Constitutional 
Rights. 

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the Presi-
dent for National Security Affairs, declined 
on February 28, 1972, to appear before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 

David Young, Special Assistant to the Na-
tional Security Council, declined on April 29, 
1972, to appear before the House Government 
Operations Subcommittee on Foreign Oper-
ations and Government Information. 

WHY PRESIDENTIAL ADVISERS DO NOT 
REGULARLY TESTIFY BEFORE COMMITTEES 
‘‘Although White House aides do not tes-

tify before congressional committees on a 
regular basis,’’ it has been observed, ‘‘under 
certain conditions they do. First, intense 
and escalating political embarrassment may 
convince the White House that it is in the in-
terest of the President to have these aides 
testify and ventilate the issue fully. Second, 
initial White House resistance may give way 
in the face of concerted congressional and 
public pressure.’’

Given the comity between the executive 
and legislative branches, Congress often 
elects not to request the appearance of presi-
dential aides. When Congress has requested 
the appearance of such aides, Presidents and 
their aides have at times resisted, asserting 
the separation of powers doctrine and/or ex-
ecutive privilege. These two grounds for de-
clining to comply with congressional re-
quests for the appearance of presidential 
aides overlap, and it is sometimes difficult 
to determine which argument is being raised. 

President Richard M. Nixon contended: 
‘‘Under the doctrine of separation of powers, 
the manner in which the President person-
ally exercises his assigned executive powers 
is not subject to questioning by another 
branch of Government. If the President is 
not subject to such questioning, it is equally 
appropriate that members of his staff not be 
so questioned, for their roles are in effect an 
extension of the Presidency.’’

The separation of powers doctrine was also 
cited in guidelines for White House staff 
issued during the Carter Administration as 
the basis for the ‘‘immunity’’ of the staff 
from appearing before committees. The 
guidelines ‘‘articulated the traditional argu-
ments against compulsory testimony to Con-
gress by White House advisers (i.e., need for 
‘frank and candid discussions,’ personal ad-
visers are agents of the President).’’

Executive privilege was invoked during the 
Nixon Administration when congressional 
committees sought the testimony of a White 
House aide at a Senate confirmation hearing 
and the testimony of the White House Coun-
sel at Senate committee hearings on the Wa-
tergate incident and related matters. 

CONGRESS’S RIGHT TO EXECUTIVE BRANCH 
INFORMATION 

Congress has a constitutionally rooted 
right of access to the information it needs to 
perform its Article I legislative and over-
sight functions. Generally, a congressional
committee with jurisdiction over the subject 
matter, which is conducting an authorized 
investigation for legislative or oversight 
purposes, has a right to information held by 
the executive branch in the absence of either 
a valid claim of constitutional privilege by 
the executive or a statutory provision where-
by Congress has limited its constitutional 
right to information. 

Efforts by congressional committees to ob-
tain information from the executive branch 

are sometimes met with assertions of execu-
tive privilege. No decision of the Supreme 
Court resolves the question of whether there 
are any circumstances in which the execu-
tive branch can refuse to provide informa-
tion sought by Congress on the basis of exec-
utive privilege, but the caselaw offers some 
guidance for committees when the privilege 
is asserted. In upholding a judicial subpoena 
in United States v. Nixon, the Supreme 
Court found a constitutional basis for the 
doctrine of executive privilege, rejected the 
President’s contention that the privilege was 
absolute, and balanced the President’s need 
for confidentiality and the judiciary’s need 
for the materials in a criminal proceeding. 

A distinction has been recognized by the 
courts between two aspects of executive 
privilege—the presidential communications 
privilege and the deliberative process privi-
lege. The former has a constitutional basis 
in the separation of powers doctrine, relates 
to ‘‘direct decisionmaking by the President,’’ 
and concerns ‘‘quintessential and non-dele-
gable powers,’’ whereas the latter ‘‘is pri-
marily a common law privilege’’ applicable 
‘‘to decisionmaking of executive officials 
generally.’’ The former applies to entire doc-
uments (including factual material) and 
‘‘covers final and post-decisional materials 
as well as pre-deliberative ones.’’ The latter 
covers predecisional and deliberative mate-
rials, not ‘‘purely factual [material], unless 
the material is so inextricably intertwined 
with the deliberative sections of documents 
that its disclosure would inevitably reveal 
the government’s deliberations.’’ Both privi-
leges are qualified. When either privilege is 
asserted, the court will balance the public 
interests involved and assess the need of the 
party seeking the privileged information. 

The range of executive branch officials 
who may appropriately assert executive 
privilege before congressional committees, 
and the circumstances under which they 
may do so, remains unresolved by the courts, 
and is a matter that may be determined by 
case-by-case accommodation between the po-
litical branches. Some guidance in this re-
gard was offered by Chief Justice William 
Rehnquist, when he was Assistant Attorney 
General in the Nixon Administration. 
Rehnquist distinguished between ‘‘those few 
executive branch witnesses whose sole re-
sponsibility is that of advising the Presi-
dent,’’ who ‘‘should not be required to appear 
[before Congress] at all, since all of their of-
ficial responsibilities would be subject to a 
claim of privilege,’’ and ‘‘the executive 
branch witness . . . whose responsibilities in-
clude the administration of departments or 
agencies established by Congress, and from 
whom Congress may quite properly require 
extensive testimony,’’ subject to ‘‘appro-
priate’’ claims of privilege. 

Following a review of Rehnquist’s state-
ment, precedents and practice concerning 
congressional access to executive branch in-
formation (particularly, the testimony of 
presidential advisers), and constitutional 
issues, it is possible to suggest some key 
legal factors that together may determine 
whether a congressional request for the tes-
timony of one who advises the President will 
be honored. (1) In the view of the executive, 
the few individuals whose sole duty is to ad-
vise the President should never be required 
to testify because all of their duties are pro-
tected by executive privilege. (2) The execu-
tive has conceded that an official who has 
operational functions in a department or 
agency established by law may be required 
to testify, although at times such an official 
may invoke executive privilege. (3) Congress 
may increase its leverage if the position of 
the potential witness is subject to Senate 
confirmation.
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PROCEDURE FOR OBTAINING EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

TESTIMONY 

A congressional committee may request 
(informally, or by a letter from the com-
mittee chair, perhaps co-signed by the rank-
ing Member) or demand (pursuant to sub-
poena) the testimony of a presidential ad-
viser. However, Congress may encounter 
legal and political problems in attempting to 
enforce a subpoena to a presidential adviser. 

Conflicts concerning congressional re-
quests or demands for executive branch tes-
timony or documents often involve extensive 
negotiations, and may be resolved by some 
form of compromise as to, inter alia, the 
scope of the testimony or information to be 
provided to Congress. If the executive branch 
fails to comply with a committee subpoena, 
and if negotiations do not resolve the mat-
ter, the committee may employ Congress’s 
inherent contempt authority (involving a 
trial at the bar of the Senate or House) or 
statutory criminal contempt authority in an 
effort to obtain the needed information. 
Both of these procedures are somewhat cum-
bersome, and their use may not result in the 
production of the information that is sought. 

When faced with a refusal by the executive 
branch to comply with a demand for infor-
mation, Congress has several alternatives to 
inherent and statutory contempt, although 
these alternatives are not without their own 
limitations. One approach is to seek declara-
tory or other relief in the courts. Previous 
attempts to seek judicial resolution of inter-
branch conflicts over information access 
issues have encountered procedural obstacles 
and have demonstrated the reluctance of the 
courts to resolve sensitive separation of pow-
ers issues. Other approaches may include, 
inter alia, appropriations riders, impeach-
ment, and a delay in the confirmation of 
presidential appointees. 

In addition to the options generally avail-
able in the event of a refusal by the execu-
tive to provide information sought by Con-
gress, when a presidential adviser who is not 
serving in a department or agency declines 
to testify before a committee, Congress 
might wish to establish the entity in which 
he serves by law, and subject the head of the 
entity to Senate confirmation. 

CONCLUSION 

(1) Legal and policy factors may explain 
why presidential advisers do not regularly 
testify before committees. (2) Generally, a 
congressional committee with jurisdiction 
over the subject matter, which is conducting 
an authorized investigation for legislative or 
oversight purposes, has a right to informa-
tion held by the executive branch in the ab-
sence of either a valid claim of constitu-
tional privilege by the executive or a statu-
tory provision whereby Congress has limited 
its constitutional right to information. (3) A 
committee may request or demand the testi-
mony of a presidential adviser. Legal mecha-
nisms available for enforcing congressional 
subpoenas to the executive branch may fail 
to provide the committee with the desired 
information. (4) Negotiations may result in 
the production of at least some of the infor-
mation sought.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would once again remind all 
Members, even though other debate 
may have intervened, to refrain from 
personal references to the President.

THE COST OF PRESCRIPTION 
DRUGS IN THE UNITED STATES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. GUTKNECHT) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend and include 
extraneous material on the subject of 
my special order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

and I hope to be joined by some of my 
colleagues tonight to talk about an 
issue that I have been coming down to 
the floor of this House for more than 5 
years to talk about.

b 2030 

That is the price that Americans pay 
for prescription drugs relative to the 
rest of the industrialized world, and I 
have often said that we as Americans 
are blessed and we should be prepared 
and willing to subsidize people in de-
veloping parts of the world, like sub-
Saharan Africa. I do not believe, how-
ever, that we should be required to sub-
sidize the starving Swiss, the Germans, 
the French and other industrialized 
powers. 

In the last 5 years, I remember when 
we first started doing these Special Or-
ders, and I would come down here, and 
it was basically just me and my charts 
and the chorus has been growing 
around the country and we have been 
joined by Republicans, by Democrats, 
by Independents and others. 

Another point I always try to make 
is that this is not an issue of right 
versus left. It is not conservatives 
versus liberals. As I say, it is not right 
versus left. It is right versus wrong, 
and the issue really is that Americans 
are being held captive here in the 
United States; and the net result, very 
predictable result, is that whenever 
you have a captive market, particu-
larly for a life-saving product like pre-
scription drugs, it is inevitable that 
we, the world’s best customers, would 
wind up paying the world’s highest 
price. 

I know there are some who believe 
that the answer is for the United 
States to have some kind of price con-
trols. I am not one that shares that 
view. 

About 4 years ago or 5 years ago now 
I guess, and one of the reasons I be-
came very involved in this issue was 
something that happened that was to-
tally unrelated to the price of prescrip-
tion drugs. The price of live hogs in the 
United States dropped from about $37 
per hundred weight to about $7, and 
these were the lowest prices for our 
hog farmers in 50 years. Many of my 
pork producers started calling me say-

ing, Congressman, can you not do 
something about these incredibly low 
prices for these pigs? I said I do not 
know what I can do, and they said, 
well, could you at least stop all these 
Canadian hogs from coming across our 
borders, making our supply demand 
situation worse? 

So, as their Congressman, I called 
the Secretary of Commerce, I called 
the Secretary of Agriculture, explained 
the situation that thousands of Cana-
dian hogs were coming into our mar-
kets making the price of pigs in the 
United States even lower and can we 
not do something to at least stop all of 
these pigs from coming into American 
markets. The answer I got from both 
the Secretary of Agriculture and the 
Secretary of Commerce was essentially 
the same answer. They said that is 
called NAFTA. It is called free trade, 
and all of the sudden a light bulb went 
on over my head, and I said is it not 
ironic that we have open markets when 
it comes to pork bellies, not when it 
comes to Prilosec. 

Literally, at that point, I moved 
from what Winston Churchill said the 
difference between a fan and a fanatic 
is, that a fanatic cannot change their 
mind and will not change the subject. I 
have become almost a fanatic on the 
issue of opening up markets to allow 
Americans to have world-class access 
to world-class drugs at world market 
prices. 

I am joined by my friend from Illi-
nois, and I would be happy to yield him 
some time; but I have a couple of 
charts. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield, why do you not 
do the charts because I think it is al-
ways the most informative for our au-
dience. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Let me talk a lit-
tle bit about this particular chart. A 
year ago right now I was in Munich, 
Germany, with one of my staffers. We 
were on our way home and stopped at 
the Munich airport pharmacy. As a 
matter of fact, the name of the phar-
macy, if you want to check it out, is 
the Metropolitan Pharmacy at the Mu-
nich airport. Those of us that travel a 
lot know if you want to get a bargain, 
the last place you go to get that bar-
gain is to buy at the airport, but we 
were on our way out of town. We 
bought then some of the most com-
monly prescribed drugs here in the 
United States, and these are the prices 
that we paid in April of 2003 in Munich, 
Germany. 

When we returned, we went and 
asked here in Washington, D.C., what 
the price for those same drugs in the 
same dosages with the same number of 
tablets would be here in the United 
States, and let me show you some of 
the examples. 

Coumadin is a drug that my father 
takes. Here in the United States, 100 
tablets in the United States, about 
$92.66. In Germany, the price was $28.44. 

Glucophage, a very effective drug, 
been around for a long time for diabe-
tes. Over in Germany, 30 tablets, 850 
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milligrams, back in April, $15.50 Amer-
ican. Here in the United States, $45, 
three times more expensive? 

Pravachol, I do not know much about 
that particular drug, but a commonly 
prescribed drug, $91 in Germany; $159 
here in the United States, and the list 
goes on. 

One of them we have talked a lot 
about, and these numbers have changed 
in part because of the change in the 
value of the dollar, but Tamoxifen, 
those numbers now have changed, and I 
see we have the updated price on the 
Tamoxifen as of today. Tamoxifen has 
come down a lot in the United States, 
but it is still more than twice as expen-
sive in the United States as it is in 
Germany. Part of the reason the price 
has come down in the U.S. is because 
there is now a new drug that is taking 
the place of Tamoxifen. 

Zestril, $39 in Germany; $75 in the 
United States. Zokor, $48 in Germany; 
$82 here, and I think is representative 
and we talk a lot about Canada, but 
what you will find is generally prices 
for prescription drugs in places like 
Germany are even cheaper, and hope-
fully we will talk about that as well be-
cause of parallel trading. And I would 
be happy to yield to my friend from Il-
linois. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague from Minnesota. 

As that chart shows, basically the 
difference between the United States 
price for the same drugs, same name-
brand products from Germany to Can-
ada to England is in the United States 
our seniors and our citizens have to 
pay somewhere between 40 to 60 per-
cent more for the same drugs they 
would get at their pharmacy than their 
G–8 or other members of the European 
Union; and you and I have done this 
many times, and the fact is we are not 
talking about some field somewhere in 
some mythological moment of some 
dream. There is parallel trading today 
in Europe. 

If you go to a pharmacy in Germany, 
they will price out that product you 
need, whether it is Lipitor, for what-
ever you need Lipitor for, the choles-
terol, whether you need another drug 
for blood pressure, for arthritis, or for 
your heart. Any of those medications 
they will look at Spain, look at Eng-
land, they will find the best price for 
you, and all we are talking about is 
having the American consumers, our 
senior citizens, link into that free mar-
ket, get the competition on price. So 
rather than paying 50 to 60 percent 
more than what people in England pay 
for Lipitor, we would pay the price 
that they pay in England or in Canada 
or in Italy or in the Netherlands or in 
Germany or in France. 

It is ironic because all those folks 
from those countries come to the 
United States for our medical care. Yet 
Americans must go overseas for their 
medications, and what we are talking 
about is having a system where you 
bring real competition to the pricing of 
pharmaceutical products and allow 

that competition and that market to 
bring the prices down and allow that 
choice to exist, not so people would 
have to drive up to Canada, not so peo-
ple would have to go on the Internet to 
get their pharmaceutical products; but 
that the prices that the people are now 
paying in Canada and in Germany and 
France for Tamoxifen, for Cipro, I am 
trying to look at the drugs, my eyes 
are not as good as they used to be, 
Zokor, those prices would come to 
their local pharmacy. They would go 
right down the street and get those 
prices, go to the pharmacist who would 
say, well, I think I can get something 
better in Toronto for you, or, we have 
the same price right here. 

That competition would bring the 
prices down here; and that is all we are 
talking about, and every product, 
whether that is in steel, autos, elec-
tronic, software, food, America has the 
most open markets and the best prices 
in the world. There is only one product 
line where we have a closed market, 
and that is the pharmaceutical prod-
ucts; and it is the only product that 
Americans pay 30, 40, 50, depending on 
the product, sometimes 60 percent 
more than our European allies and 
Canada. 

I would like to give you two other 
statistics. According to Families USA, 
of the 50 drugs most commonly used by 
seniors, the prices have increased 31⁄2 
times the rate of inflation over the 
past year; and between 2000 and 2003, 
seniors’ expenditures on prescription 
drugs increased by 44 percent. So drug 
prices are going up. 

We have now got a prescription drug 
bill that offers seniors no benefit as re-
lates to price and affordability of those 
drugs, and now they are going to con-
tinue to go up; and unless we bring 
something that brings competition and 
choices to the system, the seniors are 
going to continue to pay somewhere 
north of 15 percent increases in prices, 
and our taxpayers are going to be fund-
ing not $400 billion, but close to $600 
billion in a prescription drug benefit 
when we know we can get the prices of 
these drugs much cheaper. 

I see you have the next chart. That is 
why I wanted to bring these statistics. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time for a few minutes, 
this is a chart which appeared last 
week in newspapers around the country 
with an Associated Press story talking 
about how various groups are trying to 
save money on prescription drugs, in-
cluding a lot of the big insurance com-
panies and health medical plans of dif-
fering kinds. I think this chart tells a 
rather shocking story; and I do say this 
and I am sincere when I say this, unfor-
tunately I think as we looked at the 
problem of prescription drugs, particu-
larly for the elderly, in my opinion, we 
misdefined the problem. I think if you 
misdefine the problem, the chances of 
getting the right solution are not very 
good. 

The problem is affordability, and I 
think this chart illustrates part of the 

problem. Since 1997 we have seen drug 
prices for name-brand prescription 
drugs in the United States according to 
the Segal Company, in a report that 
was published, an article that was pub-
lished by the Associated Press last 
week, here is what drug prices have 
done just in the last 8 years. In 1997, 
average drug prices went up 12.9 per-
cent; in 1998, 16.8 percent. They slowed 
down a little in 1999 to only 14.2. Then 
back up to 16.3, 16.9, 18.4; and the esti-
mates for 2003 are 19.5 percent, and for 
this year, we are projecting that drug 
prices will go up 18.1 percent. 

If I could just finish this, that means 
that in the last 8 years, when the core 
rate of inflation has been less than 24 
percent, prescription drugs in the 
United States have gone up 133 percent. 
I am not all that good in math, but 
that is about six times more than the 
inflation rate. I do not have an MBA. I 
am not the world’s smartest guy, but I 
know this: this is unsustainable. No 
matter how you do this, if you have the 
taxpayers pay for it, if you have our 
grandchildren pay for it, this is 
unsustainable. It is eating the United 
States up and this is the problem. 

When people talked about the pre-
scription drug problem, unfortunately 
too many people here in Washington 
talked about it as if it was a problem of 
coverage. Well, if you went to town 
hall meetings, and you and I have done 
a lot of town hall meetings with sen-
iors, they will tell you the problem. 
The problem is not coverage, because 
they know that right now in any one of 
these years I believe they could have 
bought prescription drug coverage from 
any number of insurance carriers, in-
cluding the AARP. So they could get 
coverage. The problem is affordability, 
and we really only have a couple of 
choices. 

One of them that we use with vir-
tually every other product, including 
products that we normally think of as 
being intellectual-property-type prod-
ucts, we have open markets. I mean, it 
costs a whole lot of money to develop 
that first chip when Intel brings a chip 
off the line; but they cannot use this 
differential pricing for customers in 
Japan get one price; customers in Ger-
many get another price; oh, and by the 
way, customers in the United States 
get stuck with prices that are 40 or 60 
percent higher. 

I yield back to my friend from Illi-
nois. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Mr. Speaker, I am 
glad you pointed that out. In each of 
those years pharmaceutical products 
ran higher in the sense of inflation by 
the average of 5 to 6 percent more than 
the core inflation rate. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Five to six times. 
Mr. EMANUEL. Thank you. Five to 

six times more than the core inflation 
rate, and it is what drives seniors. I 
have done town halls, but also I still do 
office hours at grocery stores and phar-
macies where I just meet constituents; 
and seniors always tell you, I cannot 
afford the drugs I need. There is an 
issue of price. 
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The second issue they said, do not 

harm the plan I have. I have a good 
plan from where I work; please do not 
harm it. 

Lastly, and in this order basically, 
they would then say can we not get a 
benefit under Medicare, and in the bill 
that was just passed here and the rea-
son I opposed it is on the fundamental 
issue of price and affordability.

b 2045 

The legislation on prescription drugs 
was totally silent on dealing with 
price. And what we have proposed here, 
your legislation, deals with the issue of 
price and affordability and allowing 
pharmaceutical products and allowing 
Americans to get the products they 
need at world-class prices, that is, at 50 
percent discount, 40 percent discount, 
and what people in Germany, France, 
England, Canada, Italy, the Nether-
lands, or Ireland is paying. That is 
what we are trying to do, is address the 
issue of price and affordability that all 
of our seniors have talked about. 

Then it brings up the other issue. If 
we are going to have this benefit as 
part of Medicare, whether our tax-
payers today or our children tomorrow 
pay for it, to me it is mind-boggling 
why, when you know that you could 
get prices cheaper for the same brand-
name drug, Lipitor or Zocor, why you 
would get those drugs and pay 40 per-
cent more when you know you can get 
them 40 percent cheaper. Any CEO who 
told their board, look, we have checked 
it out, our supplier, we can get a better 
price, 40 percent better, but we are 
going to take a pass on it, that CEO 
would be fired. 

We as the stewards of the taxpayers 
as well as our senior citizens have an 
obligation if we know we can get that 
same drug, that same product for 40 
percent less, we have an obligation to 
do that. 

Eventually, we are going to turn our 
time to the issue of safety, but Health 
and Human Services is spending $80 
million on a commercial to convince 
people the prescription drug bill they 
passed was a good bill. For about $80 
million we could literally put in place, 
the Food and Drug Administration, a 
safety plan so that when people bought 
their drugs in Canada, Europe, et 
cetera, they could know for sure that 
they were safe. 

Today, not a single drug, in the last 
10 years, has anybody ever gotten sick 
from buying drugs from Canada. We 
know that for a fact. But for the same 
amount of money that they are using 
to try to persuade people that what we 
did was good, we could put a safety 
program in place and allow the free 
market to operate the way it is sup-
posed to operate. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Well, Mr. Speaker, 
one of the arguments we always get, 
and I want to follow up with something 
the gentleman just said, because I 
think it is important. Some people say, 
well, I do not want my mother-in-law 
buying her prescription drugs on line. 

You know what? Neither do we. What 
we want is parallel trading. What we 
want is our local pharmacists to be 
able to buy these drugs at 30 to 300 per-
cent less so that our seniors and others 
can buy them at their local pharmacy 
and get those kinds of prices. 

The gentleman talked about this, and 
I do not think most people understand 
it, I know a lot of our colleagues, still, 
this is like alchemy or something, but 
it happens every day in Europe. I won-
der if the gentleman would not just 
share the story of how many drugs we 
actually import, like Lipitor. Perhaps 
the gentleman would share that story. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Right. First of all, 2 
years ago is the last year for which we 
have data, and the data shows that the 
United States imports $15 billion, just 
shy of $15 billion a year of pharma-
ceutical products into the country. $15 
billion. We already do it. 

Lipitor used to be manufactured in 
western Michigan. Today, Lipitor, a 
drug that some of our colleagues use, 
we know the Vice President of the 
United States uses, we know the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
uses, is now manufactured in Ireland. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Every tablet. 
Mr. EMANUEL. Every tablet is man-

ufactured in a facility not in the 
United States. It used to be here, but it 
is manufactured in Ireland. Then it is 
exported, same packaging, to the phar-
macy shops in France, Germany, Eng-
land, Ireland, United States, Canada, 
and around the world. Yet that drug, 
Lipitor, we pay 50 percent more in the 
United States than they do in Canada 
for Lipitor. It is the number one selling 
drug for senior citizens with high cho-
lesterol. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Reclaiming my 
time for a moment, Mr. Speaker, when 
people talk about safety, we need to 
understand, and I am confident they do 
everything they can to make certain as 
they ship these drugs around the coun-
tries, from one country to the next, 
they are as safety conscience as they 
can be, but do understand they are not 
shipped in armored cars. These are 
going in big containers, generally in 
big barrels with a plastic bag on the in-
side. And the idea that they cannot sit 
on a loading dock in New Jersey or in 
Illinois or Oregon or wherever and 
somehow that is completely safe, but if 
a consumer in the northern suburbs of 
Chicago or in southern Minnesota de-
cides they want to order their drugs 
from a reputable pharmacy in Canada 
and the package is delivered by FedEx 
or UPS, that somehow that is not safe, 
is laughable. 

We have talked about this enough, 
but it just boggles my mind. And I 
think the gentleman’s point is a good 
one, that here we are spending lots of 
money encouraging people to believe 
that the pharmaceutical drug plan that 
was passed by the Congress and signed 
by the President, this is a democracy, 
it is the law of the land. And I am not 
here tonight to be overly critical, but 
the point is, for all the money we are 

spending promoting this, we could have 
put in place a system that would be 
safe for American consumers. 

Frankly, if they could buy their 
Glucophage for 300 percent less or if 
their pharmacist could buy it for 300 
percent less and pass some of the sav-
ings along to them, they may not need 
a benefit from the Federal Govern-
ment. They may not need our grand-
children to pay for those drugs. 

If the drug companies can figure out 
a way to safely import and export 
drugs around the countries, then we 
ought to be able to. More importantly, 
if we can have parallel trading between 
Germany and France and England and 
Ireland and Spain, in other words, if a 
pharmacist in Germany can order their 
Coumadin from a pharmaceutical sup-
ply house in Spain and save his con-
sumers or her consumers 75 percent, 
they do that. 

Here is the thing about the Euro-
peans. They are not intrinsically 
smarter than we are. If they can figure 
out how to do this safely, I have every 
confidence our pharmacists and our 
FDA can do this safely. It is a bogus 
argument. It gets thrown in our face, 
but here is the interesting thing. No 
one believes it. Consumers do not be-
lieve it, and we have some evidence 
that there have not even been com-
plaints filed. 

There is another article, and I am 
sending this out to all my colleagues in 
the next couple of days, again from last 
week’s paper. It says, ‘‘Pharmacy com-
plaints slow none on Canadian im-
ports.’’ In fact, in the State of Min-
nesota over the last 5 years, there have 
been 473 complaints to State regulators 
about pharmacies and/or pharmacists. 
In the last 5 years. Not one alleged an 
error by a foreign pharmacy, according 
to a review conducted by the Associ-
ated Press. 

In other words, if there is a huge 
problem, and literally in some areas of 
my home State half of the seniors are 
now getting their prescription drugs 
from Canada, so if this was a huge safe-
ty hazard, you would think that we 
would be getting lots of calls, lots of 
complaints, and yet the answer is zero. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague. 
Mr. EMANUEL. I thank my col-

league, Mr. Speaker.
The reason I brought up the $80 mil-

lion being dedicated towards adver-
tising the prescription drug legislation 
and that for that same amount of 
money we could put in place a system 
at the Food and Drug Administration 
to ensure that people could buy their 
drugs safely is because President Ken-
nedy once said, ‘‘to govern is to 
choose;’’ and that is the choice we have 
made. 

With that system in place, we would 
have, as the gentleman said, rather 
than having specifically a benefit that 
some do not think accomplishes that 
much, we would bring the discounted 
prices, the 40 percent retail discount 
price, right to our pharmacies in the 
United States and to our consumers, 
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saving billions of dollars throughout 
the health care system that could be 
dedicated towards the uninsured, to-
wards whatever we wanted to dedicate 
it to. It would literally wring out an 
inefficiency in the health care system 
by allowing the, irony of ironies, the 
free market to work. 

Secondly, we know from the Wall 
Street Journal, I think about 3 months 
ago, that the pharmaceutical industry 
thought that the best way to defeat 
this legislation was to scare people by 
talking about people getting sick, the 
safety risk of the pharmaceutical drugs 
imported from Canada. Yet in sworn 
congressional testimony, the Food and 
Drug Administration acknowledged not 
one person they could find has ever 
gotten sick from buying drugs from 
Canada and Europe, and yet 2 million 
Americans do it every year. People 
have gotten sick from food that has 
been imported from around the world, 
but not one person who bought their 
drugs from Canada has ever gotten 
sick, according to the Food and Drug 
Administration, and close to 2 million 
Americans do it a year. 

So that is number one. 
Number two, in my State, my gov-

ernor conducted a study looking at the 
likelihood if they were to import medi-
cations from Canada how much they 
could save Illinois. We spend close to 
$350 million a year for retirees and 
State employees. The State would save 
its taxpayers $91 million if they bought 
their drugs competitively. In addition 
to that, and the New York Times ac-
knowledged this about the study, the 
study in Illinois found that Canada ac-
tually had a safer system than the 
United States because less people 
touch the drug from manufacturing to 
the shelf in the pharmacy. 

So this whole notion of fear was lit-
erally an embellished story by the 
pharmaceutical industry as a way to 
defeat this legislation. And what I am 
proud of is that not only the American 
people have not bought it, but 243 
Members of our colleagues here in this 
hall did not buy it, passed this legisla-
tion this year not once but twice, and, 
hopefully, the other body, the other 
Chamber will follow suit. This whole 
notion of safety was a red herring by 
the industry to intimidate people. 

I will make one last comment about 
safety. Six years ago, when the generic 
industry was just being started, the 
name-brand pharmaceutical industry 
said the problem with generics was 
safety. What did we discover? We dis-
covered that a lot of those generic pills 
were being manufactured at the same 
facilities that the brand-named drugs 
were being manufactured at. Then they 
walked away from the safety argu-
ment, and generics have grown as an 
industry, saving tens of billions of dol-
lars for our consumers. 

They left that argument on the shelf, 
but when it came to competitive pric-
ing for pharmaceutical products, which 
allow the market to work, which the 
gentleman’s legislation does, they 

brought up the safety issue. And, once 
again, we have shown in sworn testi-
mony where the FDA says not a single 
person has ever been recorded getting 
sick, and the American consumers have 
not bought that argument that the in-
dustry has tried to scare them with. 
They know they can do. They do it 
every year. 

My colleague and I run into seniors 
every year, I run into them at some of 
the public housing and some of the 
other senior housing in my district, 
where somebody on the haul will get 
everybody’s prescription and will go up 
to Canada, fill everybody’s prescrip-
tion, and come back. They know it is 
normal. They do not think anything is 
wrong with this. They just cannot un-
derstand why we cannot do it here. 

So on that issue I wanted to address 
those specific points on safety, and I 
yield back to my colleague. 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

As my colleague knows, people are 
voting with their feet; and the gen-
tleman alluded to how much we are 
really talking about, ultimately. 

Now I am not saying this is a pan-
acea. I do not think this is the silver 
bullet that will solve all of our prob-
lems with seniors being able to afford 
their medications. Clearly, there will 
still be seniors that fall through the 
cracks, and I think there legitimately 
is a role for government to play to help 
those people who cannot otherwise af-
ford the health saving products they 
need. But the bottom line is, if we 
could at least guarantee them they had 
fairer prices, fewer and fewer of our 
seniors would need this. 

Let me also say this is not just about 
seniors. There are a whole lot of work-
ing families in my colleague’s district 
and my district that have children that 
have very serious medical conditions 
that are now paying thousands of dol-
lars per month for some of these medi-
cations where these companies are 
willing to sell those same drugs for a 
lot less in some of these other coun-
tries. 

Let me put a pencil on this, because 
an estimate done by Dr. Steve 
Schondelmeir, a professor of pharma-
cology at the University of Minnesota, 
his estimate is Americans will spend 
about $200 billion on prescription drugs 
this year. That is not just seniors, that 
is all Americans. 

Now I am not saying we are going to 
be able to take advantage of all of the 
differences that we see on some of 
these charts. I think, as time goes for-
ward, we will see if we do open the 
markets we will see prices come down 
in the United States, and we will see 
prices in other industrialized countries 
start to level off. At least we will not 
have to subsidize it. 

But my estimate is that we will save 
at least 30 percent, and no one has 
challenged me on that number. I have 
had some of the pharmaceutical folks 
say, oh, no, no, no, it is not nearly 
that. I have said, okay, what is the 

number? Well, we do know, and some of 
it has to do with currency and some of 
it has to do with other problems. But, 
my colleagues, 30 percent of $200 billion 
is $60 billion. 

Now that is $60 billion that American 
consumers could spend on a lot of other 
things. They could be buying things 
that might improve our manufacturing 
sector. They could be taking their kids 
to baseball games. They could be pay-
ing for violin lessons for their grand-
children. $60 billion would amount to 
the largest single tax cut in the history 
of the world.

b 2100 
I, as a supply-sider, think that is a 

good thing. That is money that could 
be spent on other things. They say, 
well, if we do that, there will be no 
more research. I do have to give the 
pharmaceutical industry credit. They 
are turning out new products, a lot of 
them we see advertised every day, and 
there is some health advantage to all 
of these that help some of the older 
men in the United States still enjoy a 
more vigorous life. Let us say it that 
way for prime time here. But at the 
end of the day, many of the things that 
the drug companies are spending their 
research dollars on are not necessarily 
on the miracle cures that they some-
times talk about. They are on new 
products that are slight improvements 
over existing products. For example, 
they changed a couple of molecules in 
Prilosec which was going off patent 
and they call it Nexium. Prilosec can 
now be bought over the counter for 
about $15, but they wanted to convert 
all the Prilosec users to Nexium be-
cause that sells for about $130 a month. 
It is not exactly about improving the 
quality of people’s lives as much as it 
might be about making certain that 
they can guarantee a profit stream. 

Let me just add one more point, be-
cause some people say, well, if this 
happens, it is going to really have a 
devastating impact on America and 
American industry and American com-
panies. Let me just point out that 
some of the largest pharmaceutical 
companies in the world are not based 
in the United States. Bayer, the maker 
of Cipro, is a German company. Glaxo 
is actually a British company. Astro-
Zeneca and Roche and Novartis, I be-
lieve, are all Swiss companies. So 
many of these pharmaceutical compa-
nies not only do business under the Eu-
ropean model; they are based in Eu-
rope. And so the idea that somehow 
this is going to devastate America and 
American industry again is sort of a 
specious argument. 

So we talk about safety. We talk 
about research. I am proud of the fact 
that we as Americans, and this is a 
number that I try to share with people, 
as the vice chairman of the Committee 
on Science, this is a number we should 
all be proud of. Americans represent 
less than 6 percent of the world’s popu-
lation; but between what the taxpayers 
pay for, what foundations and vol-
untary contributions pay for, and what 
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we pay for in the high prices for our 
prescription drugs in the United 
States, Americans pay for over half of 
the basic research that is done in the 
world. We are 6 percent of the world’s 
population, and over half of the basic 
research is done by and paid for by 
Americans. 

Mr. EMANUEL. The gentleman and I 
have talked about this. What galls me 
a little about this whole subject is that 
not only are we paying the most expen-
sive prices in the world but all the re-
search that the pharmaceutical indus-
try does is subsidized by the taxpayers. 
They write it off fully, 100 percent. The 
taxpayers are literally funding the re-
search. Not only do we fund the re-
search for this new medication, we 
have the dubious honor to pay the 
most expensive prices in the world. 
Second, is through the National Insti-
tute of Health, which is an annual 
budget here in the Federal Government 
of $27 billion, not all of it going to re-
search for new medications, yet all the 
primary research that they do, I think 
it is about half of it, literally is sub-
sidized by the taxpayers. One cannot 
think of a cancer drug or an AIDS 
drug, just to name two, that the tax-
payers did not do the primary research. 
The pharmaceutical industry took that 
research, took it to market, took it 
through stages one and two, but the 
primary research was paid for by the 
taxpayers directly through the Na-
tional Institutes of Health and then 
the follow-on research was subsidized 
through the tax credit research and de-
velopment. 

All the R&D that the companies do is 
tax free, the taxpayers subsidize it; and 
then we pay the highest prices at our 
pharmacies for those same drugs that a 
lot of these companies sell on the shelf 
in Canada, in England, in France, in 
Germany for 40 percent to 60 percent 
less. 

So we paid for the research and then 
we pay the highest prices in the world. 
The gentleman noted that. That to me 
is what is most galling here. I do not 
fault really the pharmaceutical indus-
try. I fault us here in the political sys-
tem who have a job to represent our 
taxpayers, our middle-class families, 
our seniors, for allowing them to get 
away with a system that manipulates 
the patent laws, deals with tax sub-
sidies through the NIH or through the 
tax credit R&D, and then passes legis-
lation that literally gets away without 
dealing with the fundamental issue 
that all of us have constantly heard 
about at our town halls, at our grocery 
stores and at our pharmacies and, that 
is, we cannot afford the medication we 
need. It is not that they needed a ben-
efit, not that a benefit was a bad thing 
to do, but they wanted the medications 
they needed at the prices they can af-
ford. 

I give the pharmaceutical industry 
credit for two things: one, they played 
the system perfectly, and I do not fault 
them; second is that they do good 
work. I was once in the hospital for 71⁄2 

weeks. I would not be here if it were 
not for some of the products that they 
had developed. I have no problem with 
that. But the prices I paid at the hos-
pitals were a lot cheaper than what we 
pay at the pharmacies. 

All we are asking for is that same 
competition to get those prices. We are 
prevented from doing it. This legisla-
tion that was recently passed specifi-
cally outlaws it; and I do believe, as I 
do in free markets, that if you allow 
that competition and you allow the 
consumer that freedom, you are going 
to get choice. Once that choice gets 
into the market, prices will come down 
here. Let me say, they will go up in Eu-
rope. But you will have an equilibrium, 
and you will not have a 50 percent dis-
parity where we end up subsidizing 
those folks in Europe. When I say 
‘‘we,’’ hardworking middle-class fami-
lies, taxpayers and the senior citizens. 

I say pay for the research, I want us 
to own that research, but we need not 
have to pay the highest prices in the 
world. That is the mistake. The prices 
on the shelf at the pharmacies, that is 
the error here. We can do something 
about it. We have done it here in the 
House. Hopefully, our colleagues in the 
other body will also follow suit.

Mr. GUTKNECHT. I want to thank 
the gentleman for joining me tonight 
in this Special Order because I think 
this is an issue that is just simply not 
going to go away. I think a lot of folks 
here in Washington and some of the 
folks who represent the pharma-
ceutical industry thought, now that we 
have passed the prescription drug ben-
efit, this issue about affordability and 
competition and open markets will just 
go away. We are here tonight to report 
that the issue is not going to go away 
and that Americans are still concerned. 

As I say, it is not a matter of right 
versus left. It is right versus wrong. It 
is simply wrong to hold American con-
sumers captive so that we pay the 
highest prices in the industrialized 
world. As the gentleman just said, we 
subsidize the pharmaceutical industry 
and the research in three separate 
ways. First of all in the Tax Code. Not 
only do they write off every dollar that 
they spend on research; in some cases 
they actually get a research and devel-
opment tax credit. So the costs to the 
company are very negligible. In addi-
tion to that, we subsidize them 
through the NIH, the CDC, and even 
through the VA and the Defense De-
partment. So I think the real number 
that we spend on basic research that 
ultimately benefits the pharmaceutical 
companies actually is closer to 27 bil-
lion taxpayer dollars per year. 

Again, in some respects I am very 
proud of that. When we talk about 
some of these miracle drugs like 
Tamoxifen, that was developed by the 
NIH, the National Cancer Institute. It 
was taken through phase-2 trials. Then 
they licensed it to the pharmaceutical 
company and our reward, at least until 
just the last several months, is Amer-
ican consumers were paying six times 

more for that drug than consumers 
were paying in Germany and in Eng-
land and in the industrialized West. 
And I agree with the gentleman. It is 
not so much shame on the pharma-
ceutical industry. Essentially they 
have been given a market opportunity 
here in the United States with a cap-
tive market, and they have taken ad-
vantage of it. I do not say shame on the 
pharmaceutical industry as much as I 
say shame on us. Because we create the 
rules, and the rules here are heavily 
stacked against American consumers. 

We are not asking them to give away 
their drugs. I would not say to Intel, 
and they deal in intellectual property, 
we understand that first chip off an 
Intel line may cost them $500 million. 
The next chip may cost 5 cents. We do 
not tell them what they should sell 
their chips for, but we do not stand idly 
by if they want to take advantage of 
American consumers or American 
users of their products while they sell 
them for much lower prices in other 
parts of the world. 

All we are really asking for is basic 
fairness. I think at the end of the day, 
the American people understand this. 
This is an issue the American people 
get. Part of the reason the gentleman 
and I have been traveling around the 
country and speaking to various groups 
and at least raising the attention and 
elevating the debate about this issue is 
because it is such an important issue 
to so many people. I was in Oklahoma 
City, and I had a lady come up to me at 
the end of the meeting there. I spoke at 
a senior expo down there. A lady came 
up, she was probably in her thirties. 
She said, I work for the local bank. I 
said, really. You could tell she had 
something more she wanted to tell me. 
She said, Congressman, what I do is re-
verse mortgages at the bank. You 
would not believe the number of sen-
iors who come in and get a reverse 
mortgage on their house because they 
cannot afford their prescription drugs. 

I say, shame on us. That kind of 
thing, we could do something about. In 
fact, I am proud of the fact that we in 
the House have done something about 
it. When people call me and say, well, 
what can we do? What can we do, Con-
gressman, to make certain that some-
thing like this happens this year? I al-
ways say, the House has done its work. 
If people would like more information 
about what they can do to make this a 
reality, to allow Americans to have ac-
cess to world-class drugs at world mar-
ket prices, they can leave me an e-
mail, just go to my Web site at 
gil.house.gov and I can give them more 
information, we can give them more 
charts, we can show them what we 
have learned. 

We know, for example, in terms of 
the safety, and the gentleman alluded 
to it in his remarks, the CDC and oth-
ers all keep records, we know that not 
a single American has died as a result 
of taking a drug from another country. 
We also know that, on average, 6,000 
Americans die in hospitals in the 
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United States from getting the wrong 
prescription drug, the wrong dosage, or 
they get a reaction to a prescription 
drug. That is happening now. We know, 
for example, you are much more likely 
to get sick and die from eating onions 
from Mexico. In Pittsburgh alone, we 
had 500 Americans who got seriously 
ill, three died, from onions from Mex-
ico. Nobody has died from taking 
Coumadin from Germany. 

Mr. EMANUEL. Before I leave, I 
wanted to add one other point. I think 
the gentleman explained this, and I had 
not even known this, but on Tuesday 
night, the pharmacies across America 
get the new prices coming in over their 
fax machines. Going to that other 
chart, this year we are expecting phar-
maceutical products will go up 18 per-
cent. Inflation will be at 2 percent. So 
if you go to your pharmacy, to all the 
people who may be watching, and you 
go to fill your prescription, then you 
wonder why the same prescription that 
3 months ago if you get a 3-month sup-
ply or a month ago cost 21 bucks or 50 
bucks and this month, the same drug, 
nothing changed, nothing, but it is up 
$12, it is all because of that chart. 

You can go ask your pharmacist if 
you have time on your hands on 
Wednesday how much they priced up 
all the products. Unfortunately, what 
the pharmaceutical companies have 
done, we just talked about it, they 
game the tax laws. Again, no criticism, 
but they have gamed the patent laws in 
this country, they are gaming the leg-
islation on prescription drugs, and 
what they decided to do was price up 
the pharmaceutical products right be-
fore this discount card is introduced. 
So what it is going to look like is a 
sale at Neiman Marcus around Amer-
ica, which is rather than paying and 
getting, quote-unquote, this 25 percent 
discount, which I am not really sure 
will ever materialize, what you are 
really going to see is a run-up in prices 
right before this summer, and you are 
seeing it today at your pharmacy. So if 
your prices are going up, you know 
what is going on, and when this big 
balloon, big announcement is going to 
happen, you are going to see a big sale 
at Neiman Marcus right here in Amer-
ica. You are not going to get a sale 
price. They are just plussing it up be-
fore the big discount card. Our Amer-
ican senior citizens are going to be run-
ning around in a cul-de-sac chasing 
themselves, and there is going to be no 
discount, the taxpayers are going to be 
saddled with a big bill, they are going 
to pay $35 a month for this card, and 
they are going to see no discount. 

Yet we literally have in front of us 
the opportunity, and the gentleman 
noted a figure, I think it is an accurate 
figure, at a minimum, to save $60 bil-
lion this year if we had competition in 
the free market. That could go toward 
other things in our system, a college 
education, buying things for kids’ edu-
cation, other type of health care needs; 
but it just could be so much more pro-
ductive than what we are doing with it. 

I think it is so important that we pass 
this legislation so that the legislation 
we do pass finally deals with the cen-
tral issue our constituents tell us 
about, price and affordability, and so 
we do not have to hear the story about 
a mortgage consultant doing reverse 
mortgages for our senior citizens so 
they can literally take the equity out 
of their homes so they can buy their 
medications that they need. 

This is the greatest country in the 
world. We are all fortunate to live here. 
We can do better than what we have 
just seen in front of us. I thank the 
gentleman for taking this time to orga-
nize this.

b 2115 

Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for joining me to-
night. I think it would be fair to say we 
do not agree on every issue, but we 
agree on this, and that is Americans 
should not be held captive. The House 
has done its work, and I was never 
prouder than when this bill passed the 
House Chambers here against a with-
ering attack by the pharmaceutical in-
dustry and sometimes by our own FDA. 
But this is the people’s House, and that 
night the people finally ruled. 

I am not asking for the pharma-
ceutical companies to give away their 
companies. I am not asking them to 
change the way they do research. It 
may well be they have to adjust how 
much they spend on advertising and 
marketing, because there is growing 
evidence they are now spending more 
money on advertising than they are on 
research. I do not know if those num-
bers are true, but I think perhaps we 
can have some hearings here in the 
House and find out. 

But, at the end of the day, all we are 
asking for is basic fairness. It is not 
right versus left. It is simply right 
versus wrong. It is wrong to hold Amer-
icans captive. 

We are not going to go away. This 
issue is not going to go away. I believe 
that before this Congress adjourns the 
chances are very good that our friends 
on the other side of this Capitol will 
follow the lead of the U.S. House of 
Representatives. They will pass a bill 
that will allow Americans to have ac-
cess to world-class drugs at world-mar-
ket prices.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to dis-
cuss an issue that touches the lives of every 
senior in this country and want to thank my 
colleague from Minnesota, Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 
his leadership in the fight to lower the cost of 
prescription drugs. 

The single greatest failure in the Medicare 
prescription drug bill that passed this Con-
gress last fall—and there were many—was its 
refusal to do anything about the one issue that 
affects seniors most—price. With the cost of 
the 50 most frequently used medicines by 
seniors rising by nearly three-and-a-half times 
the rate of inflation, how any prescription drug 
bill could fail to address this concern is, frank-
ly, beyond me. High health care prices are 
eroding the living standards of our middle-
class families. 

In the last few weeks, we have learned who 
the real losers were in this Medicare bill: the 
American people—current and future retirees. 
First, we learned that the true cost of the leg-
islation was fully a third higher than Members 
of Congress and the public had been told—
that it would cost the taxpayers $535 billion in-
stead of the $395 bill previously reported. 

I say ‘‘reported’’ because we also recently 
learned that the Medicare actuary Richard 
Foster, a 31-year career public servant, was 
threatened with dismissal by his superiors in 
the Administration last year when he discov-
ered that the cost of the bill far exceeded what 
had been publicly acknowledged. And this was 
before the 3-hour vote held here on this floor. 

And last week, we learned that the program 
will be bankrupt sooner than previously esti-
mated. According to the Medicare trustees’ re-
port, Medicare’s finances have, quote, ‘‘taken 
a major turn for the worse.’’ The report pre-
dicted the program will be bankrupt by 2019, 
instead of 2026, as had been previously esti-
mated. According to last Tuesday’s Wash-
ington Post, since the program was created in 
the 1960s, never before has Medicare lurched 
seven years closer to insolvency in one year. 

All this flies in the face of what the Repub-
lican leadership and President Bush himself 
said as the bill was being debated by Con-
gress. The President said that any Medicare 
prescription drug legislation that came to his 
desk must, quote, ‘‘strengthen the program’s 
long-term financial security.’’ And the Speaker 
of this body said that the final bill, quote, 
‘‘made Medicare more sustainable’’ and would 
‘‘change the paradigm of health care in this 
country.’’

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Medicare law may 
have changed the paradigm of health care in 
this country, but it was decidedly not for the 
better. As a point of fact, the trustees report 
tells us that the law was the primary reason 
that Medicare—and the health care of our 
senior propulation—will be less secure.

Combined with an advertising campaign 
promoting the law that even the nonpartisan 
General Accounting Office found to have ‘‘no-
table weaknesses and other omissions,’’ it is 
fair to say these recent developments have 
seriously undermined public trust in the Medi-
care program and its ability to provide care for 
our seniors. 

This Congress has a moral responsibility to 
honor our contract with the seniors of this 
country—a contract that says after a lifetime of 
hard work, raising families, and doing the right 
thing, that seniors deserve the dignity of a se-
cure retirement. That begins with restoring 
public confidence in the Medicare program—
one of the twin pillars of our retirement secu-
rity safety net and the embodiment of our 
country’s shared values. That begins with im-
proving the program’s financial health for real. 

The first step would be a simple one—giving 
ordinary Americans the opportunity to reimport 
drugs from some countries, a choice millions 
are already making on their own, out of des-
peration. Legalizing reimportation is something 
Congress ought to have included in the bill 
last fall. This one provision would save Ameri-
cans $600 billion in the next decade—savings 
passed directly onto the consumer. 

We know reimportation is a safe and fea-
sible option. In 2001, U.S. drug companies 
themselves reimported $14.7 billion worth of 
brand-name medications from their overseas 
plants. In fact, according to incoming FDA 
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Commissioner Lester Crawford, for less 
money than the administration is spending on 
its advertisements to spin the truth about the 
recently passed Medicare bill, the FDA could 
set up a program to safely reimport drugs from 
Canada. With that knowledge, this body over-
whelmingly passed legislation by a vote of 243 
to 186 that would allow for the safe importa-
tion of drugs. 

But instead of adopting our legislation, the 
final bill that passed the House and Senate 
contained no provisions to hold down the cost 
of drugs at all. And by tying the premium sen-
iors will pay to cost, seniors’ out of pocket 
costs will continue to rise. 

Mr. Speaker, with the baby boom generation 
set to retire at the end of the decade, it is crit-
ical that Congress act now to protect the qual-
ity and the solvency of the Medicare system. 
That starts with bringing down costs, including 
giving the Secretary of HHS the power to ne-
gotiate lower prices with the pharmaceutical 
industry, just like they do at the VA. But legal-
izing reimportation and giving seniors access 
to international markets is something this body 
supports, and it should be the first step. It 
should be law. 

Again, I want to thank my colleague from 
Minnesota for this opportunity. Let’s do the 
right thing.

f 

OUTSOURCING OF JOBS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to talk this evening a 
little bit about a subject that has been 
on everyone’s mind and certainly being 
talked about throughout the country, 
and that is the issue that has come to 
be known as outsourcing or offshoring, 
the concern that many Americans have 
about the number of jobs that used to 
be done in the United States that are 
now being done overseas. 

The best way to think about this 
issue is to think about our entire econ-
omy. It is not really just about 
outsourcing or offshoring of jobs. It is 
about the future of the U.S. economy 
and, most specifically, where the jobs 
are going to be. That is the fear that I 
hear expressed by my constituents and 
by people throughout the country. 
They are worried about what jobs are 
going to be here for them in the future 
and for their children and for their 
grandchildren. What should they pre-
pare for? What type of economy are 
they going to have? Are we going to 
have enough good jobs across the board 
so that the people of our country can 
be employed and employed at a stand-
ard of living that we have all come to 
expect? 

I think, when I look at the debate, we 
have to be very careful about how we 
approach this issue; and I am pleased 
in working with the new Democrats 
and also with other members of the 
House Democratic Caucus that we are 
working on a series of proposals and a 
series of issues to try to address this 

issue in a serious and intelligent man-
ner that will help us create the type of 
economy that we all want. 

Right now, there are sort of two di-
rections that we see being taken by the 
majority of folks, and neither one of 
them is particularly helpful. On the 
one hand, I do not think it makes sense 
to take a full-scale protectionist ap-
proach, to basically say that we need 
to stop trading with other countries 
that do not have the same labor and 
environmental standards that we do, 
that we need to cut off immigration 
and, in essence, we need to adopt a pol-
icy that says we are going to do what-
ever we can to protect every job that 
currently exists, regardless of the con-
sequences. History has shown us that 
sort of approach leads to less economic 
growth in the future, and that is what 
this is all about, is long-term, sustain-
able economic growth for the benefit of 
all of us. 

I would point out that the most pro-
tectionist economy in the world right 
now is, arguably, Japan. They have 
done just about everything they can to 
protect all of their existing jobs, all of 
their existing businesses. They sub-
sidize industry. They erect tariff bar-
riers to outside countries coming in 
and competing with them. They pro-
tect bad loans even long after they are 
no longer obviously going to be paid. 
They do everything they can to protect 
that economy, and it has led to a dec-
ade-long recession in Japan. 

One needs to be able to change. One 
needs to be able to grow. One needs to 
be able to not just protect the bulk of 
the jobs they have but, most impor-
tantly, to be prepared to take advan-
tage of the future economic opportuni-
ties that are to come. 

That is what we do better than any 
other country in the world. We have a 
higher capacity for change than any 
other country in the world. We have 
consistently seen the next trend, got-
ten there first, and benefited economi-
cally. Most recently, we have seen this 
in technology, in the Internet, in soft-
ware and hardware before that. We pre-
pare ourselves for the new trends in the 
economy, take advantage of it, and get 
out front and have a leadership role, 
and we need to do that again. 

As much as protectionism is not the 
best way to go on this, I think it is an 
equal mistake to take the approach 
that far too often the current adminis-
tration has taken, which is to say that 
there is not a problem, basically 
outsourcing, offshoring, it is just the 
natural economic dynamic at work, 
creative destruction, it will all work 
itself out, we do not need to do any-
thing. That, I think, is an equally un-
wise approach. There are policies that 
we need to adopt in this country to be 
prepared to deal with globalization, to 
deal with the economic changes. 

They will point to past times when it 
looked like our economy was chal-
lenged throughout the 1980s. People 
thought that Japan and other coun-
tries in Asia would take over and we 

would never be able to compete with 
them. That certainly did not happen as 
we came into the 1990s. With each eco-
nomic change, there has been this con-
cern that somehow we will not be able 
to compete, and we have risen above 
and competed. And that is true, but it 
is wrong to say that we did that effort-
lessly, that we did that without adopt-
ing policies to confront it. 

In the 1950s and 1960s, we adopted 
policies to deal with the space race 
that we had going on with the Soviet 
Union. We set up the National Science 
Foundation. We did a lot of things to 
encourage people to study and get edu-
cation in the areas where we thought 
the jobs and the economy would be in 
the future. We built the interstate 
highway system. We passed the GI Bill 
to make sure that all the people com-
ing out of the service could have access 
to education. 

We made policy decisions to deal 
with these changes. We did not just 
take a step back and say economics 
will take care of it. We adopted policies 
that made sense to move us forward. 
That is what we need to do today, and 
we have some specific ideas amongst 
the new Democrats and the Democratic 
Caucus to do that. 

First and foremost, there is nothing 
more important than education and job 
skills in competing in the global econ-
omy. The more skills we have, the 
more education we have, the more we 
will be able to compete, particularly 
for those high-end jobs that are so im-
portant in keeping our economy strong 
and giving American families the op-
portunities that they deserve. 

There is some despair out there 
about job training. We can see stories 
about people who were trained for jobs 
and then wound up being outsourced 
and they did not have access to them. 
But for every one of those stories, 
there are hundreds, if not thousands, of 
other stories of people who have used 
the advanced skills training and the 
advanced job training and education 
they have received to be employable, 
to be employed in many cases in better 
jobs than they had before. 

That is why I and a number of other 
folks have introduced a bill on trade 
adjustment assistance to the number of 
people who are eligible for those bene-
fits because we believe that trade ad-
justment assistance works. It would 
work a lot better if we fully funded it 
so everybody eligible for those benefits 
got all the benefits, but it works when 
it is used, and we need to use it more, 
not less. So our Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Bill would expand the number 
of people covered to include service 
sector workers who now increasingly 
face the same sort of competition that 
manufacturing sector workers have 
faced. 

We also expand the bill to expand the 
number of countries to which, if they 
lose their job, they are eligible for 
these benefits. Currently, it is re-
stricted to very few countries that we 
have specific trade agreements with. 
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We have lost many jobs to countries 
that do not fall into that category. We 
need to retrain those workers as well. 
We need to make that investment.

But when we look at the education 
and jobs skills issue, it is not just 
about retraining. It is also about basic 
education. We hear a lot of scary eco-
nomic statistics out there, but for me 
the scariest statistic right now has to 
do with education and specifically with 
education in the area of math, science, 
and engineering. Those are the degrees 
and skills that are going to most cre-
ate jobs in the future, that are going to 
most take advantage of the trends in 
everywhere from biomedical sciences 
to energy to the new ideas. It is math, 
science, and engineering that will grow 
our economy. 

Right now, in China, 70 percent of all 
undergraduates get degrees in math, 
science, or engineering. That is what 
the Chinese are doing. What we are 
doing here in the U.S. is 5 percent of 
our undergraduates get degrees in 
math, science, and engineering; and, 
furthermore, the real number of de-
grees that U.S. students are receiving 
in those three key areas, math, 
science, and engineering, have gone 
down every year for the last decade. We 
are putting out fewer people with the 
skills that are desperately needed, and 
there are changes that we can make in 
our education system from the K–12 
system forward that will help us deal 
with that and compete better. We need 
to set high standards. We need to place 
emphasis in the K through 12 level on 
math and science to get our students 
interested in it. 

Too often right now, and I have vis-
ited just about every school district 
that I represent and many of the 
schools, when I talk to the students 
and the teachers there, they cite the 
same problem. By about the seventh or 
eighth grade, someplace between the 
seventh and eighth grade and 11th or 
12th, students lose interest in math and 
science. It is happening to somewhere 
between 50 and 75 percent of our stu-
dents. We lose them before they even 
have the chance to get into a univer-
sity and get the advanced degrees that 
they need in these areas. We have to 
change that, and we have to increase 
the emphasis in those areas. 

I am pleased to say that that is hap-
pening in a lot of States in the Union. 
Certainly in Washington State we have 
adopted higher standards. We have 
made math and science priorities. We 
have made those basic skills funda-
mental, and we are starting to see 
some changes. But we need to aggres-
sively approach that. We need to do 
whatever we can to make sure that we 
get as many degrees in math, science, 
and engineering as is possible. 

But it is not just about education. 
There are other issues that are impor-
tant, and certainly trade is important. 
I mentioned that protectionism is not 
the way to go, and I believe that. We 
need to open overseas markets, get ac-
cess to those markets so that we can 

sell our goods. But that does not mean 
that we need to lay back and do noth-
ing in the trade area. We need to make 
sure that our trading partners live by 
the same rules that we do. 

One of the biggest mistakes that this 
country has made certainly in the last 
3 years is to not aggressively enforce 
the trade agreements to our advantage. 
Certainly other countries are coming 
after us. Europe sued us over our man-
ufacturing tax credit. Now we have to 
totally change that, possibly to the 
detriment of U.S. companies. We have 
dealt with many different issues where 
other trading partners have come after 
us for what they perceive to be trade 
violations on us. We, on the other 
hand, stand idly by while other coun-
tries do not give us the same access to 
their markets that they have to ours. 

Most specifically, we have a huge 
problem with other countries, pri-
marily China, stealing our products. 
And it is not just software and intellec-
tual property like movies and books 
and recordings. It is everything. It is 
the basic manufactured product that 
some small businesses made where the 
Chinese come over, copy it, take it 
back, sell it as their own. We should 
issue trade actions to stop that. 

We should also aggressively go after 
nations that unfairly manipulate their 
currency to gain a trade advantage. 
That is against the WTO. We voted, I 
think correctly, to bring China into 
the WTO, to make them part of a rules-
based economy. That is great. But to 
bring them into a rules-based economic 
system and then not make sure that 
they follow those rules is ridiculous. It 
is not taking advantage of what we put 
out there. We have numerous opportu-
nities to make sure that our trading 
partners’ markets are as open to our 
goods as ours are to theirs. We should 
be much more aggressive in enforcing 
that. We cannot afford to lay back and 
assume that somehow we are always 
going to win these competitions. 

The final issue I want to talk about 
is investing in research and develop-
ment, basically making sure that we 
have the investments made with our 
companies and with our university sys-
tem so that we can develop the next 
best thing first. That is what economic 
growth is really about, is being at the 
cutting edge of new inventions, and 
that is all about investments in re-
search. 

One issue of particular concern, when 
we look at economic growth, a lot of 
people will tell us that health sciences, 
biotech, biomedical, that is where the 
future is. When we look at what is 
going on with the human genome, with 
DNA, with a variety of different issues, 
with the development of pharma-
ceuticals, there is massive potential 
for growth in these areas. We have sev-
eral advantages in being the leader on 
that. 

But one of the ones that we are giv-
ing away right now is in the area of 
stem cell research. It is a critical fac-
tor in developing in the area of health 

sciences. We have limited the funding 
for stem cell research in the United 
States, and a lot of those projects have 
gone to other countries. They are get-
ting ahead of us in that technology. 

In numerous other technology issues 
we have the ability to change our pol-
icy to make sure that we are making 
the investments in research and new 
technology to be the leaders. We need 
to make sure that we do that and move 
forward. 

Overall, there is no question in my 
mind that the United States of Amer-
ica can figure out a way to create long-
term economic growth so that we can 
compete in a global economy and cre-
ate the kinds of jobs that we want. But 
we cannot sit idly by and pretend that 
that is just going to happen naturally. 
We have to make smart policy choices 
to help the workers, to help the people 
of our country in their efforts to com-
pete in an increasingly challenging 
world. We can do it, no doubt about 
that whatsoever, but not if we are not 
smart as public policy makers about 
helping our workers in their ability to 
compete and create a strong, long-
term, sustainable economic growth in 
this country. 

I am pleased to be joined by one of 
my colleagues who has been working 
with me and others on this issue, very 
knowledgeable in economic policy 
issues. I yield to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Let me elaborate on some of the 
points that the gentleman has raised 
about the outsourcing issue that we 
are experiencing throughout the coun-
try, in Washington State and my home 
State of Florida. Forrester Research, 
Inc., has predicted that American em-
ployers will move over 3.3 million 
white collar service jobs amounting to 
about $136 billion in wages overseas 
over the next 15 years.
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There are clearly sectors of our econ-
omy that are among the most vulner-
able. About 14 million jobs, or 11 per-
cent of the U.S. total that have been 
identified at risk, are jobs that involve 
telephone call centers, computer oper-
ator, data entry operators, business 
and financial support, parallel and 
legal assistants, diagnostic support 
services, and finally, accounting, book-
keeping and payroll. 

This is a phenomenon which we are 
experiencing right now throughout the 
country, Democrats, Republicans, Inde-
pendents. There is no nobody who will 
escape this. The question is, how will 
we deal with it? We have to be honest. 
We cannot bring a lot of these jobs 
back. We can offer the Trade Adjust-
ment Act, which the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. SMITH) has introduced 
with a growing number of Members of 
Congress, Democrats and hopefully Re-
publicans, that will provide support for 
people who are displaced by trade or 
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outsourcing. But what we really need 
to do, as was mentioned earlier, is try 
to get to this problem at the source. 

We cannot promise anybody that 
having the highest level of education 
will guarantee them that they will not 
be competing against somebody from 
another country, but what we can 
guarantee to them is the best fighting 
chance they have of protecting them-
selves and their family. 

We will be debating, hopefully, in 
this Congress changes in the tax law 
that assure that the United States tax-
payer is not subsidizing companies to 
go overseas and to compete against the 
domestic workforce. But at the end of 
the day, our best weapon is the Amer-
ican worker and his or her job skills 
and work ethic. 

One of the areas that we should be 
emphasizing as a Congress to deal with 
the problem of encouraging more stu-
dents to enter math and science and 
engineering, as was mentioned earlier, 
is to attract more teachers into those 
fields. 

There are ideas that abound in con-
gressional districts and communities 
around the country, and it is the job of 
Congress and Washington to provide 
the funds to the community colleges, 
to the school districts, to the private 
sector, the not-for-profit sector that 
will come together for the good of the 
communities and attract people into 
the teaching profession and create the 
kinds of programs that will work in in-
dividual communities. 

In every community in this country, 
there is an enormous amount of grad-
uate school education that is occurring 
in these fields, math, science and engi-
neering; yet the painful fact is that the 
vast majority of students that are en-
tering these programs now are students 
who are entering here from other coun-
tries and helping us build bridges with 
those countries that are important; but 
ultimately many of these students are 
choosing to return to their homes and 
to benefit their own economies. We 
need to be getting more of our students 
into these graduate courses to become 
professors, to become inventors, to be-
come some of the best forward-think-
ing engineers for the next generation of 
this country. 

Ultimately, what we also need to 
focus on is a way for Congress, Demo-
crats and Republicans, to write a tax 
credit that will provide an incentive to 
employers to invest in their workers. 
Not just to meet the needs of the em-
ployer, but to provide a lifetime of 
learning, to provide trainability for a 
worker, so that as more competition is 
experienced from other countries, that 
worker is able to adapt through addi-
tional training, whether they are doing 
it on their own or going back to a col-
lege, university, community college or 
vocational training, so, again, our 
workers have a fighting chance, they 
have the tools they need and the abil-
ity they need to sharpen those tools, to 
broaden their job skills, to compete in 
this increasingly global economy. 

This is a time where Democrats and 
Republicans in Congress should be 
coming together trying to find solu-
tions in education and job training to 
help our workers face this onslaught of 
competition from overseas. The agenda 
from the President and from this Con-
gress so far has been to simply provide 
tax cuts that have gone to the most af-
fluent Americans in this country. 

It is time for us to acknowledge as 
competition heats up in the global 
economy that is not a solution for 
most of the people in this country who 
want to work, who want to succeed, 
who are prepared to go back to school, 
who are prepared to do some additional 
job training, but want us to support 
them, to help them do that. 

So I hope that there will be other 
Members that will come to the floor 
here in the days ahead and join us in 
trying to identify how we write a bill 
that provides a constructive, positive 
agenda with confidence in the work 
ethic and the skills of the American 
worker, to help us ultimately succeed, 
as we have done throughout the history 
of this country. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I thank 
the gentleman. 

I want to follow up with a couple of 
the tax policy points. As I mentioned, 
job training and worker skills, the best 
way to do that is obviously to have the 
companies train their workers, because 
companies know what specific skills 
they need. Increasingly, in having job 
skills, it is not just a matter of know-
ing a certain computer programming 
skill or a certain scientific skill. It is 
knowing what a specific company 
needs, and the only way to do that is to 
get training from the companies, or I 
should say the best way to do that. 

So tax credits that encourage compa-
nies to give training to their workers 
so that they can improve those skills 
and stay employable in those compa-
nies is an excellent idea, and also just 
overall developing the Tax Code to 
make sure it encourages businesses to 
create jobs here domestically. 

We have a situation now in the Tax 
Code where if you have a plan, let us 
take a call center as an example, that 
is one of the ones that has been off-
shored, and you are here domestically 
in the U.S. employing workers and 
making profits on that call center, you 
pay taxes on it. 

Now, if you take those same workers 
and move them overseas, even if they 
are still servicing U.S. consumers, U.S. 
customers, all of a sudden they do not 
pay taxes anymore in the U.S. on that. 
There is a proposal by Senator JOHN 
KERRY to change that, to make sure 
that if you are performing services 
here in the U.S., you continue to per-
form them for U.S. customers in a dif-
ferent country, you still have to pay 
taxes on that. That would discourage 
or take away one of the incentives the 
companies have to move jobs overseas. 

The second idea within that area 
that Senator KERRY has introduced, 
which is a positive incentive, would be 

to allow companies that have subsidi-
aries overseas and subsidiaries that 
serve overseas markets, not U.S. mar-
kets, whether it is in China, India, 
Vietnam or wherever, if they are doing 
that and making profits over there, 
right now if they want to bring those 
profits back to the U.S. from their sub-
sidiaries, they have to pay taxes on 
them. If they leave them overseas, they 
do not. 

It makes sense to reduce that tax 
rate to give them an incentive to bring 
the money back and invest here in the 
U.S., and that is another tax idea that 
Senator KERRY has supported. I think 
it is a pretty good contrast with the 
general approach of the Bush adminis-
tration, which is just give tax cuts to 
the people who make a lot of money 
and hope that they invest that money 
here. We know there is no guarantee of 
that. They can invest that money any 
place they want to, and increasingly 
they are investing it overseas. So our 
tax policy needs to be smart to help 
grow jobs here domestically. 

I want to now turn it over to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK), 
another of my colleagues who has 
worked extensively on this issue and 
understands the importance of job cre-
ation. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I am 
pleased to join the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. SMITH) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DAVIS) in 
just talking a little bit about jobs and 
what needs to be done. 

Those of us who have worked in 
many different aspects within the 
Democratic Party, we like to see dif-
ferent things done. It is not just simply 
a free trade issue, or it is not just a tax 
issue. It is a combination of things 
that are hurting this economy and 
hurting our States and the people we 
represent. 

I come from the State of Michigan. 
We have already lost many, many jobs 
in Michigan, about 128,900 manufac-
turing jobs. Michigan is known as a 
manufacturing State because of the 
auto industry. But we have a total job 
loss of about 336,000 jobs, 128,000 in 
manufacturing alone. 

Michigan continues to struggle. We 
need some help from the Federal Gov-
ernment; and we have to take a look at 
our fair trade agreements, as we call 
them. We also have to take a look at 
the tax structure in this country and 
what incentives are there to keep jobs 
staying here in this country. 

Michigan, in the last few years, we 
have offered close to $1 billion to try to 
retain corporations and jobs in my 
home State of Michigan. Nationwide, 
we have lost 2.8 million manufacturing 
jobs. Some analysts, as I believe the 
gentleman pointed out, believe we may 
lose as many as 14 million jobs in the 
U.S., or be at risk of going overseas. 

To stop that hemorrhaging of job loss 
in this country, for whatever reason, 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
really should report out the Job Pro-
tection Act of 2004, also known as H.R. 
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3827, a bill with really strong bipar-
tisan support. 

Whether you are a Democrat or a Re-
publican, we are seeing these manufac-
turing jobs leaving this country, so we 
have put together a bipartisan bill. 
There are 182 Members who have signed 
on to a discharge petition. If the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and 
Means does not allow the bill to come 
before the House for a vote, the only 
way we can change that is to have 218 
Members sign a discharge petition. We 
have 182 signatures right now. 

We would like to see the Job Protec-
tion Act of 2004, a strong bipartisan 
bill, come before the floor. This bill 
would amend our tax laws to comply 
with the recent World Trade Organiza-
tion rulings on the Foreign Sales Cor-
poration benefit. 

The Foreign Sales Corporation, that 
is a tax break for those corporations 
who sell their product overseas. When 
they come back to this country, it is 
not taxed. The World Trade Organiza-
tion has said that is an unfair subsidy 
and should cease and desist. So we take 
care of that situation with the Foreign 
Sales Corporation, plus there are other 
tax benefits in there that do not en-
courage jobs to leave our shore, but ac-
tually keep them here in the United 
States. 

It would revitalize our manufac-
turing base by lowering tax rates on all 
domestic producers, including small 
businesses and farms, by 3.5 percent. So 
as long as we keep it in the United 
States, keep them producing jobs here, 
we can lower some of that tax rate by 
3.5 percent. 

The proposal is fully paid for. We 
have enough deficits. We do not want 
to add to the deficit. We pay for this 
proposal, and it would not increase the 
deficit. We need to pass this bill, as 
millions and millions of Americans are 
relying upon it. Again, it is H.R. 3827, 
strong bipartisan support. We would 
like to see the bill moved. 

The gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH) mentioned Senator KERRY. He 
has been on this issue. In fact this past 
weekend, Friday and Saturday, he was 
in my home State of Michigan. He has 
put forth a proposal to create jobs and 
stop the shipping of our jobs overseas. 

He basically said, why do we con-
tinue to give tax rates to individuals 
and big multinational corporations in 
hopes they will create jobs? Why do we 
not give the tax break after you create 
the job? Produce and show results of a 
job, and we can then look at a tax 
break for your training, for your re-
search, to put those people to work, 
give you back something for putting 
them back to work. 

We spent a lot of time on manufac-
turing. Why is that so important? Re-
cent studies have shown that a manu-
facturing job in this country pays on 
an average $44,000 a year. Now, service 
industry jobs, which we hear a lot 
about, it is a good profession, but, un-
fortunately, they are only paying 
about $24,000 a year for a job. Then, of 

course, you have the retail industry, 
that pays about $19,000.

So what happens to these people 
after they lose their manufacturing job 
at about $44,000 a year? Well, there is 
service industry at about $23,000, or 
$24,000, and then there is the retail in-
dustry at about $19,000. How do you 
ever make up for that lost income? 

So Senator KERRY’s plan addresses 
the problem in the tax system and 
makes sure we do not reward those 
companies that ship jobs overseas. 

You take the Maytag Corporation. I 
was in Illinois about 2 years ago. Their 
profits were up 24 percent. Their profits 
for the year were $360 million. That is 
their profit after paying everything. 
But still Maytag, which made refrig-
eration units for refrigerators and 
freezers, still thought it was so impor-
tant to go to Mexico, where you pay 
about $1.50 an hour; and our Tax Code, 
which Senator KERRY wants to change, 
would actually pay them $30 million in 
tax credits if they shipped or moved to 
Mexico. 

So, first of all, their profits are $360 
million; they were up 24 percent from 
the previous year. It is not that they 
were hurting. But still they felt it nec-
essary to move out of Illinois, probably 
paying $15 or $18 an hour, to Mexico, 
where they are paying about $1.50, and 
then our government is going to give 
them another $30 million tax break on 
top of that. That is just plain wrong. 

So Senator KERRY’s plan would end 
these tax breaks that allow these com-
panies to keep their earnings overseas 
and avoid paying U.S. taxes. 

The indefinite deferral of paying 
taxes amounts to the U.S. taxpayer of 
about $8 billion a year to these compa-
nies investing abroad. That is accord-
ing to the conservative American En-
terprise Institute. 

So think about it. We are using tax-
payer money and giving them $8 billion 
to invest overseas, plus we are left with 
people who lost good-paying jobs with 
no recourse where to go with it. So the 
taxpayers are paying for them to go in-
vest overseas, plus we have to take 
care of the unemployed workers. 

The tax system has ability in incen-
tive to ship jobs overseas. That has to 
change. We need to help out manufac-
turers and small business. Unfortu-
nately, we have just seen the Presi-
dent’s budget. We had debate on it last 
week. 

The Manufacturing Extension Part-
nership Program, which has been used 
greatly in my district for Horner 
Flooring up in Dollar Bay, or Jacquart 
Fabric Products over at Ironwood, 
Michigan, that was cut by two-thirds. 
It went from $111 million to $39 mil-
lion. That has helped our people to 
take care of jobs and try to ship their 
product overseas. Unfortunately, that 
program has been cut. 

So I think the administration just 
has it backwards. We have to do some-
thing differently. It is not just the free 
trade agreements; it is the tax incen-
tives built into our Tax Code. 

It is also what we call HELP. The 
State of Michigan has been devastated, 
as we mentioned, about manufacturing, 
so we actually put together a program 
called HELP, which we sent to the Sec-
retary of Commerce, Secretary Evans, 
and said, look at this proposal. 

It is a lengthy proposal, but HELP 
really means, first, let us address 
health care needs. Every American 
should have the right to have health 
care. You take Ironwood Plastics, a 
small company up in my district. They 
were going to expand their plant, but 
they found their health care costs went 
up so much in the last 2 years, they 
cannot add on their plant. In fact, for 
every product they produce, 42 cents of 
it is just for fringe benefits; and they 
do not have lucrative fringe benefits. 
Health care is probably 60 to 70 percent 
of that 42 cents on every piece they 
make. It is just to pay for the health 
care in this country. We have to get a 
handle on health care prescription drug 
costs.
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That is the first part of ‘‘H’’ in 
HELP. 

Unemployment compensation. Why is 
it that past years when we have had 
these downturns in the economy, in my 
state of Michigan we are at 6.6 unem-
ployment, some parts of my district 
fall over 12 percent unemployment. 
Federal Government works the area 
with the States. The States have a pro-
gram. We do 26 weeks of unemploy-
ment, but we have always extended it 
another 13 weeks. Unfortunately, we 
have not done that. 

While people are unemployed through 
no fault of their own, we should be 
there to help them out to see them 
through those rough spots and keep 
them working and keep their health 
care going. 

Level playing field. The third letter 
in HELP. ‘‘L’’ for level playing field. 
On these trade barriers, I am always 
amazed that we see these trade agree-
ments, take the CAFTA plan, which is 
the Central America Free Trade Agree-
ment, which will devastate the sugar 
industry in my State of Michigan, 
which is a half billion dollar industry, 
if Central America is allowed to bring 
their sugar into this country. They all 
do now. But if one takes down all bar-
riers and it can freely flow into this 
country, it will wipe out the sugar beet 
industry in Michigan. 

The sad part about that is, while we 
immediately lower our barriers in this 
country, it takes about 15 years for 
other countries to lower their barriers. 
Plus they put up these artificial trade 
barriers depending on the value of their 
currency, the environmental standards, 
their employment standards of their 
workers. Why can’t we have a level 
playing field? 

If it is truly going to be a global 
economy, and I was here back in 1993 
through the NAFTA debates, which I 
did not support NAFTA because I felt 
it would hurt this country overall. But 
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when you take a look at it, in NAFTA 
and all the rest of it, if we are going to 
have a global economy, and that was 
the buzzword back in 1993, some 11, 12 
years ago, then should not we really 
have global standards on workers’ 
rights, on the environment, how we 
treat each other’s currency so you do 
not have these artificial trade barriers 
for our products from the U.S. going to 
these other countries? So that is the 
third letter in our help program. 

Last but not least, P for pensions. In 
this country we are funding pensions. 
Many people feel we are overfunding 
them. Some are underfunded. But we 
have to look at pension reform. There 
has been a bill that we tried to pass out 
of the House. It has been stuck in the 
Senate. We can do some work here and 
make this pension system fair to the 
workers, guarantee the benefit, but at 
the same time allow the companies to 
use it for research and development. 
That would free up some money so 
they can do their research, develop-
ment, and investment in their coun-
tries. It just makes sense. 

Training. We have to invest in this 
country. So there are so many needs, 
and one can just see what happens and 
in State after State, whether it is 
Washington, Florida, or Michigan. 

Just one more: Electrolux, which was 
really a sort of French company that 
had been in Michigan for many, many 
years, besides making great vacuum 
cleaners, they also did refrigeration. 
They just announced it is closing its 
doors and going to Mexico also. It will 
cost Michigan 2,700 jobs. 

We are losing about 2,000 jobs in 
Michigan just in the manufacturing 
section. Our governor, who is very con-
cerned about it, has put together an 
aggressive manufacturing agenda to 
try to help companies. Our governor 
even offered Electrolux a new $30 mil-
lion building, $182 million in tax credit, 
including a Renaissance Zone that 
would allow the company to operate 
virtually free of State and local taxes 
for up to 20 years. 

There was even changes from the 
United Auto Workers that they said, 
look, we do not want to lose these jobs. 
It is good-paying jobs. We will change 
our labor agreement. We will give 
about $31 million in concessions. But 
still the company still saw it lucrative 
to go to Mexico with the tax breaks 
they would get from the U.S. taxpayers 
and the low-wage-paying jobs in Mex-
ico. 

Electrolux was a very profitable com-
pany. It pays $13 to $15 an hour plus 
benefits, and that included health care 
to its employees. So why are they mov-
ing? Because they can go down to Mex-
ico and pay people $1.57 an hour. 

Like I said, Michigan has lost about 
128,900 manufacturing jobs since Janu-
ary of 2001. We have a total job loss in 
our State of 335,868 in Michigan, de-
spite offering almost $1 billion in tax 
incentives for companies to stay. 

So I am pleased to join with the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. SMITH) 

tonight. I think my colleague said it 
best earlier when he said it is not just 
trade agreements, there are tax issues, 
there are employment issues, there are 
a number of issues we should tackle as 
a Congress. 

I will go back and just repeat that. 
The Job Protection Act of 2004, H.R. 
3827, a bipartisan bill. We have 182 
Members who signed a discharge peti-
tion. I wish the majority in this Con-
gress would allow to us bring that bill 
to the floor. If the majority party, the 
Republican party, want to vote against 
it, that is certainly their right. But at 
this critical time in our Nation’s his-
tory, manufacturing jobs leaving, why 
cannot we have a good debate on the 
issue? 

Maybe this tax break is not quite 
right. I am not saying we have all the 
answers, but let us at least get a de-
bate going. Let us exchange ideas. Be-
cause we have to look at trade agree-
ments, Tax Code, and other incentives 
we have out there that encourage peo-
ple to leave offshore or go offshore with 
their corporations. 

So I stand with Senator KERRY and 
my colleagues tonight and we look for-
ward to a day when we invest in com-
panies for keeping jobs here in the 
United States and not shipping them 
overseas, providing health care for all 
our workers so it is not such a burden 
on just strictly the employer, and reex-
amine these trade laws and make sure 
we all play by the same rules.

America can compete with anybody 
anywhere in this world. We are just 
looking for a level, fair, playing sur-
face on trade agreements. 

I thank the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH) for once again 
yielding. I thank him again for step-
ping forth and organizing this special 
order tonight. It is always a pleasure 
to join with the gentleman and look 
forward to working with him on this 
and other issues in the future. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to thank the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK) for 
his remarks, and I do agree, as I said, 
that we need to be more aggressive 
about enforcing our trade agreements. 

I will point out I am actually fairly 
familiar with the CAFTA trade agree-
ment, and it does not have the affect 
on sugar you describe. It raises the 
quotas for sugar from Central America 
by less than 5 percent over what they 
currently are and it is, in fact, spread 
out over 15 years. 

So if my colleague looks at the de-
tails of CAFTA, sugar, corn, a variety 
of different issues, it is a pretty level 
playing field on both of those. It does 
not dramatically increase the quotas 
on sugar coming from Central America. 

So I would urge my colleague to take 
a closer look at that and assure your 
folks in the Michigan sugar beet indus-
try that they are going to be just fine 
with regard to that particular agree-
ment. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman would yield on that one. 

Our sugar producers and the Michigan 
Farm Bureau have come out against it 
because we do not have that big of a 
sugar industry. It is only a $500 million 
industry. But they feel with it coming 
in, and my colleague is right, over 15 
years, the barriers would fall down. 
That would just about do the end of our 
sugar in Michigan. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, that cannot possibly be true. 
I would be happy to take a look at it, 
but it is not just over 15 years. At the 
end of 15 years the quotas are still 
there. They are just slightly larger 
than they are now. It does not even get 
rid of them. 

So sugar was very important to me, 
and I was actually in conversations 
with Ambassador Zellick and others 
while they were negotiating that. 

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I hope 
my colleague is right on that issue be-
cause we are concerned about it in 
Michigan. We look forward to my col-
league’s leadership on that issue to 
make sure we preserve our sugar indus-
try in Michigan. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, absolutely. We have a sugar 
industry throughout the U.S. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to now yield to 
my colleague from my State, our 
State, I should say, the gentleman 
from the great State of Washington 
(Mr. INSLEE) from the first district who 
is the cosponsor with me on the TAA 
bill to expand trade adjustment assist-
ance for service sector employees and 
expand it in other areas as well. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding. 

I want to make a couple points before 
I address the specifics of this trade ad-
justment which I really think is great, 
not a panacea but certainly one of the 
things we need to do that address this 
problem. But I want to make two 
points about why legislation like this 
is necessary right now, and that is that 
two I think interesting facts that dem-
onstrate why Congress needs to act 
now and the administration needs to 
follow us in doing so. 

That is the unemployment, the job 
loss that we have suffered in the last 3 
years is actually understated. A lot of 
folks have heard now a familiar num-
ber that we have lost about 2.2 million 
jobs in the last 3 years which is a 
greater job loss than any other time 
since Herbert Hoover was President of 
the United States. But that number is 
really kind of a fake number, and the 
reason is that it fails to take into ac-
count the jobs that should have been 
created under any sort of normal rate 
of economic growth. The truth is we 
have lost specifically about 2.2 million 
jobs, but if we had just grown jobs to 
keep pace with the rate of population 
increase, we would have actually grown 
four and a half million jobs if we had 
only kept pace with the population in-
crease in the United States in the last 
3 years. 

So it is not that we have lost 2.2 mil-
lion jobs, sort of behind the curve by 
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2.2 million Americans that are out of 
work. It is actually closer to 7 million. 
So the job deficit, along with the larg-
est Federal deficit in American his-
tory, we now have the largest job def-
icit in the last 50 years. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman would yield, 
because that is a point I found inter-
esting. When the President has pro-
posed his tax cuts, for 3 years he has 
talked about the number of jobs he is 
going to create. The figure that he used 
for the tax cut that was passed was 1.2 
million. He has fallen way short of at 
this point, I think it is about 400,000. 
But in making that proposal it is inter-
esting that he assumes that, absent 
that tax cut, no jobs would be created, 
which flies in the face of history. Obvi-
ously, some jobs were going to be cre-
ated. 

As the gentleman points out, after 
we did this supply side tax cut for peo-
ple at the high end of the scale, we ac-
tually created less jobs than econo-
mists tell us we would have created if 
we had done nothing. So it is worse 
than just not doing what he said it was 
going to do. It seems to be having a 
negative impact. 

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, that is an-
other way of basically saying we have 
had no meaningful job creation for the 
last 3 years. So we have a $7 million job 
deficit and we basically had an experi-
ment and that experiment failed. The 
President basically said these very 
large tax cuts for the wealthiest among 
us, those who are over $200,000 a year, 
we are going to create millions of jobs. 
It failed even to keep pace with just 
population growth. 

There is four and a half million jobs 
missing that should have been there 
just to keep pace with population 
growth, and then there are 2.2 million 
jobs lost on top of that. So we are in a 
deep, deep hole; and whatever we are 
going to say, if we add one job now, we 
are still at the bottom of the well. So 
maybe we are one inch off the bottom 
of a 7 million foot well, if you will. We 
have got a long ways to go. 

Second point is the reason Congress 
needs to act now is that these figures 
belie the severity in the length of this 
unemployment. Because we have over 2 
million people who are unemployed to-
night who have been unemployed for 
more than 6 months. That is the long-
est period and the largest number of 
people who have been unemployed over 
6 months for over 50 years in America. 

So not only are people not even 
counted in the unemployment insur-
ance statistics because they have given 
up looking for work, those who are still 
on there we have the longest period of 
long-term unemployment in the last 50 
years. 

So I just want to point out those two 
points that we need to take into con-
sideration whether we are going to act 
or not boldly and aggressively. And we 
think we should. 

So one of the ideas, and this is not 
the only idea that we need to pursue, 

but we need to bring our trade adjust-
ment assistance for Members up to 
speed with what is going on in the U.S. 
economy. We, and I am sure the gen-
tleman has talked about this, have had 
a program to help people who have lost 
jobs that are associated with the dy-
namics of trade in manufacturing now 
for some period of time. 

We have seen in Seattle a great suc-
cess with that program. We have seen 
hundreds of folks, if not thousands, in 
Boeing who several years ago during 
the downturn availed themselves of the 
benefit of this program to get retrain-
ing. I have talked to any number of 
those. It is not 100 percent, but any 
number of these folks have been suc-
cessful in finding other careers with re-
training. 

But now we have this phenomenon in 
the service sector, computer program-
ming, accounting, in radiological serv-
ices, in call centers. Now the service 
sector employees are experiencing the 
dynamics of trade. We simply have to 
bring this up to speed to this century’s 
challenges that exist. 

Our bill will do that. It will simply 
say that people in the service sector 
who lose jobs associated with the dy-
namics of trade are going to have an 
assistance from Uncle Sam. It is a pret-
ty simple commitment that Uncle Sam 
ought to fulfill. We hope that the ad-
ministration will embrace this idea. 

And I will share one piece of good 
news. I serve on the President’s Export 
Council, which is a group appointed es-
sentially to advise the executive 
branch on export policies and trade 
policies.

b 2200 

It is a group of a lot of high-level ex-
ecutives of major corporations at Gen-
eral Motors, Intel, Boeing, a couple of 
Members of Congress; and last week, 
we met and this group sort of unani-
mously concluded that this idea of the 
extension of trade adjustment author-
ity to service personnel should be pur-
sued, and that will go to the President 
as a formal recommendation of this 
group here in the near future. 

So we are hopeful that the adminis-
tration and our Republican colleagues 
will join us in this very commonsense 
measure to help Americans get back on 
their feet, and we do not want to hear 
that we cannot do this for fiscal rea-
sons, for two reasons; and there is a fis-
cal impact for this obviously, and we 
should be totally responsible in ad-
dressing that fiscal impact, but we be-
lieve that in the long term this is fis-
cally responsible to do because these 
folks are going to get back to work, 
they are going to get off the unemploy-
ment rolls, and they are going to start 
creating wealth and profits and wages 
and taxes themselves. This is a fiscally 
responsible thing to do, is we get peo-
ple back to work. Over the long term it 
does not create the deficit; it helps to 
ameliorate it. 

In addition, we think there are some 
future tax cuts for those earning over 

$200,000, which on a scale is not as im-
portant as the fact as getting these 
thousands of people who may have lost 
these jobs to folks in other countries 
due to trade. They have a higher claim 
on America’s assistance right now, and 
they will be much more productive for 
the U.S. economy as well, and so we 
think this is a fiscally responsible ap-
proach; and we hope our Republican 
colleagues will join us. 

There is one other thing that this bill 
will do. You may have talked about 
this already, but I want to allude to it. 
There are some imperfections in the 
existing trade adjustment bill, one of 
which would not kick in assistance for 
Americans except that they lost their 
job, at least the presumption is a coun-
try that we already had free trade 
agreement with. That is an artifact of 
history that we had to cure because if 
you are out of work, frankly it does 
not make a difference to your creditors 
whether you are out of work, losing a 
job to someone Uncle Sam has a free 
trade agreement with or not. So we 
hope to fix that in the long term. 

The bottom line is, as the trade 
world has changed, as the economy has 
changed, Congress needs to change our 
provision for Americans to get re-
trained; and this is a fundamentally 
sound, fair, fiscal way to do it, and we 
are hoping that ultimately this be-
comes a bipartisan effort. 

Unfortunately, we have not had our 
colleagues across the aisle coming in 
droves to join this, and that frankly is 
disappointing because anyone ought to 
understand when you are out of work 
and your job’s been shipped to another 
country, and your mortgage still needs 
paying and your child’s college edu-
cation tuition still needs paying, it 
should not be a Republican or Demo-
crat position the fact that we ought to 
help you get retrained, and we ought to 
recognize for those of us who recognize 
the value of trade, and I count myself 
among those who come from a very 
trade-dependent part of the world. The 
State of Washington is one of the 
trade-dependent parts of the country. 
We recognize the value of trade, selling 
Boeing planes to India, selling Micro-
soft software to China. We understand 
the value of trade, but those who care 
about trade have to recognize that 
there are dynamics of trade and people 
are discomfited and there are job losses 
associated with trade, and we need to 
create a lifetime learning situation 
where, as trade creates dynamic 
changes in the job market, we need to 
guarantee Americans the ability to get 
back on their feet and become re-
trained, and that is one part of that 
support system that I hope that we will 
pass. 

Mr. SMITH of Washington. I thank 
the gentleman for his help on this 
issue. You worked very closely on it, 
and I thank you for your leadership 

I want to close off the debate, and we 
do not have anymore speakers for our 
hour, which is almost up, by empha-
sizing the point the gentleman from 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:54 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29MR7.064 H29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1636 March 29, 2004
Washington (Mr. INSLEE) made about 
the cost and some of the choices in-
volved. It is interesting, business lead-
ers throughout this country have come 
together and agreed with a lot of the 
items we have talked about tonight, 
agreed with the importance of edu-
cation, the importance of job training, 
the importance of investment in re-
search and development, the impor-
tance of another item we have not 
talked about, which is an investment 
in infrastructure, a building of roads 
and improving our energy system so 
that we can have a sustainable strong 
economy; and they know we need to do 
those things, and they consistently ad-
vocate for them and I appreciate that 
support. 

But it is also tied into the issue of 
how do we pay for these things, and as 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
INSLEE) pointed out, the tax cut choice. 
We have heard a lot already in this 
campaign about taxes and tax cuts; and 
the general approach of the President 
and his party is that, look, any tax cut 
there is has to be lower, anyone who is 
for higher taxes is by definition not 
worth being elected, but we have to 
take a step back and look at this in 
terms of choices, and take a look at 
those issues that I just talked about, 
the business leaders and many Repub-
licans say they support, funding for 
education, funding for job training, 
funding for infrastructure. 

There is the little problem of paying 
for these things, and we have to look at 
the choice that is being presented. The 
President wants to make his tax cut 
permanent, all of his tax cut, including 
the portion of that tax cut which is a 
pretty substantial portion of it that 
goes to people making over $200,000 a 
year, also the portions of the tax cut 
that go to people who are paid divi-
dends; and, yes, I know average Ameri-
cans earn some dividends, too. If you 
look at the percentage of where divi-
dend income goes, it goes almost en-
tirely, 75 to 80 to 90 percent, to people 
again making a great deal of money; 
and I understand the philosophy behind 
that, give these people money, they 
will invest and everything will be fine.

It has not quite worked over the 
course of the last 3 years at this point, 
but more importantly it is a matter of 
choices. If the business community, 
other folks out there, want us to make 
that investment in education, job 
training and research and infrastruc-
ture, there has got to be some money 
left somewhere to do that; and when we 
are sitting here with an over-$400 bil-
lion deficit due this year to pile on top 
of a $7 trillion debt, to say that we are 
going to make the tax cuts permanent 
at the cost of somewhere around 2 to $3 
trillion, over the course of the 10-year 
period, and still make these invest-
ments in our workers, an investment in 
our economy, it does not add up. 

It is a matter of choices, what is the 
best investment of that money. Is it 
really best to make sure that the top 
tax rate for people who make, it is 

about $250,000 before you hit that top 
tax rate, goes down from 39 to 35 per-
cent? It goes down to 4, I guess, critical 
percentage points. Or is it best to take 
some of that money to get us back to-
wards fiscal responsibility and to get 
us back towards making an investment 
in our workers that they can fairly 
compete? Looked at in that context, I 
think it is a pretty obvious choice; and 
I hope that we will make those choices. 

We absolutely need tax cuts. Senator 
KERRY supports a number of tax cuts 
targeted to the middle class, the child 
tax credit, elimination of the marriage 
tax penalty, a number of different 
issues; but, absolutely, we have got to 
give those tax cuts to hardworking 
Americans. 

When you look at the total package 
of tax cuts, these are some choices we 
can make to better invest in our work-
ers and better invest in our country. 
We hope that we can make those 
choices so that we can deal with the 
challenges we face from outsourcing, 
from offshore, so that American work-
ers can have that level playing field, 
can have that opportunity to grow our 
economy and to benefit from that 
growth. 

I thank you very much for the time.
f 

PAKISTAN NAMED MAJOR NON-
NATO ALLY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise on 
the House floor this evening to discuss 
Pakistan’s recent designation as a 
major non-NATO ally. 

Last week, Secretary of State Colin 
Powell visited India and Pakistan to 
support the efforts that have been 
made by both nations to seek peace. 
For the first time in decades, relations 
between India and Pakistan were eas-
ing; and as a result, confidence-build-
ing measures were being established, 
such as transportation across the bor-
der and cricket games between the two 
countries. 

Although both countries are on a 
slow, yet steady, path for improved 
economic defense and political rela-
tions, unfortunately that balance has 
been damaged, in my opinion, by the 
Bush administration’s favorable treat-
ment of Pakistan in naming it a major 
non-NATO ally. 

Mr. Speaker, although we have advo-
cated for the U.S. to view India and 
Pakistan as two separate, distinct na-
tions, at the same time we have advo-
cated for fair treatment based on 
record of democracy, commitment to 
ending terrorism, and a variety of val-
ues important to the United States. 
India is a strong, vibrant democracy of 
over 50 years, and Pakistan is a rogue 
nation under military rule. India’s nu-
clear program is civilian controlled, 
and Pakistan’s nuclear program was 
sold to nations such as Libya, Iran, and 

North Korea to assist illegal, covert 
nuclear weapons programs. India is 
protecting its citizens from terrorism 
in Kashmir, and Pakistan has spon-
sored terrorist activity in its own 
backyard. 

It seems clear that the U.S. and India 
are natural allies based on our shared 
values. The reason why the U.S. and 
Pakistan are now allies is a result of 
the shared effort to end global ter-
rorism. However, based on all the rea-
sons I just stated above, I am taken 
aback by the new designation that the 
U.S. has bestowed upon Pakistan as a 
major non-NATO ally. Not only was I 
surprised, but India as a nation was 
surprised as well. Secretary Powell had 
just met with India’s leaders, but he 
did not mention the new status of 
Pakistan that was soon to be an-
nounced. 

Naming Pakistan a major non-NATO 
ally is completely inconsistent with 
U.S. policies. Pakistan is not a demo-
cratic nation. Pakistan supports ter-
rorism in Kashmir, and Pakistan has 
engaged in nuclear activity for which 
it has recently pardoned a key sci-
entist who aided covert nuclear pro-
grams to rogue nations. The result of 
this new designation, I think, has the 
potential to be devastating. 

Not only was India surprised and dis-
appointed, but further, Pakistan’s new 
role will lead to severe implications in 
the South Asia region. It is unclear 
what the title ‘‘major non-NATO ally’’ 
means and what it means in legal 
terms, but the most immediate concern 
is that a rapid and large-scale supply of 
American military equipment could 
flow from the United States to Paki-
stan, including the possibility of F–16s. 
In accordance with the Pressler amend-
ment of 1990, Pakistan was not afforded 
major military supplies until post-9/11, 
in which case specific counterterrorism 
supplies had been provided. 

But this is very concerning because 
U.S. military supplies given to Paki-
stan for use against Russia and China 
have been historically used against 
India. Given the current climate of the 
conflict between India and Pakistan 
over Kashmir, any additional weapons 
provided to Pakistan will likely be 
used to escalate this conflict between 
the two nations and has the potential 
to build up a full-scale arms war. 

In addition, this new designation has 
the impetus for breaking down negotia-
tions in peace talks between the two 
nations that have just gotten under-
way. Pakistan’s newly established ac-
cess to U.S. military supplies could 
serve as an impediment to any further 
Indo-Pakistani talks. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot understand 
why the U.S. has afforded Pakistan 
this major non-NATO ally status. 
Pakistan has a history of abusing mili-
tary and nuclear equipment, and yet 
we are allowing them to have access to 
depleted uranium ammunition, special 
privilege in bidding for certain U.S. 
Government contracts, radar systems, 
attack helicopters, and airborne early 
warning systems. 
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In exchange for Pakistan’s assistance 

to the U.S. in the war against ter-
rorism, the U.S. has already allocated 
$3 billion worth of assistance, half of 
which is directed toward Pakistan to 
buy military equipment from the 
United States. The Bush administra-
tion must reevaluate their policies to-
wards Pakistan. The new designation 
of major non-NATO ally is unfair, inap-
propriate and, most importantly, in my 
opinion, dangerous given the volatile 
nature of the South Asia region.

f 

FOREIGN POLICY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, in this country, in this city, 
sometimes the American media just 
does not get it. Tonight I rise to lay in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and for the 
American people two stories that have 
not gotten the attention they deserve 
regarding foreign policy and regarding 
the actions of two nations in two re-
gions that are extremely important to 
the security of America and the world. 

The first, Mr. Speaker, involves Ser-
bia. Mr. Speaker, this nation went to 
war and for the first and only time con-
vinced our NATO allies to use NATO as 
an offensive military entity to invade a 
non-NATO country in 1999 to remove a 
sitting head of state, Milosevic, from 
office for war crimes for which he is 
now being tried. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight not to 
question whether or not Milosevic com-
mitted war crimes. I am convinced that 
he did, that he committed ethnic 
cleansing and that he did unthinkable 
harm to individual people in the 
former Yugoslavia. 

He is now being held accountable for 
his actions in a trial that has been 
going on for several years; but, Mr. 
Speaker, we cannot have a double 
standard, and this is what we have 
today, Mr. Speaker.

b 2215 
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 

Speaker, when we invaded Serbia and 
we went in with our military and the 
NATO military, I did not support the 
President’s actions, as did many of our 
colleagues in this body. Not because I 
felt support for Milosevic, but because 
I was convinced we had not allowed 
Russia to play the role that they could 
have and should have played in getting 
Milosevic to agree to the terms that 
the NATO and other nations wanted 
after the meetings at Rambouillet, and 
I said so publicly. It was not that those 
of us who opposed President Clinton 
supported Milosevic, but rather that 
we thought there was a better way that 
would have avoided the kind of atroc-
ities that were committed by our own 
bombing in Belgrade and other cities in 
the former Yugoslavia. But the fact is 
that we did bomb that country, and we 
continued it for a matter of weeks. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, I was the one 
who assembled a delegation of 10 of our 
colleagues and myself, five Democrats, 
all supporters of President Clinton, and 
five Republicans to travel to Vienna 
after having discussed with Strobe Tal-
bot, the number two person at the 
State Department, the offer of the Rus-
sians to me to help Russia play a role 
in resolving the crisis in Yugoslavia on 
the terms that the U.S. and NATO 
wanted. I also, Mr. Speaker, had access 
to a memo that had been prepared se-
cretly by Strobe Talbot, which was 
briefed to both Sandy Berger and Vice 
President Gore. So I knew what the 
policy of the U.S. was with regard to 
Russia’s involvement. And I also knew 
full well that we were not giving Rus-
sia the opportunity to play the kind of 
constructive role that it could have 
and should have. 

Our meetings in Vienna with five 
Russian leaders and 11 American lead-
ers resulted, over 2 days, in a frame-
work that allowed the Russians and the 
Americans to come to an agreement 
and to agree concurrently that 
Milosevic had committed ethnic 
cleansing; that the armed Serbs should 
be withdrawn from Kosovo; that there 
should be a multinational force 
brought in. All of those conditions 
were what basically the Russians, when 
they were finally brought in several 
weeks later, were able to bring to the 
table to help us end that war. 

Now, we were told, Mr. Speaker, that 
the ending of the war would end the 
ethnic cleansing. And, boy, were we 
wrong. The media blasted headlines all 
over the world with Milosevic’s ac-
tions, and they still blast the actions 
of this war criminal and his ethnic 
cleansing. Where is the media today, 
Mr. Speaker? Where are the front-page 
stories in our major newspapers about 
the ethnic cleansing that took place 
aimed specifically at Serbs in the last 
week? 

On the March 17, Mr. Speaker, a mas-
sive campaign of ethnic violence was 
carried out against Kosovo Serbs and 
other non-Albanians that continued for 
several days. These efforts were care-
fully planned, orchestrated, and coordi-
nated by the leadership structures of 
the Kosovo Albanians, and they are un-
acceptable. Mr. Speaker, the estimates 
are that tens of thousands of Kosovo 
Albanians participated in the pogrom 
which resulted in the destruction of 90 
percent of Kosovo’s remaining pre-
dominantly Serb areas. 

Mr. Speaker, 800-year-old churches 
and monasteries were destroyed. In 
total, 35 Christian holy sites were deci-
mated. And even though they at-
tempted to avoid personal atrocities 
against individuals, 31 Serbs were 
killed. Where is the outrage, Mr. 
Speaker? Where is the outrage that we 
saw from President Clinton in 1999 and 
Madeleine Albright? I have not seen 
former President Clinton or Madeleine 
Albright giving speeches today about 
the ethnic cleansing that was con-
ducted against innocent Serbs, that 

were supposedly going to have their 
freedom and their own safety protected 
by the U.N. forces, including Ameri-
cans working in Kosovo. In fact, Mr. 
Speaker, this entire incident needs the 
full attention of this Congress, this 
government and the United Nations, as 
well as NATO. 

There have been suggestions, Mr. 
Speaker, that there are ties between 
what occurred beginning on March 17 
with al Qaeda, Hamas, the Albanian 
National Army, and Abu Bakr Sadik, 
among others. These ties need to be in-
vestigated fully. The campaign of eth-
nic cleansing that just took place 
against Serbs was conducted in such a 
way as to result in a little loss of life, 
although 31 people is significant, but 
with maximum material and psycho-
logical damage. 

Why would that take place, Mr. 
Speaker? Because at a time when 
America and the world’s attention is 
focused on Iraq and Afghanistan and 
other parts of the world, there are 
those with the ties to the groups I just 
mentioned who saw an opportunity to 
ethnically cleanse Kosovo, so that at 
some point in time down the road the 
position could be made that this nation 
no longer really has a significant Ser-
bian population. 

Mr. Speaker, where is the outrage 
from America? Where is the story from 
the American media about what hap-
pened in Serbia or in Kosovo last week? 
Are not the deaths of 31 innocent civil-
ians, is not the burning of major reli-
gious institutions a story that deserves 
national focus in this country? We 
went to war, Mr. Speaker, in 1999. We 
went to war, and in fact we used NATO 
for the first and only time ever in an 
offensive military mode to remove 
Milosevic because of ethnic cleansing. 
Where is our outrage today with the 
ethnic cleansing that occurred last 
week against innocent Serbs? The at-
tacks continued unabated for several 
days. In fact, in some cases they got 
worse as the attackers went in to all 
the Serbian enclaves. 

Where was the protection that these 
people were guaranteed when the war 
ended and President Clinton told us 
that we had been able to rid the world 
of a dictator who had committed eth-
nic cleansing? Where was the protec-
tion for the destruction not just of the 
churches but of the electrical grid sys-
tem and the damage to the mobile 
phone relay stations? Where was the 
protection for the Serbs, the Kosovo 
Serbs who attempted to seek shelter in 
churches and monasteries, but were 
prevented from being able to do so be-
cause those very churches and mon-
asteries were the explicit objects of at-
tack? 

The estimates are, Mr. Speaker, that 
as many as 50,000 Kosovo Albanians 
were involved in this action. Is the 
world going to sit by and allow this 
kind of atrocity to occur? Is America 
going to pass some modest resolution 
that calls ethnic cleansing wrong? We 
did not do that in 1999, Mr. Speaker, 
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when we had evidence there was ethnic 
cleansing. All of us spoke out against 
it. When we went to Vienna and met 
with our Russian counterparts, 11 of us, 
we had in-depth discussions that re-
sulted in the Russian delegates from 
the major political factions agreeing 
with us that ethnic cleansing had oc-
curred. 

Where is that same message today, 
Mr. Speaker? Why are our colleagues 
and why is the American media not de-
manding that the world do something 
about the ethnic cleansing that was 
perpetrated against innocent Serbs last 
week? And where are the investiga-
tions into the linkages of terrorist or-
ganizations that were allegedly in-
volved in this activity? 

Mr. Speaker, the reputation of Amer-
ica, the U.N. and NATO are all on the 
line right now. We talked a good game 
in 1999. We stood together. Even 
though we disagreed on the method of 
removing Milosevic and the ethnic 
cleansing, we stood together as a Na-
tion, Democrats and Republicans, and 
we said ethnic cleansing was wrong. 
Does the silence in this body today 
mean that ethnic cleansing is okay be-
cause it is not being led by one person 
like Milosevic? 

The Kosovo Albanians must be held 
accountable, Mr. Speaker. We must not 
let them off the hook. Ethnic cleansing 
is wrong, whether it is done by Serbs or 
whether it is done by Kosovo Alba-
nians; and this Nation must stand up 
and shout out that message loud and 
clear. And if there was involvement by 
terrorist groups like Hamas and al 
Qaeda, then we need to know that. 

Mr. Speaker, many people around the 
world have spoken out on this violence. 
I want to quote a few, just so that my 
colleagues will understand that those 
closest to the situation fully under-
stand what happened. This is not Con-
gressman CURT WELDON alone making 
this claim. 

In fact, let me quote Admiral Greg-
ory Johnson, CINSOUTH commander, 
United States Naval Forces, Europe. 
This was his quote: ‘‘This kind of activ-
ity actually almost amounts to ethnic 
cleansing, and it cannot go on. That’s 
why we came here in the first place.’’ 
That is from our own Admiral Johnson, 
referring again to the term ‘‘ethnic 
cleansing.’’ 

NATO Secretary-General Jaap de 
Hoo Scheffer: ‘‘What happened last 
week, orchestrated and organized by 
extremist factions in the Albanian 
community, is unacceptable.’’ 

Javier Solana, General Secretary of 
the EU Council and High Representa-
tive for the EU’s Common Foreign and 
Security Policy: ‘‘It’s sad to see 
schools destroyed and children evacu-
ated, people killed, and homes burnt. 
This is something which can’t be toler-
ated. I’m shocked at the brutality, the 
destruction of schools, preventing chil-
dren from being educated, the destruc-
tion of churches in which people only 
want to pray. Serbs are brave and must 
stay here. They must try to rebuild 

their homes, and we will help them 
with that. I’m leaving with a lot less 
optimism than when I came. I regret 
that tomorrow I will tell the EU Coun-
cil of Ministers what I saw and heard 
here and that a huge amount of time 
was wasted here.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, this was last week, not 
1999, when we went to war. Where’s the 
outrage in America today over the eth-
nic cleansing and the killing that just 
occurred in Kosovo? 

Soloman Passy, OSCE Chairman-in-
Office: ‘‘This isn’t about a chance hap-
pening, about Albanian extremist ele-
ments stirred up the violence.’’ 

Derek Chappell, UNMIK spokesman: 
‘‘There has been violence in Kosovo be-
fore, but this time it’s coordinated ac-
tion. The violence erupted in a number 
of places at the same time, which 
shows that it was planned in advance.’’ 

Vladimir Putin, President of the Rus-
sian Federation: ‘‘This is ethnic cleans-
ing. Even our Western colleagues ac-
cept that this is nothing other than 
ethnic cleansing. It is essential that 
there be a responsibly strong reaction 
in order to protect the Kosovo Serbs.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I led the delegation to 
Vienna to convince the leaders of the 
Russian factions that they should 
admit that Milosevic had been involved 
in ethnic cleansing. I will not stand by 
and allow now the Russians to see the 
hypocrisy in America when we will not 
call the same actions by the Kosovo Al-
banians ethnic cleansing. That is what 
it was. That is what it is, and it must 
be called; it must be called into play. 
There must be a full and complete in-
vestigation, and those individuals re-
sponsible and involved must be held ac-
countable. 

I understand there are those making 
the rounds on the Hill this week and 
last week to try to cover up what oc-
curred, to try to explain it away. You 
cannot explain away, Mr. Speaker, 31 
deaths. You cannot explain away all 
the churches that were burned. You 
cannot explain away what the ultimate 
agenda was: to remove any presence of 
ethnic Serbs in Kosovo.
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Mr. Speaker, the world needs to be 
consistent. The U.N., NATO, the U.S. 
and all of our allies must stand with 
the people of both Kosovo and Serbia 
for a consistent stand against ethnic 
cleansing, whoever may be the perpe-
trator. In this case, we have not done 
that, and it is wrong. An orchestrated 
campaign of ethnic cleansing must not 
be rewarded politically, and I will use 
my voice and will speak to our col-
leagues this week in encouraging a full 
and complete investigation of what oc-
curred last week. 

I will also, Mr. Speaker, ask and de-
mand that the commitments that we 
made in the former Yugoslavia be fol-
lowed up. In my visits to Serbia, to 
Belgrade, we have not carried out the 
promises that we made as a Nation to 
the people once Milosevic was removed 
from office, and that is unacceptable. 

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that the 
media and Members of this body would 
focus on the plight of the innocent Ser-
bian people who last week were dealt a 
very severe blow. Those Kosovo Serbs 
who were simply attempting to live in 
their enclaves were attacked, their in-
stitutions were destroyed and ethnic 
cleansing was done by those very peo-
ple who cried ethnic cleansing back in 
1999. This cannot be allowed to stand. 

Mr. Speaker, the second story that 
has not been fully covered by the 
American media except for perhaps one 
newspaper, the Washington Times, is 
what occurred in Libya less than 1 
month ago. Mr. Speaker, the President 
of the United States deserves signifi-
cant credit for a story that has largely 
gone unreported in the mainstream 
American media. I did not see head-
lines on our national newspapers about 
what happened in Libya. I did not see 
headlines about the 90-minute speech 
that Muammar Qaddafi gave to his peo-
ple on March 2. And so tonight, Mr. 
Speaker, I also want to talk about the 
untold story of Libya. 

Mr. Speaker, approximately 8 months 
ago, after having helped form the 
International Energy Advisory Council 
made up of private energy corporations 
around the world, I was told by the rep-
resentative of Libya, Abdul Majid Al 
-Mansouri, who is today here in Wash-
ington, that Libya was about ready to 
complete a major turnaround. I was in-
trigued. I asked to learn more. He told 
me that Qaddafi’s son, Saif Islam Al-
Qaddafi, wanted to meet with me and 
that if I came to London in October for 
a meeting of the International Energy 
Advisory Council, I could listen to Saif 
Islam Al-Qaddafi tell me the story of 
the change that was about to occur in 
Libya. 

I could not make that trip in Octo-
ber, Mr. Speaker, but I did meet with 
Saif Islam Al-Qaddafi in January. We 
met for 3 hours and this young, 31-year-
old, London-educated Ph.D. candidate 
in economics told me that his father 
was in the midst of a massive turn-
around of this nation. Libya, which we 
have not had contact with for 29 years 
and which has been a major source of 
terrorism around the world, was about 
ready to change in a very dramatic 
way. 

I was intrigued when Saif Islam Al-
Qaddafi told me the story in the meet-
ing that we had, and I said I was inter-
ested in potentially taking a delega-
tion of our colleagues to visit with 
Qaddafi himself. While meeting with 
Saif, he made a cellular phone call and 
came back and said, you’re going to be 
invited into Tripoli within the next 
several days. 

Two days later, Mr. Speaker, a letter 
arrived from the Libyan parliament, 
the People’s Congress, of what they 
call the Jamahiriya, their form of gov-
ernment, they call it a democracy, and 
that letter invited me to bring a dele-
gation into Tripoli to visit. 

Working with the military and as-
sembling a bipartisan delegation of our 
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colleagues, as I always do, seven of us 
left Washington to visit Libya and then 
on to visit our troops in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan and spending a night at our 
military medical hospital at the mili-
tary Air Force base in Ramstein, Ger-
many. In fact, we brought 12 of our in-
jured military personnel back home to 
America. 

We spent 2 days in Tripoli, Mr. 
Speaker, 14 meetings in two days. We 
visited all the top officials of the coun-
try: Prime Minister Ghanem, the for-
eign minister, the minister in charge of 
removing weapons of mass destruction 
from Libya. We met with the leader-
ship of Al Fateh University, a univer-
sity with 75,000 students. We met with 
the leadership of the Qaddafi Founda-
tion, which is now settling the claims 
of the families of the victims of the 
Lockerbie downing, that terrible trag-
edy that occurred, killing over 100 
American citizens; and we met with 
Qaddafi himself. 

We also traveled through the market-
place unannounced to gauge what the 
response of the Libyans would be to 
our visit. We had been told by officials 
at the National Security Council here 
in America that we would not be wel-
comed, the American flag would not be 
welcomed. Nothing could have been 
further from the truth. The reception 
was warm, and the attitude of every 
Libyan citizen that we met was posi-
tive. When they found out we were 
Americans, they put their hands out to 
shake our hands, they hugged us, and 
they thanked us for coming. 

Our meeting with Qaddafi was held in 
his tent, across the field filled with 
camels from his home that we had 
bombed in 1986. The home is still in the 
same shape that it was back then, with 
the furniture and the holes in the walls 
exactly as it was after the bombing, 
which, as we all know, killed his year-
and-a-half-old daughter. 

The meeting with Qaddafi in the tent 
was a difficult one for those of us on 
the delegation because no one had met 
with Qaddafi from America. No one had 
been in Libya from America for 29 
years. We were the first. 

When we met with Qaddafi, we told 
him that we were glad to be invited 
there. We were happy that his state-
ments were such that he was renounc-
ing terrorism and had pledged to give 
up his weapons of mass destruction and 
that we would judge him not by his 
words but by his actions. 

We also told him, Mr. Speaker, that 
we would never forgive and never for-
get what Qaddafi and the Libyans had 
done in helping to support terrorism 
around the world, especially the bomb-
ing of Pan Am 103 and the bombing in 
a Berlin nightclub that killed two 
young American GIs. But we told him 
that if he did what he said he was going 
to do in removing weapons of mass de-
struction, then our government would 
move quickly to establish a new direc-
tion in our relationship. 

Our trip was a successful trip, Mr. 
Speaker, so much so that as we left 

Libya that first trip back in early Feb-
ruary I was invited to come back on 
March 2 and deliver a speech to the 
people of Libya at the 27th session of 
what they call the great Jamahiriya, 
the assemblage of the leadership of the 
governing bodies throughout the coun-
try. Again we assembled a bipartisan 
delegation, and this time I called Sen-
ator JOE BIDEN and asked him if he 
would join us to have both bodies and 
both parties involved. He agreed, Mr. 
Speaker, but could not be with us on 
our plane so was provided a separate 
plane by the White House and landed 
the day that we were leaving, although 
we waited to greet him at the airport 
terminal to give him a briefing on 
Qaddafi’s speech. 

On our trip to Libya the second time, 
Mr. Speaker, we spent a day in Tripoli. 
We went back to Al Fateh University. 
We met with the students. We were in 
classrooms. We met with the faculty, 
the deans. We met with the Libyan 
Foundation. They told us about their 
plans for a massive human rights cam-
paign. They explained to us their ef-
forts to move Libya back into the fam-
ily of nations. They talked about their 
efforts to deal with health care issues 
like AIDS. They talked about the Red 
Crescent and their attempt to bring 
Libya into the fold of the International 
Red Cross. They talked about Libya’s 
efforts to deal with the human rights 
concerns of all Libyan people. 

We thanked them for their time and 
then moved on the next day to Sirte, 
the city where Qaddafi is from. In Sirte 
2 days earlier, the leaders of the 53 Af-
rican nations had assembled for meet-
ings about the unity of Africa with 
Libya in a leadership role. When vis-
iting Sirte, we were taken out to the 
site of one of the largest manmade con-
struction projects in the world, the 
project that Libya has been under-
taking for over 20 years, to build the 
largest manmade river on the face of 
the earth, some 7,000 kilometers. This 
manmade river, in concrete pipes that 
are 12 feet in diameter, is supplying 
water to areas of the desert to convert 
them into arable usage for agriculture 
and farming and for the people to live 
on. 

While we were there meeting with of-
ficials from all over the world, from 
the African nations, Europe, the Far 
East, China, South America, Central 
America, the Middle East, we prepared 
for the evening event, the opening ses-
sion of the great Jamahiriya. We were 
ushered into the auditorium that prob-
ably seated 1,000 people, Mr. Speaker, 
and in that auditorium were 600 mem-
bers of the elected bodies of the gov-
ernment of Libya, representing small 
towns, large cities, trade groups, edu-
cators, and a diverse section of the Lib-
yan population. Some were dressed in 
traditional attire. Others were dressed 
in western dress, all of them sitting 
waiting for the speakers to begin the 
opening session. Over 100 countries 
were there, Mr. Speaker, leaders of the 
foreign ministries, ambassadors, for-

eign ministers themselves and par-
liamentary heads. 

They brought our delegation in, Mr. 
Speaker, and placed the American 
Members of Congress in the front row 
for all to see. The session began with 
speeches by the Speaker of the Libyan 
parliament. That was followed by a 
speech from a female leader of the Lib-
yan parliament who talked about wom-
en’s issues in Libya. And then we had a 
speaker from the European parliament, 
the Egyptian government, the French 
parliament and several other countries 
from around the world. 

Within about 30 minutes, Mr. Speak-
er, I was introduced to speak on behalf 
of our delegation. I spoke for approxi-
mately 15 minutes, beginning and end-
ing my comments with Arabic to show 
some sensitivity to these people who 
we had considered our enemy for 29 
years. 

When I finished my speech and sat 
down, another speaker spoke for 2 or 3 
minutes, and then Colonel Qaddafi 
himself was introduced. Mr. Speaker, 
the fireside chat, because that is what 
it was, it was not really a speech, there 
were no notes, the fireside chat that 
Muammar Qaddafi gave on live TV 
throughout Libya that night carried by 
Al-Jazeera but by no western media 
source, not one TV station, not CNN, 
not Fox, not ABC, NBC, CBS, none of 
them, but carried live throughout the 
Arab world, especially in Libya, was a 
speech that I equated with, at the end, 
the tearing down of the Berlin Wall and 
the event that eventful day in Moscow 
back in 1992 when President Boris 
Yeltsin stood atop the tank outside the 
Moscow White House surrounded by 
100,000 Russian people and he pro-
claimed that communism was dead, 
that the Soviet Union was no longer a 
nation. 

This speech was of equal importance 
because, for 90 minutes, Muammar 
Qaddafi, the symbol of terrorism 
throughout the world, the individual 
who funded the IRA in Ireland, who 
funded the Sandinistas in Nicaragua, 
who funded the radical Palestinians 
and who openly admitted that to his 
people that night, this speaker told his 
people that he had been wrong for 25 
years. He sat there and he said, we sup-
ported all of these terrorist groups. We 
supported them with our money and 
with our efforts. And what did it get 
us? It got us isolation. It got us con-
stant rebuke by nations of the West, 
Europe, America, and other nations 
around the world. It brought us sanc-
tions by the U.N. and by America. It 
isolated us and our economy. 

He went on to say, we were a major 
supporter of Nelson Mandela in South 
Africa when he was imprisoned. But 
when Nelson Mandela came out of pris-
on, he became a best friend of America.

b 2245 
He said, How can Nelson Mandela, 

the man we supported, be a best friend 
of America and we be America’s 
enemy? He said, There is something 
wrong. 
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As we sat there listening along with 

our European and other friends from 
around the world, our mouths were 
open. We could not believe the words 
he was saying to his own people. He re-
ferred to our delegation in the room at 
least five times; and he said, We are 
happy to have the Americans here for 
the first time in 3 decades. But he said, 
My speech and my decision is not be-
cause of the Americans alone. It is be-
cause we have decided that what is best 
for Libya and its people is to destroy 
and get rid of all of our weapons of 
mass destruction. 

And so to his people, after admitting 
that he had been wrong for 25 years in 
supporting terrorism, Moammar Kadafi 
said, We no longer want any weapons of 
mass destruction; and we are giving it 
all up to the British, to the Americans, 
to the U.N. 

And, in fact, they have done that, Mr. 
Speaker. We brought back boatloads of 
materials, nuclear material down at 
Oakridge which Secretary Abraham 
showed off to the people of America 
just a week ago. Nuclear fuel rods back 
to Russia, chemical agents and precur-
sors, mustard gas that we are now de-
stroying. The material to build weap-
ons of mass destruction were in the 
hands of Moammar Kadafi; and here he 
was telling his people, No longer do we 
need or do we want these kinds of ma-
terials. 

And then he went on to say, Mr. 
Speaker, in this amazing speech that 
America was never an enemy of Libya. 
He said, If America was our enemy, 
they would have taken us over. When 
we kicked them out of their military 
base in Tripoli, they would have 
stopped us and would have kept their 
position there, their troops there, and 
they would have attempted or would 
have successfully dominated our people 
and our country; but America did not 
do that. 

And so for 90 minutes, Mr. Speaker, 
in a speech that largely went unheard 
outside of Libya and the Middle East, 
which is a terrible tragedy, Moammar 
Kadafi did a 180 degree turnaround. 
Amazing, Mr. Speaker. 

But what was so disappointing is 
there were no headlines in the paper 
the next day. In fact, the only Wash-
ington reporter in the room that night 
was a reporter that I was able to get 
into the country, Ken Timmerman who 
writes for UPI and the Washington 
Times. Ken Timmerman on his own, 
because he could not fly with us on our 
plane, flew 36 hours and arrived in 
Libya at 4:00 a.m. in the morning. He 
went to all of our meetings. Nothing 
was closed. And I was able to get him 
a meeting personally with Colonel 
Kadafi. He asked all the tough ques-
tions, and he laid it all out in the 
Washington Times. But it was not in 
The Washington Post. It was not in 
New York Times. It was not in the 
Philadelphia Enquirer. It was not in 
the major newspapers of America, Mr. 
Speaker, this major change put forth 
by Moammar Kadafi. I would hope it 

was not because of bias, and I have 
really criticized the White House for 
not coming out and taking credit for 
this dramatic turnaround of our former 
enemy. 

The liberals left over from previous 
administrations are already starting to 
write their op-eds; it was not because 
of President Bush’s policy. Let me tell 
the Members, Mr. Speaker, none of 
those who wrote those op-eds sat where 
I did for 21⁄2 hours across the seat from 
Moammar Kadafi. So all of their rhet-
oric is just that, rhetoric. I sat across 
from Moammar Kadafi in his den, and 
I met with him for 45 minutes alone 
with his interpreter; and I, Mr. Speak-
er, as much as anyone else on this 
planet know what was in Moammar 
Kadafi’s mind when he made the deci-
sion. And for those pundits who are 
today suggesting that it had nothing to 
do with our activities in Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, I would say, Mr. Speaker, 
they are full of you know what. They 
are simply attempting to politicize a 
result that was, to a large extent, 
caused by the foreign policy of our 
President. 

Mr. Speaker, I would grant to those 
colleagues assembled in our body here 
that that was not the only reason; but 
Moammar Kadafi himself told me that 
he realized that it was not worth the 
risk of having America come in and do 
to him what we did to Saddam Hussein. 
There were other issues. The influence 
of his 31-year-old son, Saif Islam Al 
Kadafi, had a major impact on his fa-
ther. The need for a modernization of 
the Libyan economy had a major im-
pact. But for someone to say, as var-
ious people have done in op-eds running 
around the country, that the foreign 
policy of this President had nothing to 
do with Moammar Kadafi’s decision, 
they are just lying. They are naive. In 
fact, they are stupid. And I can say 
that, Mr. Speaker, because I am the 
only American that has sat across from 
Moammar Kadafi in the last 2 months, 
for 2 hours and 45 minutes in one sit-
ting and another hour in a second sit-
ting. I understand what caused the de-
cision. 

Mr. Speaker, after the speech there 
was a huge round of applause from the 
assembled Libyan citizens in the audi-
torium and again the speech was car-
ried live on Libyan TV; then they ush-
ered our delegation back to the audito-
rium where they wanted us to greet 
Colonel Kadafi. Representatives from 
over 100 nations were following us all 
over the world. The Chinese had a dele-
gation headed by the leader of their 
Parliament, the European Parliament, 
the French Parliament, all the African 
countries, the Middle Eastern coun-
tries, South America, Europe, Russia. 
They were all there. Even North Korea 
was there, Mr. Speaker. 

They put us up at the front of the 
line, the Americans. I walked up and 
put my hand out to shake Colonel 
Kadafi’s hand; and I said, Your speech 
was extremely impressive. I think it 
will go down in history as a major 
event that will impact the world. 

He said, Congressman, I sat in the 
back in my office in the back of the au-
ditorium and listened to your speech, 
and I enjoyed it very much. 

And I said, Would you do me the 
honor of signing my speech? 

So, Mr. Speaker, on that night of 
March 2, after 29 years, Colonel Kadafi, 
in front of our delegation and those 
with us from other nations, signed the 
speech. After he signed the speech, Mr. 
Speaker, he admired a pin that I had 
on my lapel. When we travel on 
CODELs, as all of our colleagues know, 
we wear the pin of our country and the 
pin of the flag of the country we are 
visiting. Our military escorts had given 
us pins with the American-Libyan flag 
interconnected. Kadafi admired the one 
on my lapel. I took it off, and I handed 
it to him. I said, Here, this is for you. 

He put it in his hand and thanked 
me. And his top assistant standing 
next to him, who is a personal friend of 
mine, looked at me and said, Congress-
man, put the pin on his lapel. 

So, Mr. Speaker, after 29 years of ha-
tred between America and Libya, after 
bombings and killings that have killed 
innocent people, Moammar Kadafi 
wore the pin with the American flag 
and told us that he would follow 
through on each and every commit-
ment that he had made to our State 
Department and to our President. In 
fact, it was amazing as all the delega-
tions behind us, including the French, 
had to shake Kadafi’s hand while the 
flag of America emblazoned his lapel. 

Our delegation, Mr. Speaker, was bi-
partisan; and our delegation consisted 
of Democrats and Republicans from 
throughout the country who were there 
for this historical evening and this his-
torical speech. 

It is just a national tragedy, Mr. 
Speaker, an international tragedy, 
that the media throughout the world 
did not cover this event, did not have 
the photographs, did not have the text 
of what Moammar Kadafi told his peo-
ple. But we will tell the story, Mr. 
Speaker, and we will go around and 
continue to support this administra-
tion in removing the weapons of mass 
destruction material that Kadafi has 
been giving us through his government. 

This week, Mr. Speaker, Majid Al-
Mansouri is in America. He is visiting 
with our leaders. He is interacting with 
Members of Congress, and he is here as 
a private citizen but a close adviser to 
both Prime Minister Ghanem and Saif 
Islam Al Kadafi to establish contacts 
with Americans. So I will be calling 
upon our colleagues in this body to 
spend some time with Majid Al-
Mansouri as he describes in detail the 
efforts now under way. 

Secretary Burns visited Libya last 
week and has begun the formal process 
of moving toward establishing an em-
bassy in Tripoli and an embassy here in 
Washington. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an unbelievable 
story. I wish the White House would 
take more credit. Typically, politicians 
are always taking credit for things 

VerDate jul 14 2003 02:54 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K29MR7.074 H29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1641March 29, 2004
they had nothing to do with, and here 
is our President not even talking about 
the historical nature of Kadafi’s turn-
around. That is why I am here tonight, 
Mr. Speaker. I am here because the 
American media has not told the story 
except for the Washington Times and 
Ken Timmerman. And I am here to tell 
all those cynics that the turnaround is 
real. We must encourage this turn-
around, continue to support the 
Lybians as the Kadafi Foundation 
fights for human rights, fights for the 
kind of health care needs, fights for the 
continuation of movement toward free 
and fair elections that we take for 
granted sometimes in this country. 

Two stories, Serbia and Libya, that 
need to be told in every newspaper in 
America.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. BECERRA (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal reasons. 

Ms. KILPATRICK (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today on account of per-
sonal business. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Ms. PELOSI) for today and 
until noon March 30 on account of offi-
cial business in the district. 

Mr. HULSHOF (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today and March 30 on ac-
count of a family emergency. 

Mr. OSE (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of family 
reasons. 

Mr. PORTMAN (at the request of Mr. 
DELAY) for today on account of the 
death of a family member.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BROWN of Ohio) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5 
minutes, today. 

Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. MEEKs of New York, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Ms. DELAURO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CONYERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. GUTKNECHT) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, March 
31. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and March 30, 31, and April 1 and 
2. 

Mr. BURGESS, for 5 minutes, March 
31. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. SOUDER, for 5 minutes, today and 
March 30. 

Mr. HENSARLING, for 5 minutes, 
March 31. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. CARTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MARIO DIAZ-BALART of Florida, 

for 5 minutes, March 31.
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled bills of 
the House of the following titles, which 
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 3926. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to promote organ dona-
tion, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 1997. An act to amend title 18, United 
States Code, and the Uniform Code of Mili-
tary Justice to protect unborn children from 
assault and murder, and for other purposes.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 56 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
March 30, 2004, at 9 a.m., for morning 
hour debates.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7288. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final ‘‘Major’’ rule—Meat Pro-
duced by Advanced Meat/ Bone Seperation 
Machinery and Meat Recovery (AMR) Sys-
tems [Docket No. 03–0381F] (RIN: 0583–AC51) 
received March 23, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7289. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Prohibition of the Use 
of Certain Stunning Devices Used to Immo-
bilize Cattle During Slaughter [Docket No. 
01–033IF] received March 23, 2004, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

7290. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Prohibition of the Use 
of Specified Risk Materials for Human Food 
and Requirements for the Disposition of 
Non-Ambulatory Disabled Cattle [Docket 
No. 03–025IF] received March 23, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

7291. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-

ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Transfer of Voluntary 
Inspection of Egg Products Regulations 
[Docket No. 01–031F] (RIN: 0583–AC94) re-
ceived March 23, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7292. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Ammonium Bicarbonate; Exemption 
from the Requirement of a Tolerance [OPP–
2004–0001; FRL–7341–3] received March 22, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

7293. A letter from the Chairman and Chief 
Executive Officer, Farm Credit Administra-
tion, transmitting notification of the 2004 
compensation program adjustments, includ-
ing the Agency’s current salary range struc-
ture and the performance-based merit pay 
matrix; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

7294. A letter from the Principal Deputy, 
Department of Defense, transmitting notifi-
cation of the Department’s intention to con-
vert the combined commissary and exchange 
store at Orlando, FL, effective 90 days after 
the date of this letter; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

7295. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Department of Defense, transmitting 
the annual report on operations of the Na-
tional Defense Stockpile (NDS) in accord-
ance with section 11(a) of the Strategic and 
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act as 
amended (50 U.S.C. section 98h–2) detailing 
NDS operations during FY 2003; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

7296. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s STARBASE Program 2003 Annual 
Report, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2193b(g); to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

7297. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Twen-
ty-Sixth Annual Report to Congress con-
sistent with Section 815 of the Fair Debt Col-
lection Practices Act, pursuant to 15 U.S.C. 
1692m; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

7298. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Human Reliability Program [Docket 
No. S)–RM–00–HRP] (RIN: 1992–AA29) re-
ceived March 1, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7299. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Department of 
Energy, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Financial Assistance Rules (RIN: 1991–
AB66) received March 22, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7300. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Illinois; Defi-
nition of Volatile Organic Material and 
Volatile Organic Compound [IL218–01a, FRL–
7635–5] received March 22, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7301. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Imple-
mentation Plans; Texas; Control of Emission 
of Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX) From Cement 
Kilns [TX–164–1–7622; FRL–7638–5] received 22, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7302. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of State 
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Implementation Plnas; Illinois [IL219–1a; 
FRL–7632–7] received March 22, 2004, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

7303. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of State 
Implementation Plans; Ohio; Approval of Re-
vision to Oxides of Nitrogen Regulations 
[OH160–1a; FRL–7632–4] received March 22, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7304. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Approval and Promulgation of Air 
Quality Implementation Plans; Maryland; 
Nitrogen Oxides Allowance Allocations for 
2006–2007, and Revisions to Set-Aside Re-
quirements [MD145/154–3104; FRL–7634–6] re-
ceived March 22, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7305. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—New Source Performance Standards 
and National Emission Standards for Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants; Delegation of Author-
ity to Louisiana [LA–69–2–7617a; FRL–7638–7] 
received March 22, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

7306. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Research, Development, and Dem-
onstration Permits for Municipal Solid 
Waste Landfills [F–2001–RDMP–0044; FRL–
7637–9] (RIN: 2050–AE92) received March 22, 
2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

7307. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Administrator, Environmental Protection 
Agency, transmitting the Agency’s final 
rule—Revisions to the California State Im-
plementation Plan, Yolo-Solano Air Quality 
Management District [CA 287–0416a; FRL–
7636–7] received March 22, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7308. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting consistent with the Constitu-
tion and laws of the United States, including 
the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations 
Act for Defense and for the Reconstruction 
of Iraq and Afghanistan, 2004 Act (Pub. L. 
108–106), the President’s determination that 
the Government of Pakistan is cooperating 
with the United States in the Global War on 
Terrorism; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

7309. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–409, ‘‘Vector-Borne In-
fectious Diseases Control Act of 2004,’’ pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

7310. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–408, ‘‘Millicent Allewelt 
Amendment Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

7311. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–397, ‘‘Enforced Leave 
Amendment Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

7312. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–396, ‘‘Low-Income, Long-
Term Homeowner’s Protection Clarification 
Temporary Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

7313. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–395, ‘‘Depreciation Al-
lowance for Small Business De-Coupling 
from the Internal Revenue Code Temporary 
Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

7314. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–394, ‘‘Owner-Occupant 
Residential Tax Credit and Homestead De-
duction Temporary Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

7315. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–393, ‘‘Operation Endur-
ing Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom 
Active Duty Pay Differential Extension 
Temporary Amendment Act of 2004,’’ pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

7316. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–392, ‘‘Georgetown 
Project Second Temporary Amendment Act 
of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

7317. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–391, ‘‘Interim Disability 
Assistance Amendment Act of 2004,’’ pursu-
ant to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

7318. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–390, ‘‘Choice in Drug 
Treatment Advisory Commission Amend-
ment Act of 2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code sec-
tion 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

7319. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 15–410, ‘‘AccessRx Act of 
2004,’’ pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

7320. A letter from the Coordinator, Forms 
Committee, Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting revised instructions for FEC 
Form 1M, along with their Explanation and 
Justification; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

7321. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Indian Affairs, Department of the Inte-
rior, transmitting a proposed plan under the 
Indian Tribal Judgment Funds Act, 25 U.S.C. 
1401 et seq., as amended, for the use and dis-
tribution of the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes 
of the Fort Peck Reservation (Tribe) judg-
ment fund in Docket 773–87–L; to the Com-
mittee on Resources. 

7322. A letter from the President and Chief 
Executive Officer, National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation, transmitting Amtrak’s 
Grant and Legislative Request for FY04 and 
other materials, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 
24315(a); to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

7323. A letter from the Commissioner, So-
cial Security Administration, transmitting a 
draft bill entitled, ‘‘To temporarily extend 
the period of time-limited eligibility of 
qualified aliens for supplemental security in-
come benefits’’; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

7324. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, transmitting the report of 
the Advisory Committee on Trade Policy and 
Negotiations, and the other policy, sectoral, 
and functional advisory committees duly 
constituted under said Acts, on the proposed 
free trade agreement between the United 
States and Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guate-
mala, Honduras, and Nicaragua, pursuant to 
19 U.S.C. 2155(e)(1); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

7325. A letter from the United States Trade 
Representative, transmitting the reports of 
the Advisory Committee for Trade Policy 
and Negotiations, and the policy, sectoral, 
and functional trade advisory committees 
chartered under those Acts, on the U.S.-Aus-
tralia Free Trade Agreement, pursuant to 19 
U.S.C. 2155(e)(1); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

7326. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Under Secretary, Department of Defense, 
transmitting a report, prepared on behalf of 
the President, on progress in Kosovo toward 
achieving militarily significant benchmarks 
during the period July 1 to December 31, 2003, 
pursuant to Public Law 106–398, section 
1212(c); jointly to the Committees on Armed 
Services, International Relations, and Ap-
propriations. 

7327. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting a pro-
posed bill entitled, ‘‘To authorize appropria-
tions for the motor vehicle safety and infor-
mation and cost savings programs of the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion for fiscal years 2005–2007, and for other 
purposes’’; jointly to the Committees on En-
ergy and Commerce, Transportation and In-
frastructure, and Science.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mrs. MYRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 580. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3966) to amend 
title 10, United States Code, and the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to improve the abil-
ity of the Department of Defense to establish 
and maintain Senior Reserve Officer Train-
ing Corps units at institutions of higher edu-
cation, to improve the ability of students to 
participate in Senior ROTC programs, and to 
ensure that institutions of higher education 
provide military recruiters entry to cam-
puses and access to students that is at least 
equal in quality and scope to that provided 
to any other employer (Rept. 108–451). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEES 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XII the 
Committees on Education and the 
Workforce, Energy and Commerce, the 
Judiciary, Resources and Science dis-
charged from further consideration. 
H.R. 3550 committed to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. H.R. 3550. 
A bill to authorize funds for Federal-aid 
highways, highway safety programs, and 
transit programs, and for other purposes, 
with an amendment; referred to the Commit-
tees on Education and the Workforce, En-
ergy and Commerce, Judiciary, Resources, 
and Science for a period ending not later 
than March 29, 2004, for consideration of such 
provisions of the bill and amendment as fall 
within the jurisdiction of those committees 
pursuant to clause 1, rule X. (Rept. 108–452, 
Pt. 1) Ordered to be printed.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Mr. VITTER: 
H.R. 4050. A bill to establish a demonstra-

tion project to begin correcting structural 
bridge deficiencies; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. FILNER: 
H.R. 4051. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to permit eligible veterans to 
receive direct access to chiropractic care; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. DELAHUNT (for himself, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
SIMMONS, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. VAN 
HOLLEN, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. BORDALLO, 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. 
ORTIZ, and Mr. CANNON): 

H.R. 4052. A bill to increase the number of 
aliens who may receive certain non-
immigrant status during fiscal year 2004 and 
to require submissions of information by the 
Secretary of Homeland Security; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself and Mr. 
DREIER): 

H.R. 4053. A bill to improve the workings of 
international organizations and multilateral 
institutions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. WEINER: 
H.R. 4054. A bill to require the establish-

ment of regional consumer price indices to 
compute cost-of-living increases under the 
programs for Social Security and Medicare 
and other medical benefits under titles II 
and XVIII of the Social Security Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Energy and Com-
merce, and Education and the Workforce, for 
a period to be subsequently determined by 
the Speaker, in each case for consideration 
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee (for him-
self and Mr. DUNCAN): 

H. Con. Res. 400. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the 
United States flag flown over the United 
States Capitol should be lowered to half-
mast one day each month in honor of the 
brave men and women from the United 
States who have lost their lives in military 
conflicts; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration. 

By Mr. TOM DAVIS of Virginia (for 
himself, Mr. WOLF, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia, Mrs. JO ANN 
DAVIS of Virginia, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. LATOURETTE, 
Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. MCHUGH, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. PLATTS, Ms. NORTON, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. YOUNG of Alas-
ka, Mr. TURNER of Ohio, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. MILLER 
of Florida, Mr. QUINN, Mr. GILCHREST, 
and Mr. RUPPERSBERGER): 

H. Res. 581. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing rates of compensation for civilian em-
ployees and members of the uniformed serv-
ices of the United States; to the Committee 
on Government Reform, and in addition to 
the Committee on Armed Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 

such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ENGEL (for himself, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. TOWNS, 
Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. BISHOP of New York, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. BER-
MAN, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FROST, Mr. 
MCHUGH, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. WEXLER, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
NADLER, and Mr. WEINER): 

H. Res. 582. A resolution congratulating 
The Jewish Museum on its 100th anniversary; 
to the Committee on Government Reform.

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows:

263. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the House of Representatives of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts, relative to a 
Resolution memorializing the United States 
Congress to enact legislation creating na-
tional energy policies resulting in the devel-
opment of new sources of natural gas sup-
plies for use by citizens and businesses; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII,
Mr. KUCINICH introduced a bill (H.R. 4055) 

for the relief of Amina Silmi; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 218: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 
H.R. 467: Mr. GRIJALVA and Mr. WAXMAN. 
H.R. 476: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H.R. 548: Mr. KING of Iowa, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. CHANDLER, and 
Mr. SCHIFF. 

H.R. 814: Mr. CARDOZA. 
H.R. 876: Ms. MAJETTE. 
H.R. 933: Mr. UDALL of Colorado. 
H.R. 992: Mr. VITTER. 
H.R. 993: Mr. VITTER. 
H.R. 994: Ms. VITTER. 
H.R. 1098: Mrs. MUSGRAVE. 
H.R. 1101: Mr. FROST and Mr. OBERSTAR. 
H.R. 1160: Mr. FARR. 
H.R. 1306: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 1508: Mr. HILL and Mr. WEXLER.
H.R. 1613: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. STRICK-

LAND, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. BACA, Mr. FILNER, 
Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. GUTIER-
REZ, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ. 

H.R. 1653: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 
H.R. 1678: Mr. GALLEGLY. 
H.R. 1767: Mr. NUNES. 
H.R. 1769: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. DOYLE. 
H.R. 2402: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania and 

Mr. BOUCHER. 
H.R. 2440: Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia. 
H.R. 2442: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr. 

SMITH of Washington, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
LAMPSON, Mr. WYNN, Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. 
RODRIGUEZ, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. 
SANDLIN, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. LAHOOD. 

H.R. 2485: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 2511: Mr. WOLF and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 2536: Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. 

HINCHEY, Mr. HOYER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, and Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 2681: Mr. FARR and Mr. WEINER. 
H.R. 2905: Mrs. MUSGRAVE and Ms. BALD-

WIN. 
H.R. 2952: Mr. INSLEE. 
H.R. 2987: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 3104: Ms. GRANGER. 
H.R. 3266: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER.
H.R. 3416: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 3507: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 3598: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, 

Mr. PLATTS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNULTY, 
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. 
GINGREY, Mr. GILCHREST, and Mr. HINOJOSA. 

H.R. 3763: Mr. COLE, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
SMITH of Texas, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. NETHERCUTT, and 
Mr. CHANDLER. 

H.R. 3778: Mr. TOOMEY. 
H.R. 3784: Mr. PAUL, Mr. CULBERSON, and 

Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 3800: Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. 
H.R. 3824: Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H.R. 3881: Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-

fornia, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. HOYER, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. WU, Mr. NADLER, 
Mr. WEXLER, Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. EMANUEL, and Mr. 
MORAN of Virginia. 

H.R. 3888: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 3889: Mr. REGULA, Mr. PETERSON of 

Minnesota, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and 
Mrs. MYRICK. 

H.R. 3916: Mr. GILLMOR. 
H.R. 3961: Mr. TERRY. 
H.R. 3963: Mr. KUCINICH. 
H.R. 3978: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 4026: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon and Mr. 

HALL.
H. Con. Res. 99: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H. Con. Res. 111: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, and Ms. 
HOOLEY of Oregon. 

H. Con. Res. 276: Mr. EVANS and Mr. JACK-
SON of Illinois. 

H. Con. Res. 310: Mr. GINGREY. 
H. Con. Res. 352: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. 

BERKLEY, and Mr. ACKERMAN. 
H. Con. Res. 366: Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. ROTHMAN, 
Mr. RUSH, Mr. BERRY, and Mr. EDWARDS. 

H. Con. Res. 367: Mr. ISAKSON. 
H. Con. Res. 369: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H. Con. Res. 371: Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. CARDIN, 

Mr. GRAVES, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. 
SHAW. 

H. Con. Res. 386: Mr. WICKER. 
H. Con. Res. 391: Mr. SPRATT. 
H. Con. Res. 392: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of 

California, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
KUCINICH, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. DEFAZIO. 

H. Res. 313: Mr. BEREUTER. 
H. Res. 558: Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HEFLEY, 

and Ms. HARRIS. 
H. Res. 565: Mr. CALVERT and Ms. HARRIS. 
H. Res. 570: Mr. SERRANO. 
H. Res. 575: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. CASE. 
H. Res. 576: Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. NEY, Ms. 

HARRIS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. LEE, and Mr. SHER-
MAN. 
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Senate
The Senate met at 1 p.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable PAT 
ROBERTS, a Senator from the State of 
Kansas. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-

fered the following prayer: 
Let us pray. 
Sovereign Lord, You are the shepherd 

of our souls. Because of You, blessings 
overtake us. Thank You for this Na-
tion, a beacon of freedom dispelling the 
darkness of tyranny. Thank You also 
for inscribing each of us on the palms 
of Your hands. 

Lord, guide our lawmakers today and 
those who labor with them. Give them 
strength to meet temptations and the 
peace of heaven for life’s storms. Re-
mind them that the way to find life is 
to lose it in service for others. Sur-
round us all with Your favor and com-
plete the work You have started in 
each of us. We pray this in Your holy 
Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The Honorable PAT ROBERTS led the 

Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:
I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 

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

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. STEVENS). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, DC, March 29, 2004. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable PAT ROBERTS, a Sen-
ator from the State of Kansas, to perform 
the duties of the Chair. 

TED STEVENS, 
President pro tempore.

Mr. ROBERTS assumed the Chair as 
Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished majority leader 
is recognized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, today we 
will be in consideration of H.R. 4, the 
welfare reauthorization bill. Chairman 
GRASSLEY will be here shortly and is 
prepared for Senators to come forward 
with their amendments to the bill. I 
previously announced there will be no 
rollcall votes today and any votes of-
fered today will be delayed until to-
morrow, Tuesday. 

As we begin this important bill, once 
again I ask Members to refrain from of-
fering unrelated issues to the under-
lying welfare reauthorization. There 
are a number of Senators who have 
welfare-related amendments they will 
want to have debated and discussed and 
disposed of. It is my hope we can work 
through those amendments and not 
allow extraneous items to delay us and 
postpone us from making progress on 
this bill. 

I thank Members for their consider-
ation as we begin this important bill, a 
bill that affects millions of Americans 
today and indeed in the future. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, leader-
ship time is reserved. 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 
EVERYONE ACT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to consideration of 
H.R. 4, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 4) to reauthorize and improve 

the program of block grants to States for 
temporary assistance for needy families, im-
prove access to quality child care, and for 
other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Finance, with an amend-
ment to strike all after the enacting 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

(Strike the part shown in black 
brackets and insert the part shown in 
italic.)
øSECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

øThis Act may be cited as the ‘‘Personal 
Responsibility, Work, and Family Promotion 
Act of 2003’’. 
øSEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

øThe table of contents of this Act is as fol-
lows:
øSec. 1. Short title. 
øSec. 2. Table of contents. 
øSec. 3. References. 
øSec. 4. Findings. 

øTITLE I—TANF 
øSec. 101. Purposes. 
øSec. 102. Family assistance grants. 
øSec. 103. Promotion of family formation 

and healthy marriage. 
øSec. 104. Supplemental grant for population 

increases in certain States. 
øSec. 105. Bonus to reward employment 

achievement. 
øSec. 106. Contingency fund. 
øSec. 107. Use of funds. 
øSec. 108. Repeal of Federal loan for State 

welfare programs. 
øSec. 109. Universal engagement and family 

self-sufficiency plan require-
ments. 

øSec. 110. Work participation requirements. 
øSec. 111. Maintenance of effort. 
øSec. 112. Performance improvement. 
øSec. 113. Data collection and reporting. 
øSec. 114. Direct funding and administration 

by Indian tribes. 
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øSec. 115. Research, evaluations, and na-

tional studies. 
øSec. 116. Studies by the Census Bureau and 

the General Accounting Office. 
øSec. 117. Definition of assistance. 
øSec. 118. Technical corrections. 
øSec. 119. Fatherhood program. 
øSec. 120. State option to make TANF pro-

grams mandatory partners with 
one-stop employment training 
centers. 

øSec. 121. Sense of the Congress. 
øSec. 122. Extension through fiscal year 2003. 

øTITLE II—CHILD CARE 
øSec. 201. Short title. 
øSec. 202. Goals. 
øSec. 203. Authorization of appropriations. 
øSec. 204. Application and plan. 
øSec. 205. Activities to improve the quality 

of child care. 
øSec. 206. Report by secretary. 
øSec. 207. Definitions. 
øSec. 208. Entitlement funding. 

øTITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT 
øSec. 301. Federal matching funds for lim-

ited pass through of child sup-
port payments to families re-
ceiving TANF. 

øSec. 302. State option to pass through all 
child support payments to fam-
ilies that formerly received 
TANF. 

øSec. 303. Mandatory review and adjustment 
of child support orders for fami-
lies receiving TANF. 

øSec. 304. Mandatory fee for successful child 
support collection for family 
that has never received TANF. 

øSec. 305. Report on undistributed child sup-
port payments. 

øSec. 306. Use of new hire information to as-
sist in administration of unem-
ployment compensation pro-
grams. 

øSec. 307. Decrease in amount of child sup-
port arrearage triggering pass-
port denial. 

øSec. 308. Use of tax refund intercept pro-
gram to collect past-due child 
support on behalf of children 
who are not minors. 

øSec. 309. Garnishment of compensation 
paid to veterans for service-
connected disabilities in order 
to enforce child support obliga-
tions. 

øSec. 310. Improving Federal debt collection 
practices. 

øSec. 311. Maintenance of technical assist-
ance funding. 

øSec. 312. Maintenance of Federal Parent 
Locator Service funding. 

øTITLE IV—CHILD WELFARE 
øSec. 401. Extension of authority to approve 

demonstration projects. 
øSec. 402. Elimination of limitation on num-

ber of waivers. 
øSec. 403. Elimination of limitation on num-

ber of States that may be 
granted waivers to conduct 
demonstration projects on same 
topic. 

øSec. 404. Elimination of limitation on num-
ber of waivers that may be 
granted to a single State for 
demonstration projects. 

øSec. 405. Streamlined process for consider-
ation of amendments to and ex-
tensions of demonstration 
projects requiring waivers. 

øSec. 406. Availability of reports. 
øSec. 407. Technical correction. 

øTITLE V—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME 

øSec. 501. Review of State agency blindness 
and disability determinations. 

øTITLE VI—STATE AND LOCAL 
FLEXIBILITY 

øSec. 601. Program coordination demonstra-
tion projects. 

øSec. 602. State food assistance block grant 
demonstration project. 

øTITLE VII—ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 

øSec. 701. Extension of abstinence education 
program. 

øTITLE VIII—TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE 

øSec. 801. Extension of medicaid transi-
tional medical assistance pro-
gram through fiscal year 2004. 

øSec. 802. Adjustment to payments for med-
icaid administrative costs to 
prevent duplicative payments 
and to fund extension of transi-
tional medical assistance. 

øTITLE IX—EFFECTIVE DATE 

øSec. 901. Effective date.
øSEC. 3. REFERENCES. 

øExcept as otherwise expressly provided, 
wherever in this Act an amendment or repeal 
is expressed in terms of an amendment to, or 
repeal of, a section or other provision, the 
amendment or repeal shall be considered to 
be made to a section or other provision of 
the Social Security Act. 
øSEC. 4. FINDINGS. 

øThe Congress makes the following find-
ings: 

ø(1) The Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) Program established by the 
Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–193) has succeeded in moving fami-
lies from welfare to work and reducing child 
poverty. 

ø(A) There has been a dramatic increase in 
the employment of current and former wel-
fare recipients. The percentage of working 
recipients reached an all-time high in fiscal 
year 1999 and continued steady in fiscal 
years 2000 and 2001. In fiscal year 2001, 33 per-
cent of adult recipients were working, com-
pared to less than 7 percent in fiscal year 
1992, and 11 percent in fiscal year 1996. All 
States met the overall participation rate 
standard in fiscal year 2001, as did the Dis-
trict of Columbia and Puerto Rico.

ø(B) Earnings for welfare recipients re-
maining on the rolls have also increased sig-
nificantly, as have earnings for female-head-
ed households. The increases have been par-
ticularly large for the bottom 2 income 
quintiles, that is, those women who are most 
likely to be former or present welfare recipi-
ents. 

ø(C) Welfare dependency has plummeted. 
As of June 2002, 2,025,000 families and 
5,008,000 individuals were receiving assist-
ance. Accordingly, the number of families in 
the welfare caseload and the number of indi-
viduals receiving cash assistance declined 54 
percent and 58 percent, respectively, since 
the enactment of TANF. These declines have 
persisted even as unemployment rates have 
increased: unemployment rates nationwide 
rose 50 percent, from 3.9 percent in Sep-
tember 2000 to 6 percent in November 2002, 
while welfare caseloads continued to decline. 

ø(D) The child poverty rate continued to 
decline between 1996 and 2001, falling 20 per-
cent from 20.5 to 16.3 percent. The 2001 child 
poverty rate remains at the lowest level 
since 1979. Child poverty rates for African-
American and Hispanic children have also 
fallen dramatically during the past 6 years. 
African-American child poverty is at the 
lowest rate on record and Hispanic child pov-
erty is at the lowest level reported in over 20 
years. 

ø(E) Despite these gains, States have had 
mixed success in fully engaging welfare re-

cipients in work activities. While all States 
have met the overall work participation 
rates required by law, in 2001, in an average 
month, only just over 1⁄3 of all families with 
an adult participated in work activities that 
were countable toward the State’s participa-
tion rate. Five jurisdictions failed to meet 
the more rigorous 2-parent work require-
ments, and 19 jurisdictions (States and terri-
tories) are not subject to the 2-parent re-
quirements, most because they moved their 
2-parent cases to separate State programs 
where they are not subject to a penalty for 
failing the 2-parent rates. 

ø(2) As a Nation, we have made substantial 
progress in reducing teen pregnancies and 
births, slowing increases in nonmarital 
childbearing, and improving child support 
collections and paternity establishment. 

ø(A) The teen birth rate has fallen continu-
ously since 1991, down a dramatic 22 percent 
by 2000. During the period of 1991–2000, teen-
age birth rates fell in all States and the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Vir-
gin Islands. Declines also have spanned age, 
racial, and ethnic groups. There has been 
success in lowering the birth rate for both 
younger and older teens. The birth rate for 
those 15–17 years of age is down 29 percent 
since 1991, and the rate for those 18 and 19 is 
down 16 percent. Between 1991 and 2000, teen 
birth rates declined for all women ages 15–
19—white, African American, American In-
dian, Asian or Pacific Islander, and Hispanic 
women ages 15–19. The rate for African 
American teens—until recently the highest—
experienced the largest decline, down 31 per-
cent from 1991 to 2000, to reach the lowest 
rate ever reported for this group. Most births 
to teens are nonmarital; in 2000, about 73 per-
cent of the births to teens aged 15–19 oc-
curred outside of marriage. 

ø(B) Nonmarital childbearing continued to 
increase slightly in 2001, however not at the 
sharp rates of increase seen in recent dec-
ades. The birth rate among unmarried 
women in 2001 was 4 percent lower than its 
peak reached in 1994, while the proportion of 
births occurring outside of marriage has re-
mained at approximately 33 percent since 
1998. 

ø(C) The negative consequences of out-of-
wedlock birth on the mother, the child, the 
family, and society are well documented. 
These include increased likelihood of welfare 
dependency, increased risks of low birth 
weight, poor cognitive development, child 
abuse and neglect, and teen parenthood, and 
decreased likelihood of having an intact 
marriage during adulthood. 

ø(D) An estimated 24,500,000 children do not 
live with their biological fathers, and 
7,100,000 children do not live with their bio-
logical mothers. These facts are attributable 
largely to declining marriage rates, increas-
ing divorce rates, and increasing rates of 
nonmarital births during the latter part of 
the 20th century. 

ø(E) There has been a dramatic rise in co-
habitation as marriages have declined. Only 
40 percent of children of cohabiting couples 
will see their parents marry. Those who do 
marry experience a 50 percent higher divorce 
rate. Children in single-parent households 
and cohabiting households are at much high-
er risk of child abuse than children in intact 
married and stepparent families. 

ø(F) Children who live apart from their bi-
ological fathers, on average, are more likely 
to be poor, experience educational, health, 
emotional, and psychological problems, be 
victims of child abuse, engage in criminal 
behavior, and become involved with the juve-
nile justice system than their peers who live 
with their married, biological mother and fa-
ther. A child living in a single-parent family 
is nearly 5 times as likely to be poor as a 
child living in a married-couple family. In 
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2001, in married-couple families, the child 
poverty rate was 8 percent, and in house-
holds headed by a single mother, the poverty 
rate was 39.3 percent. 

ø(G) Since the enactment of the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996, child support collec-
tions within the child support enforcement 
system have grown every year, increasing 
from $12,000,000,000 in fiscal year 1996 to near-
ly $19,000,000,000 in fiscal year 2001. The num-
ber of paternities established or acknowl-
edged in fiscal year 2002 reached an historic 
high of over 1,500,000—which includes more 
than a 100 percent increase through in-hos-
pital acknowledgement programs to 790,595 
in 2001 from 324,652 in 1996. Child support col-
lections were made in well over 7,000,000 
cases in fiscal year 2000, significantly more 
than the almost 4,000,000 cases having a col-
lection in 1996. 

ø(3) The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 gave 
States great flexibility in the use of Federal 
funds to develop innovative programs to help 
families leave welfare and begin employment 
and to encourage the formation of 2-parent 
families. 

ø(A) Total Federal and State TANF ex-
penditures in fiscal year 2001 were 
$25,500,000,000, up from $24,000,000,000 in fiscal 
year 2000 and $22,600,000,000 in fiscal year 
1999. This increased spending is attributable 
to significant new investments in supportive 
services in the TANF program, such as child 
care and activities to support work. 

ø(B) Since the welfare reform effort began 
there has been a dramatic increase in work 
participation (including employment, com-
munity service, and work experience) among 
welfare recipients, as well as an unprece-
dented reduction in the caseload because re-
cipients have left welfare for work. 

ø(C) States are making policy choices and 
investment decisions best suited to the needs 
of their citizens. 

ø(i) To expand aid to working families, all 
States disregard a portion of a family’s 
earned income when determining benefit lev-
els. 

ø(ii) Most States increased the limits on 
countable assets above the former Aid to 
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) 
program. Every State has increased the vehi-
cle asset level above the prior AFDC limit 
for a family’s primary automobile. 

ø(iii) States are experimenting with pro-
grams to promote marriage and father in-
volvement. Over half the States have elimi-
nated restrictions on 2-parent families. Many 
States use TANF, child support, or State 
funds to support community-based activities 
to help fathers become more involved in 
their children’s lives or strengthen relation-
ships between mothers and fathers. 

ø(4) Therefore, it is the sense of the Con-
gress that increasing success in moving fam-
ilies from welfare to work, as well as in pro-
moting healthy marriage and other means of 
improving child well-being, are very impor-
tant Government interests and the policy 
contained in part A of title IV of the Social 
Security Act (as amended by this Act) is in-
tended to serve these ends. 

øTITLE I—TANF 
øSEC. 101. PURPOSES. 

øSection 401(a) (42 U.S.C. 601(a)) is amend-
ed—

ø(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘increase’’ and inserting ‘‘im-
prove child well-being by increasing’’; 

ø(2) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘and 
services’’ after ‘‘assistance’’; 

ø(3) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘parents 
on government benefits’’ and inserting ‘‘fam-
ilies on government benefits and reduce pov-
erty’’; and

ø(4) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘two-par-
ent families’’ and inserting ‘‘healthy, 2-par-
ent married families, and encourage respon-
sible fatherhood’’. 

øSEC. 102. FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS. 

ø(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
403(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)(A)) is amend-
ed—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, and 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 
2008’’; and 

ø(2) by inserting ‘‘payable to the State for 
the fiscal year’’ before the period. 

ø(b) STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—
Section 403(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)) is 
amended by striking subparagraphs (B) 
through (E) and inserting the following: 

ø‘‘(B) STATE FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—
The State family assistance grant payable to 
a State for a fiscal year shall be the amount 
that bears the same ratio to the amount 
specified in subparagraph (C) of this para-
graph as the amount required to be paid to 
the State under this paragraph for fiscal 
year 2002 (determined without regard to any 
reduction pursuant to section 409 or 412(a)(1)) 
bears to the total amount required to be paid 
under this paragraph for fiscal year 2002 (as 
so determined). 

ø‘‘(C) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money 
in the Treasury of the United States not oth-
erwise appropriated, there are appropriated 
for each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008 
$16,566,542,000 for grants under this para-
graph.’’. 

ø(c) MATCHING GRANTS FOR THE TERRI-
TORIES.—Section 1108(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 
1308(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘1997 
through 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 
2008’’. 

øSEC. 103. PROMOTION OF FAMILY FORMATION 
AND HEALTHY MARRIAGE. 

ø(a) STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(A)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

ø‘‘(vii) Encourage equitable treatment of 
married, 2-parent families under the pro-
gram referred to in clause (i).’’. 

ø(b) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION 
GRANTS; REPEAL OF BONUS FOR REDUCTION OF 
ILLEGITIMACY RATIO.—Section 403(a)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 603(a)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

ø‘‘(2) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION 
GRANTS.—

ø‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall 
award competitive grants to States, terri-
tories, and tribal organizations for not more 
than 50 percent of the cost of developing and 
implementing innovative programs to pro-
mote and support healthy, married, 2-parent 
families. 

ø‘‘(B) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION AC-
TIVITIES.—Funds provided under subpara-
graph (A) shall be used to support any of the 
following programs or activities: 

ø‘‘(i) Public advertising campaigns on the 
value of marriage and the skills needed to in-
crease marital stability and health. 

ø‘‘(ii) Education in high schools on the 
value of marriage, relationship skills, and 
budgeting. 

ø‘‘(iii) Marriage education, marriage skills, 
and relationship skills programs, that may 
include parenting skills, financial manage-
ment, conflict resolution, and job and career 
advancement, for non-married pregnant 
women and non-married expectant fathers. 

ø‘‘(iv) Pre-marital education and marriage 
skills training for engaged couples and for 
couples or individuals interested in mar-
riage. 

ø‘‘(v) Marriage enhancement and marriage 
skills training programs for married couples. 

ø‘‘(vi) Divorce reduction programs that 
teach relationship skills. 

ø‘‘(vii) Marriage mentoring programs 
which use married couples as role models 
and mentors in at-risk communities. 

ø‘‘(viii) Programs to reduce the disincen-
tives to marriage in means-tested aid pro-
grams, if offered in conjunction with any ac-
tivity described in this subparagraph. 

ø‘‘(C) APPROPRIATION.—
ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 

Treasury of the United States not otherwise 
appropriated, there are appropriated for each 
of fiscal years 2003 through 2008 $100,000,000 
for grants under this paragraph.

ø‘‘(ii) EXTENDED AVAILABILITY OF FY2003 
FUNDS.—Funds appropriated under clause (i) 
for fiscal year 2003 shall remain available to 
the Secretary through fiscal year 2004, for 
grants under this paragraph for fiscal year 
2003.’’. 

ø(c) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGI-
BLE FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCI-
DENCE OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOUR-
AGE FORMATION AND MAINTENANCE OF 
HEALTHY, 2-PARENT MARRIED FAMILIES, OR 
ENCOURAGE RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD.—Sec-
tion 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(i)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(V) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGI-
BLE FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCI-
DENCE OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOURAGE 
FORMATION AND MAINTENANCE OF HEALTHY, 2-
PARENT MARRIED FAMILIES, OR ENCOURAGE RE-
SPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD.—The term ‘qualified 
State expenditures’ includes the total ex-
penditures by the State during the fiscal 
year under all State programs for a purpose 
described in paragraph (3) or (4) of section 
401(a).’’. 

øSEC. 104. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT FOR POPU-
LATION INCREASES IN CERTAIN 
STATES. 

øSection 403(a)(3)(H) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)(H)) 
is amended—

ø(1) in the subparagraph heading, by strik-
ing ‘‘OF GRANTS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002’’; 

ø(2) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘fiscal year 
2002’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2004 
through 2007’’; 

ø(3) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘2002’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2007’’; and 

ø(4) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘fiscal year 
2002’’ and inserting ‘‘each of fiscal years 2004 
through 2007’’. 

øSEC. 105. BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT 
ACHIEVEMENT. 

ø(a) REALLOCATION OF FUNDING.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(4) (42 

U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) is amended—
ø(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘HIGH PERFORMANCE STATES’’ and inserting 
‘‘EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVEMENT’’; 

ø(B) in subparagraph (D)(ii)—
ø(i) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘equals 

$200,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘(other than 2003) 
equals $200,000,000, and for bonus year 2003 
equals $100,000,000’’; and 

ø(ii) in subclause (II), by striking 
‘‘$1,000,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$900,000,000’’; 
and 

ø(C) in subparagraph (F), by striking 
‘‘$1,000,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$900,000,000’’. 

ø(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
the date of the enactment of this Act, or 
September 30, 2003, whichever is earlier. 

ø(b) BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT 
ACHIEVEMENT.—

ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 403(a)(4) (42 
U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraphs (A) through (F) and inserting the 
following: 

ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 
make a grant pursuant to this paragraph to 
each State for each bonus year for which the 
State is an employment achievement State. 

ø‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—
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ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii) of 

this subparagraph, the Secretary shall deter-
mine the amount of the grant payable under 
this paragraph to an employment achieve-
ment State for a bonus year, which shall be 
based on the performance of the State as de-
termined under subparagraph (D)(i) for the 
fiscal year that immediately precedes the 
bonus year. 

ø‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The amount payable to 
a State under this paragraph for a bonus 
year shall not exceed 5 percent of the State 
family assistance grant. 

ø‘‘(C) FORMULA FOR MEASURING STATE PER-
FORMANCE.—

ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), 
not later than October 1, 2003, the Secretary, 
in consultation with the States, shall de-
velop a formula for measuring State per-
formance in operating the State program 
funded under this part so as to achieve the 
goals of employment entry, job retention, 
and increased earnings from employment for 
families receiving assistance under the pro-
gram, as measured on an absolute basis and 
on the basis of improvement in State per-
formance. 

ø‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR BONUS YEAR 2004.—
For the purposes of awarding a bonus under 
this paragraph for bonus year 2004, the Sec-
retary may measure the performance of a 
State in fiscal year 2003 using the job entry 
rate, job retention rate, and earnings gain 
rate components of the formula developed 
under section 403(a)(4)(C) as in effect imme-
diately before the effective date of this para-
graph. 

ø‘‘(D) DETERMINATION OF STATE PERFORM-
ANCE.—For each bonus year, the Secretary 
shall—

ø‘‘(i) use the formula developed under sub-
paragraph (C) to determine the performance 
of each eligible State for the fiscal year that 
precedes the bonus year; and 

ø‘‘(ii) prescribe performance standards in 
such a manner so as to ensure that—

ø‘‘(I) the average annual total amount of 
grants to be made under this paragraph for 
each bonus year equals $100,000,000; and 

ø‘‘(II) the total amount of grants to be 
made under this paragraph for all bonus 
years equals $600,000,000. 

ø‘‘(E) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
ø‘‘(i) BONUS YEAR.—The term ‘bonus year’ 

means each of fiscal years 2004 through 2009. 
ø‘‘(ii) EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVEMENT STATE.—

The term ‘employment achievement State’ 
means, with respect to a bonus year, an eli-
gible State whose performance determined 
pursuant to subparagraph (D)(i) for the fiscal 
year preceding the bonus year equals or ex-
ceeds the performance standards prescribed 
under subparagraph (D)(ii) for such preceding 
fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(F) APPROPRIATION.—
ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 

Treasury of the United States not otherwise 
appropriated, there are appropriated for fis-
cal years 2004 through 2009 $600,000,000 for 
grants under this paragraph. 

ø‘‘(ii) EXTENDED AVAILABILITY OF PRIOR AP-
PROPRIATION.—Amounts appropriated under 
section 403(a)(4)(F) of the Social Security 
Act (as in effect before the date of the enact-
ment of this clause) that have not been ex-
pended as of such date of enactment shall re-
main available through fiscal year 2004 for 
grants under section 403(a)(4) of such Act (as 
in effect before such date of enactment) for 
bonus year 2003. 

ø‘‘(G) GRANTS FOR TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
This paragraph shall apply with respect to 
tribal organizations in the same manner in 
which this paragraph applies with respect to 
States. In determining the criteria under 
which to make grants to tribal organizations 
under this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
consult with tribal organizations.’’. 

ø(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1), except for section 
403(a)(4)(F)(ii) of the Social Security Act as 
inserted by the amendment, shall take effect 
on October 1, 2003. 
øSEC. 106. CONTINGENCY FUND. 

ø(a) DEPOSITS INTO FUND.—Section 403(b)(2) 
(42 U.S.C. 603(b)(2)) is amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 
and 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 2008’’; 
and 

ø(2) by striking all that follows 
‘‘$2,000,000,000’’ and inserting a period. 

ø(b) GRANTS.—Section 403(b)(3)(C)(ii) (42 
U.S.C. 603(b)(3)(C)(ii)) is amended by striking 
‘‘fiscal years 1997 through 2002’’ and inserting 
‘‘fiscal years 2004 through 2008’’. 

ø(c) DEFINITION OF NEEDY STATE.—Clauses 
(i) and (ii) of section 403(b)(5)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
603(b)(5)(B)) are amended by inserting after 
‘‘1996’’ the following: ‘‘, and the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 as in effect during the cor-
responding 3-month period in the fiscal year 
preceding such most recently concluded 3-
month period,’’. 

ø(d) ANNUAL RECONCILIATION: FEDERAL 
MATCHING OF STATE EXPENDITURES ABOVE 
‘‘MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT’’ LEVEL.—Section 
403(b)(6) (42 U.S.C. 603(b)(6)) is amended—

ø(1) in subparagraph (A)(ii)—
ø(A) by adding ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-

clause (I); 
ø(B) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of sub-

clause (II) and inserting a period; and
ø(C) by striking subclause (III); 
ø(2) in subparagraph (B)(i)(II), by striking 

all that follows ‘‘section 409(a)(7)(B)(iii))’’ 
and inserting a period; 

ø(3) by amending subparagraph (B)(ii)(I) to 
read as follows: 

ø‘‘(I) the qualified State expenditures (as 
defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)) for the fis-
cal year; plus’’; and 

ø(4) by striking subparagraph (C). 
ø(e) CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN CHILD CARE 

EXPENDITURES IN DETERMINING STATE COM-
PLIANCE WITH CONTINGENCY FUND MAINTE-
NANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—Section 
409(a)(10) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(10)) is amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘(other than the expendi-
tures described in subclause (I)(bb) of that 
paragraph)) under the State program funded 
under this part’’ and inserting a close paren-
thesis; and 

ø(2) by striking ‘‘excluding any amount ex-
pended by the State for child care under sub-
section (g) or (i) of section 402 (as in effect 
during fiscal year 1994) for fiscal year 1994,’’. 

ø(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2003. 
øSEC. 107. USE OF FUNDS. 

ø(a) GENERAL RULES.—Section 404(a)(2) (42 
U.S.C. 604(a)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘in 
any manner that’’ and inserting ‘‘for any 
purposes or activities for which’’. 

ø(b) TREATMENT OF INTERSTATE IMMI-
GRANTS.—

ø(1) STATE PLAN PROVISION.—Section 
402(a)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(B)) is amended 
by striking clause (i) and redesignating 
clauses (ii) through (iv) as clauses (i) 
through (iii), respectively. 

ø(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Section 404 (42 U.S.C. 
604) is amended by striking subsection (c). 

ø(c) INCREASE IN AMOUNT TRANSFERABLE TO 
CHILD CARE.—Section 404(d)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
604(d)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘30’’ and in-
serting ‘‘50’’. 

ø(d) INCREASE IN AMOUNT TRANSFERABLE TO 
TITLE XX PROGRAMS.—Section 404(d)(2)(B) (42 
U.S.C. 604(d)(2)(B)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

ø‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENT.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), the applicable percent 
is 10 percent for fiscal year 2004 and each suc-
ceeding fiscal year.’’. 

ø(e) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY OF 
STATES TO USE TANF FUNDS CARRIED OVER 
FROM PRIOR YEARS TO PROVIDE TANF BENE-
FITS AND SERVICES.—Section 404(e) (42 U.S.C. 
604(e)) is amended to read as follows: 

ø‘‘(e) AUTHORITY TO CARRYOVER OR RE-
SERVE CERTAIN AMOUNTS FOR BENEFITS OR 
SERVICES OR FOR FUTURE CONTINGENCIES.—

ø‘‘(1) CARRYOVER.—A State or tribe may 
use a grant made to the State or tribe under 
this part for any fiscal year to provide, with-
out fiscal year limitation, any benefit or 
service that may be provided under the State 
or tribal program funded under this part. 

ø‘‘(2) CONTINGENCY RESERVE.—A State or 
tribe may designate any portion of a grant 
made to the State or tribe under this part as 
a contingency reserve for future needs, and 
may use any amount so designated to pro-
vide, without fiscal year limitation, any ben-
efit or service that may be provided under 
the State or tribal program funded under 
this part. If a State or tribe so designates a 
portion of such a grant, the State shall, on 
an annual basis, include in its report under 
section 411(a) the amount so designated.’’. 
øSEC. 108. REPEAL OF FEDERAL LOAN FOR STATE 

WELFARE PROGRAMS. 
ø(a) REPEAL.—Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606) is 

repealed. 
ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
ø(1) Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)) is 

amended by striking paragraph (6). 
ø(2) Section 412 (42 U.S.C. 612) is amended 

by striking subsection (f) and redesignating 
subsections (g) through (i) as subsections (f) 
through (h), respectively. 

ø(3) Section 1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘406,’’. 
øSEC. 109. UNIVERSAL ENGAGEMENT AND FAM-

ILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN RE-
QUIREMENTS. 

ø(a) MODIFICATION OF STATE PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking clauses 
(ii) and (iii) and inserting the following: 

ø‘‘(ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiv-
ing assistance under the program to engage 
in work or alternative self-sufficiency activi-
ties (as defined by the State), consistent 
with section 407(e)(2). 

ø‘‘(iii) Require families receiving assist-
ance under the program to engage in activi-
ties in accordance with family self-suffi-
ciency plans developed pursuant to section 
408(b).’’. 

ø(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY SELF-SUF-
FICIENCY PLANS.—

ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(b) (42 U.S.C. 
608(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

ø‘‘(b) FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLANS.—
ø‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a 

grant is made under section 403 shall—
ø‘‘(A) assess, in the manner deemed appro-

priate by the State, the skills, prior work ex-
perience, and employability of each work-eli-
gible individual (as defined in section 
407(b)(2)(C)) receiving assistance under the 
State program funded under this part; 

ø‘‘(B) establish for each family that in-
cludes such an individual, in consultation as 
the State deems appropriate with the indi-
vidual, a self-sufficiency plan that specifies 
appropriate activities described in the State 
plan submitted pursuant to section 402, in-
cluding direct work activities as appropriate 
designed to assist the family in achieving 
their maximum degree of self-sufficiency, 
and that provides for the ongoing participa-
tion of the individual in the activities; 

ø‘‘(C) require, at a minimum, each such in-
dividual to participate in activities in ac-
cordance with the self-sufficiency plan; 

ø‘‘(D) monitor the participation of each 
such individual in the activities specified in 
the self sufficiency plan, and regularly re-
view the progress of the family toward self-
sufficiency; 
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ø‘‘(E) upon such a review, revise the self-

sufficiency plan and activities as the State 
deems appropriate. 

ø‘‘(2) TIMING.—The State shall comply with 
paragraph (1) with respect to a family—

ø‘‘(A) in the case of a family that, as of Oc-
tober 1, 2003, is not receiving assistance from 
the State program funded under this part, 
not later than 60 days after the family first 
receives assistance on the basis of the most 
recent application for the assistance; or 

ø‘‘(B) in the case of a family that, as of 
such date, is receiving the assistance, not 
later than 12 months after the date of enact-
ment of this subsection.

ø‘‘(3) STATE DISCRETION.—A State shall 
have sole discretion, consistent with section 
407, to define and design activities for fami-
lies for purposes of this subsection, to de-
velop methods for monitoring and reviewing 
progress pursuant to this subsection, and to 
make modifications to the plan as the State 
deems appropriate to assist the individual in 
increasing their degree of self-sufficiency. 

ø‘‘(4) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in 
this part shall preclude a State from requir-
ing participation in work and any other ac-
tivities the State deems appropriate for 
helping families achieve self-sufficiency and 
improving child well-being.’’. 

ø(2) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO ESTABLISH 
FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN.—Section 
409(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(3)) is amended—

ø(A) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 
‘‘OR ESTABLISH FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PLAN’’ after ‘‘RATES’’; and 

ø(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or 
408(b)’’ after ‘‘407(a)’’. 
øSEC. 110. WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIRE-

MENTS. 
ø(a) ELIMINATION OF SEPARATE PARTICIPA-

TION RATE REQUIREMENTS FOR 2-PARENT FAM-
ILIES.—

ø(1) IN GENERAL.—
ø(A) Section 407 (42 U.S.C. 607) is amended 

in each of subsections (a) and (b) by striking 
paragraph (2). 

ø(B) Section 407(b)(4) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(4)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1)(B) and 
(2)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph (1)(B)’’. 

ø(C) Section 407(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 607(c)(1)) is 
amended by striking subparagraph (B). 

ø(D) Section 407(c)(2)(D) (42 U.S.C. 
607(c)(2)(D)) is amended by striking ‘‘para-
graphs (1)(B)(i) and (2)(B) of subsection (b)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘subsection (b)(1)(B)(i)’’. 

ø(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2002. 

ø(b) WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS.—
Section 407 (42 U.S.C. 607) is amended by 
striking all that precedes subsection (b)(3) 
and inserting the following: 
ø‘‘SEC. 407. WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIRE-

MENTS. 
ø‘‘(a) PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENTS.—

A State to which a grant is made under sec-
tion 403 for a fiscal year shall achieve a min-
imum participation rate equal to not less 
than—

ø‘‘(1) 50 percent for fiscal year 2004; 
ø‘‘(2) 55 percent for fiscal year 2005; 
ø‘‘(3) 60 percent for fiscal year 2006; 
ø‘‘(4) 65 percent for fiscal year 2007; and 
ø‘‘(5) 70 percent for fiscal year 2008 and 

each succeeding fiscal year. 
ø‘‘(b) CALCULATION OF PARTICIPATION 

RATES.—
ø‘‘(1) AVERAGE MONTHLY RATE.—For pur-

poses of subsection (a), the participation rate 
of a State for a fiscal year is the average of 
the participation rates of the State for each 
month in the fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(2) MONTHLY PARTICIPATION RATES; INCOR-
PORATION OF 40-HOUR WORK WEEK STANDARD.—

ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of para-
graph (1), the participation rate of a State 
for a month is—

ø‘‘(i) the total number of countable hours 
(as defined in subsection (c)) with respect to 
the counted families for the State for the 
month; divided by 

ø‘‘(ii) 160 multiplied by the number of 
counted families for the State for the month. 

ø‘‘(B) COUNTED FAMILIES DEFINED.—
ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In subparagraph (A), the 

term ‘counted family’ means, with respect to 
a State and a month, a family that includes 
a work-eligible individual and that receives 
assistance in the month under the State pro-
gram funded under this part, subject to 
clause (ii). 

ø‘‘(ii) STATE OPTION TO EXCLUDE CERTAIN 
FAMILIES.—At the option of a State, the term 
‘counted family’ shall not include—

ø‘‘(I) a family in the first month for which 
the family receives assistance from a State 
program funded under this part on the basis 
of the most recent application for such as-
sistance; or 

ø‘‘(II) on a case-by-case basis, a family in 
which the youngest child has not attained 12 
months of age. 

ø‘‘(iii) STATE OPTION TO INCLUDE INDIVID-
UALS RECEIVING ASSISTANCE UNDER A TRIBAL 
FAMILY ASSISTANCE PLAN OR TRIBAL WORK 
PROGRAM.—At the option of a State, the term 
‘counted family’ may include families in the 
State that are receiving assistance under a 
tribal family assistance plan approved under 
section 412 or under a tribal work program to 
which funds are provided under this part. 

ø‘‘(C) WORK-ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUAL DEFINED.—
In this section, the term ‘work-eligible indi-
vidual’ means an individual—

ø‘‘(i) who is married or a single head of 
household; and 

ø‘‘(ii) whose needs are (or, but for sanc-
tions under this part that have been in effect 
for more than 3 months (whether or not con-
secutive) in the preceding 12 months or 
under part D, would be) included in deter-
mining the amount of cash assistance to be 
provided to the family under the State pro-
gram funded under this part.’’. 

ø(c) RECALIBRATION OF CASELOAD REDUC-
TION CREDIT.—

ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 407(b)(3)(A)(ii) (42 
U.S.C. 607(b)(3)(A)(ii)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

ø‘‘(ii) the average monthly number of fami-
lies that received assistance under the State 
program funded under this part during the 
base year.’’. 

ø(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
407(b)(3)(B) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)(3)(B)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘and eligibility criteria’’ and all 
that follows through the close parenthesis 
and inserting ‘‘and the eligibility criteria in 
effect during the then applicable base year’’. 

ø(3) BASE YEAR DEFINED.—Section 407(b)(3) 
(42 U.S.C. 607(b)(3)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

ø‘‘(C) BASE YEAR DEFINED.—In this para-
graph, the term ‘base year’ means, with re-
spect to a fiscal year—

ø‘‘(I) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2004, 
fiscal year 1996; 

ø‘‘(II) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2005, 
fiscal year 1998; 

ø‘‘(III) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2006, 
fiscal year 2001; or 

ø‘‘(IV) if the fiscal year is fiscal year 2007 
or any succeeding fiscal year, the then 4th 
preceding fiscal year.’’. 

ø(d) SUPERACHIEVER CREDIT.—Section 
407(b) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)) is amended by strik-
ing paragraphs (4) and (5) and inserting the 
following: 

ø‘‘(4) SUPERACHIEVER CREDIT.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The participation rate, 

determined under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
this subsection, of a superachiever State for 
a fiscal year shall be increased by the lesser 
of—

ø‘‘(i) the amount (if any) of the super-
achiever credit applicable to the State; or 

ø‘‘(ii) the number of percentage points (if 
any) by which the minimum participation 
rate required by subsection (a) for the fiscal 
year exceeds 50 percent. 

ø‘‘(B) SUPERACHIEVER STATE.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), a State is a super-
achiever State if the State caseload for fiscal 
year 2001 has declined by at least 60 percent 
from the State caseload for fiscal year 1995. 

ø‘‘(C) AMOUNT OF CREDIT.—The super-
achiever credit applicable to a State is the 
number of percentage points (if any) by 
which the decline referred to in subpara-
graph (B) exceeds 60 percent. 

ø‘‘(D) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
ø‘‘(i) STATE CASELOAD FOR FISCAL YEAR 

2001.—The term ‘State caseload for fiscal year 
2001’ means the average monthly number of 
families that received assistance during fis-
cal year 2001 under the State program funded 
under this part. 

ø‘‘(ii) STATE CASELOAD FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1995.—The term ‘State caseload for fiscal year 
1995’ means the average monthly number of 
families that received aid under the State 
plan approved under part A (as in effect on 
September 30, 1995) during fiscal year 1995.’’. 

ø(e) COUNTABLE HOURS.—Section 407 of 
such Act (42 U.S.C. 607) is amended by strik-
ing subsections (c) and (d) and inserting the 
following: 

ø‘‘(c) COUNTABLE HOURS.—
ø‘‘(1) DEFINITION.—In subsection (b)(2), the 

term ‘countable hours’ means, with respect 
to a family for a month, the total number of 
hours in the month in which any member of 
the family who is a work-eligible individual 
is engaged in a direct work activity or other 
activities specified by the State (excluding 
an activity that does not address a purpose 
specified in section 401(a)), subject to the 
other provisions of this subsection. 

ø‘‘(2) LIMITATIONS.—Subject to such regula-
tions as the Secretary may prescribe: 

ø‘‘(A) MINIMUM WEEKLY AVERAGE OF 24 
HOURS OF DIRECT WORK ACTIVITIES RE-
QUIRED.—If the work-eligible individuals in a 
family are engaged in a direct work activity 
for an average total of fewer than 24 hours 
per week in a month, then the number of 
countable hours with respect to the family 
for the month shall be zero. 

ø‘‘(B) MAXIMUM WEEKLY AVERAGE OF 16 
HOURS OF OTHER ACTIVITIES.—An average of 
not more than 16 hours per week of activities 
specified by the State (subject to the exclu-
sion described in paragraph (1)) may be con-
sidered countable hours in a month with re-
spect to a family. 

ø‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of 
paragraph (1): 

ø‘‘(A) PARTICIPATION IN QUALIFIED ACTIVI-
TIES.—

ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If, with the approval of 
the State, the work-eligible individuals in a 
family are engaged in 1 or more qualified ac-
tivities for an average total of at least 24 
hours per week in a month, then all such en-
gagement in the month shall be considered 
engagement in a direct work activity, sub-
ject to clause (iii). 

ø‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED ACTIVITY DEFINED.—The 
term ‘qualified activity’ means an activity 
specified by the State (subject to the exclu-
sion described in paragraph (1)) that meets 
such standards and criteria as the State may 
specify, including—

ø‘‘(I) substance abuse counseling or treat-
ment; 

ø‘‘(II) rehabilitation treatment and serv-
ices; 

ø‘‘(III) work-related education or training 
directed at enabling the family member to 
work; 

ø‘‘(IV) job search or job readiness assist-
ance; and
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ø‘‘(V) any other activity that addresses a 

purpose specified in section 401(a). 
ø‘‘(iii) LIMITATION.—
ø‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subclause (II), clause (i) shall not apply to a 
family for more than 3 months in any period 
of 24 consecutive months. 

ø‘‘(II) SPECIAL RULE APPLICABLE TO EDU-
CATION AND TRAINING.—A State may, on a 
case-by-case basis, apply clause (i) to a 
work-eligible individual so that participa-
tion by the individual in education or train-
ing, if needed to permit the individual to 
complete a certificate program or other 
work-related education or training directed 
at enabling the individual to fill a known job 
need in a local area, may be considered 
countable hours with respect to the family of 
the individual for not more than 4 months in 
any period of 24 consecutive months. 

ø‘‘(B) SCHOOL ATTENDANCE BY TEEN HEAD OF 
HOUSEHOLD.—The work-eligible members of a 
family shall be considered to be engaged in a 
direct work activity for an average of 40 
hours per week in a month if the family in-
cludes an individual who is married, or is a 
single head of household, who has not at-
tained 20 years of age, and the individual—

ø‘‘(i) maintains satisfactory attendance at 
secondary school or the equivalent in the 
month; or 

ø‘‘(ii) participates in education directly re-
lated to employment for an average of at 
least 20 hours per week in the month. 

ø‘‘(d) DIRECT WORK ACTIVITY.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘direct work activity’ means—

ø‘‘(1) unsubsidized employment; 
ø‘‘(2) subsidized private sector employ-

ment; 
ø‘‘(3) subsidized public sector employment; 
ø‘‘(4) on-the-job training; 
ø‘‘(5) supervised work experience; or 
ø‘‘(6) supervised community service.’’. 
ø(f) PENALTIES AGAINST INDIVIDUALS.—Sec-

tion 407(e)(1) (42 U.S.C. 607(e)(1)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

ø‘‘(1) REDUCTION OR TERMINATION OF ASSIST-
ANCE.—

ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), if an individual in a family re-
ceiving assistance under a State program 
funded under this part fails to engage in ac-
tivities required in accordance with this sec-
tion, or other activities required by the 
State under the program, and the family 
does not otherwise engage in activities in ac-
cordance with the self-sufficiency plan estab-
lished for the family pursuant to section 
408(b), the State shall—

ø‘‘(i) if the failure is partial or persists for 
not more than 1 month—

ø‘‘(I) reduce the amount of assistance oth-
erwise payable to the family pro rata (or 
more, at the option of the State) with re-
spect to any period during a month in which 
the failure occurs; or 

ø‘‘(II) terminate all assistance to the fam-
ily, subject to such good cause exceptions as 
the State may establish; or 

ø‘‘(ii) if the failure is total and persists for 
at least 2 consecutive months, terminate all 
cash payments to the family including quali-
fied State expenditures (as defined in section 
409(a)(7)(B)(i)) for at least 1 month and there-
after until the State determines that the in-
dividual has resumed full participation in 
the activities, subject to such good cause ex-
ceptions as the State may establish. 

ø‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULE.—
ø‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the event of a con-

flict between a requirement of clause (i)(II) 
or (ii) of subparagraph (A) and a requirement 
of a State constitution, or of a State statute 
that, before 1966, obligated local government 
to provide assistance to needy parents and 
children, the State constitutional or statu-
tory requirement shall control. 

ø‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—Clause (i) of this sub-
paragraph shall not apply after the 1-year 
period that begins with the date of the en-
actment of this subparagraph.’’. 

ø(g) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
ø(1) Section 407(f) (42 U.S.C. 607(f)) is 

amended in each of paragraphs (1) and (2) by 
striking ‘‘work activity described in sub-
section (d)’’ and inserting ‘‘direct work ac-
tivity’’. 

ø(2) The heading of section 409(a)(14) (42 
U.S.C. 609(a)(14)) is amended by inserting ‘‘OR 
REFUSING TO ENGAGE IN ACTIVITIES UNDER A 
FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN’’ after 
‘‘WORK’’. 

ø(h) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section (other than subsection 
(a)) shall take effect on October 1, 2003. 
øSEC. 111. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 409(a)(7) (42 
U.S.C. 609(a)(7)) is amended—

ø(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, or 2003’’ and 
inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006, 
2007, 2008, or 2009’’; and 

ø(2) in subparagraph (B)(ii)—
ø(A) by inserting ‘‘preceding’’ before ‘‘fis-

cal year’’; and 
ø(B) by striking ‘‘for fiscal years 1997 

through 2002,’’. 
ø(b) STATE SPENDING ON PROMOTING 

HEALTHY MARRIAGE.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 404 (42 U.S.C. 604) 

is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘(l) MARRIAGE PROMOTION.—A State, ter-
ritory, or tribal organization to which a 
grant is made under section 403(a)(2) may use 
a grant made to the State, territory, or trib-
al organization under any other provision of 
section 403 for marriage promotion activi-
ties, and the amount of any such grant so 
used shall be considered State funds for pur-
poses of section 403(a)(2).’’. 

ø(2) FEDERAL TANF FUNDS USED FOR MAR-
RIAGE PROMOTION DISREGARDED FOR PURPOSES 
OF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT REQUIREMENT.—
Section 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)(7)(B)(i)), as amended by section 103(c) 
of this Act, is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

ø‘‘(VI) EXCLUSION OF FEDERAL TANF FUNDS 
USED FOR MARRIAGE PROMOTION ACTIVITIES.—
Such term does not include the amount of 
any grant made to the State under section 
403 that is expended for a marriage pro-
motion activity.’’. 
øSEC. 112. PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT. 

ø(a) STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)) is amended—

ø(1) in paragraph (1)—
ø(A) in subparagraph (A)—
ø(i) by redesignating clause (vi) and clause 

(vii) (as added by section 103(a) of this Act) 
as clauses (vii) and (viii), respectively; and 

ø(ii) by striking clause (v) and inserting 
the following: 

ø‘‘(v) The document shall—
ø‘‘(I) describe how the State will pursue 

ending dependence of needy families on gov-
ernment benefits and reducing poverty by 
promoting job preparation and work; 

ø‘‘(II) describe how the State will encour-
age the formation and maintenance of 
healthy 2-parent married families, encourage 
responsible fatherhood, and prevent and re-
duce the incidence of out-of-wedlock preg-
nancies; 

ø‘‘(III) include specific, numerical, and 
measurable performance objectives for ac-
complishing subclauses (I) and (II), and with 
respect to subclause (I), include objectives 
consistent with the criteria used by the Sec-
retary in establishing performance targets 
under section 403(a)(4)(B) if available; and 

ø‘‘(IV) describe the methodology that the 
State will use to measure State performance 
in relation to each such objective. 

ø‘‘(vi) Describe any strategies and pro-
grams the State may be undertaking to ad-
dress—

ø‘‘(I) employment retention and advance-
ment for recipients of assistance under the 
program, including placement into high-de-
mand jobs, and whether the jobs are identi-
fied using labor market information; 

ø‘‘(II) efforts to reduce teen pregnancy; 
ø‘‘(III) services for struggling and non-

compliant families, and for clients with spe-
cial problems; and 

ø‘‘(IV) program integration, including the 
extent to which employment and training 
services under the program are provided 
through the One-Stop delivery system cre-
ated under the Workforce Investment Act of 
1998, and the extent to which former recipi-
ents of such assistance have access to addi-
tional core, intensive, or training services 
funded through such Act.’’; and 

ø(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
clause (iii) (as so redesignated by section 
107(b)(1) of this Act) and inserting the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘(iii) The document shall describe strate-
gies and programs the State is undertaking 
to engage religious organizations in the pro-
vision of services funded under this part and 
efforts related to section 104 of the Personal 
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996. 

ø‘‘(iv) The document shall describe strate-
gies to improve program management and 
performance.’’; and 

ø(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘and 
tribal’’ after ‘‘that local’’. 

ø(b) CONSULTATION WITH STATE REGARDING 
PLAN AND DESIGN OF TRIBAL PROGRAMS.—
Section 412(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 612(b)(1)) is 
amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (E); 

ø(2) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

ø(3) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(G) provides an assurance that the State 

in which the tribe is located has been con-
sulted regarding the plan and its design.’’. 

ø(c) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Section 413 
(42 U.S.C. 613) is amended by adding at the 
end the following: 

ø‘‘(k) PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.—The 
Secretary, in consultation with the States, 
shall develop uniform performance measures 
designed to assess the degree of effective-
ness, and the degree of improvement, of 
State programs funded under this part in ac-
complishing the purposes of this part.’’. 

ø(d) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES.—Section 
413(d)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘long-term private sector jobs’’ and 
inserting ‘‘private sector jobs, the success of 
the recipients in retaining employment, the 
ability of the recipients to increase their 
wages’’.
øSEC. 113. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING. 

ø(a) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Section 
411(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(A)) is amend-
ed—

ø(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by 
inserting ‘‘and on families receiving assist-
ance under State programs funded with 
other qualified State expenditures (as de-
fined in section 409(a)(7)(B))’’ before the 
colon; 

ø(2) in clause (vii), by inserting ‘‘and minor 
parent’’ after ‘‘of each adult’’; 

ø(3) in clause (viii), by striking ‘‘and edu-
cational level’’; 

ø(4) in clause (ix), by striking ‘‘, and if the 
latter 2, the amount received’’; 

ø(5) in clause (x)—
ø(A) by striking ‘‘each type of’’; and 
ø(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘and, if 

applicable, the reason for receipt of the as-
sistance for a total of more than 60 months’’; 
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ø(6) in clause (xi), by striking the sub-

clauses and inserting the following: 
ø‘‘(I) Subsidized private sector employ-

ment. 
ø‘‘(II) Unsubsidized employment. 
ø‘‘(III) Public sector employment, super-

vised work experience, or supervised commu-
nity service. 

ø‘‘(IV) On-the-job training. 
ø‘‘(V) Job search and placement. 
ø‘‘(VI) Training. 
ø‘‘(VII) Education. 
ø‘‘(VIII) Other activities directed at the 

purposes of this part, as specified in the 
State plan submitted pursuant to section 
402.’’; 

ø(7) in clause (xii), by inserting ‘‘and 
progress toward universal engagement’’ after 
‘‘participation rates’’; 

ø(8) in clause (xiii), by striking ‘‘type and’’ 
before ‘‘amount of assistance’’; 

ø(9) in clause (xvi), by striking subclause 
(II) and redesignating subclauses (III) 
through (V) as subclauses (II) through (IV), 
respectively; and 

ø(10) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(xviii) The date the family first received 

assistance from the State program on the 
basis of the most recent application for such 
assistance.

ø‘‘(xix) Whether a self-sufficiency plan is 
established for the family in accordance with 
section 408(b). 

ø‘‘(xx) With respect to any child in the 
family, the marital status of the parents at 
the birth of the child, and if the parents were 
not then married, whether the paternity of 
the child has been established.’’. 

ø(b) USE OF SAMPLES.—Section 411(a)(1)(B) 
(42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(B)) is amended—

ø(1) in clause (i)—
ø(A) by striking ‘‘a sample’’ and inserting 

‘‘samples’’; and 
ø(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘, ex-

cept that the Secretary may designate core 
data elements that must be reported on all 
families’’; and 

ø(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘funded 
under this part’’ and inserting ‘‘described in 
subparagraph (A)’’. 

ø(c) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME IN-
ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—Section 
411(a) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended—

ø(1) by striking paragraph (5); 
ø(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (5); and 
ø(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) (as so 

redesignated) the following: 
ø‘‘(6) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME IN-

ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—The report 
required by paragraph (1) for a fiscal quarter 
shall include for each month in the quarter 
the number of families and total number of 
individuals that, during the month, became 
ineligible to receive assistance under the 
State program funded under this part (bro-
ken down by the number of families that be-
come so ineligible due to earnings, changes 
in family composition that result in in-
creased earnings, sanctions, time limits, or 
other specified reasons).’’. 

ø(d) REGULATIONS.—Section 411(a)(7) (42 
U.S.C. 611(a)(7)) is amended—

ø(1) by inserting ‘‘and to collect the nec-
essary data’’ before ‘‘with respect to which 
reports’’; 

ø(2) by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and inserting 
‘‘section’’; and 

ø(3) by striking ‘‘in defining the data ele-
ments’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘, 
the National Governors’ Association, the 
American Public Human Services Associa-
tion, the National Conference of State Legis-
latures, and others in defining the data ele-
ments.’’. 

ø(e) ADDITIONAL REPORTS BY STATES.—Sec-
tion 411 (42 U.S.C. 611) is amended—

ø(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (e); and 

ø(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the 
following: 

ø‘‘(b) ANNUAL REPORTS ON PROGRAM CHAR-
ACTERISTICS.—Not later than 90 days after 
the end of fiscal year 2004 and each suc-
ceeding fiscal year, each eligible State shall 
submit to the Secretary a report on the 
characteristics of the State program funded 
under this part and other State programs 
funded with qualified State expenditures (as 
defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). The report 
shall include, with respect to each such pro-
gram, the program name, a description of 
program activities, the program purpose, the 
program eligibility criteria, the sources of 
program funding, the number of program 
beneficiaries, sanction policies, and any pro-
gram work requirements. 

ø‘‘(c) MONTHLY REPORTS ON CASELOAD.—
Not later than 3 months after the end of a 
calendar month that begins 1 year or more 
after the enactment of this subsection, each 
eligible State shall submit to the Secretary 
a report on the number of families and total 
number of individuals receiving assistance in 
the calendar month under the State program 
funded under this part. 

ø‘‘(d) ANNUAL REPORT ON PERFORMANCE IM-
PROVEMENT.—Beginning with fiscal year 2005, 
not later than January 1 of each fiscal year, 
each eligible State shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report on achievement and improve-
ment during the preceding fiscal year under 
the numerical performance goals and meas-
ures under the State program funded under 
this part with respect to each of the matters 
described in section 402(a)(1)(A)(v).’’. 

ø(f) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS BY THE 
SECRETARY.—Section 411(e), as so redesig-
nated by subsection (e) of this section, is 
amended—

ø(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘and each fiscal year thereafter’’ 
and inserting ‘‘and by July 1 of each fiscal 
year thereafter’’; 

ø(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘families 
applying for assistance,’’ and by striking the 
last comma; and 

ø(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and 
other programs funded with qualified State 
expenditures (as defined in section 
409(a)(7)(B)(i))’’ before the semicolon.

ø(g) INCREASED ANALYSIS OF STATE SINGLE 
AUDIT REPORTS.—Section 411 (42 U.S.C. 611) 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘(f) INCREASED ANALYSIS OF STATE SINGLE 
AUDIT REPORTS.—

ø‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Within 3 months after a 
State submits to the Secretary a report pur-
suant to section 7502(a)(1)(A) of title 31, 
United States Code, the Secretary shall ana-
lyze the report for the purpose of identifying 
the extent and nature of problems related to 
the oversight by the State of nongovern-
mental entities with respect to contracts en-
tered into by such entities with the State 
program funded under this part, and deter-
mining what additional actions may be ap-
propriate to help prevent and correct the 
problems. 

ø‘‘(2) INCLUSION OF PROGRAM OVERSIGHT 
SECTION IN ANNUAL REPORT TO THE CON-
GRESS.—The Secretary shall include in each 
report under subsection (e) a section on over-
sight of State programs funded under this 
part, including findings on the extent and 
nature of the problems referred to in para-
graph (1), actions taken to resolve the prob-
lems, and to the extent the Secretary deems 
appropriate make recommendations on 
changes needed to resolve the problems.’’. 
øSEC. 114. DIRECT FUNDING AND ADMINISTRA-

TION BY INDIAN TRIBES. 
ø(a) TRIBAL FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANT.—

Section 412(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 612(a)(1)(A)) is 

amended by striking ‘‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
2001, and 2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 
2008’’. 

ø(b) GRANTS FOR INDIAN TRIBES THAT RE-
CEIVED JOBS FUNDS.—Section 412(a)(2)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 612(a)(2)(A)) is amended by striking 
‘‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2004 through 2008’’. 
øSEC. 115. RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NA-

TIONAL STUDIES. 
ø(a) SECRETARY’S FUND FOR RESEARCH, 

DEMONSTRATIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613), as amend-
ed by section 112(c) of this Act, is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(l) FUNDING FOR RESEARCH, DEMONSTRA-
TIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

ø‘‘(1) APPROPRIATION.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in 

the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated 
$102,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2003 
through 2008, which shall be available to the 
Secretary for the purpose of conducting and 
supporting research and demonstration 
projects by public or private entities, and 
providing technical assistance to States, In-
dian tribal organizations, and such other en-
tities as the Secretary may specify that are 
receiving a grant under this part, which 
shall be expended primarily on activities de-
scribed in section 403(a)(2)(B), and which 
shall be in addition to any other funds made 
available under this part. 

ø‘‘(B) EXTENDED AVAILABILITY OF FY 2003 
FUNDS.—Funds appropriated under this para-
graph for fiscal year 2003 shall remain avail-
able to the Secretary through fiscal year 
2004, for use in accordance with this para-
graph for fiscal year 2003. 

ø‘‘(2) SET ASIDE FOR DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS FOR COORDINATION OF PROVISION OF 
CHILD WELFARE AND TANF SERVICES TO TRIBAL 
FAMILIES AT RISK OF CHILD ABUSE OR NE-
GLECT.—

ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Of the amounts made 
available under paragraph (1) for a fiscal 
year, $2,000,000 shall be awarded on a com-
petitive basis to fund demonstration projects 
designed to test the effectiveness of tribal 
governments or tribal consortia in coordi-
nating the provision to tribal families at 
risk of child abuse or neglect of child welfare 
services and services under tribal programs 
funded under this part. 

ø‘‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—A grant made to such 
a project shall be used—

ø‘‘(i) to improve case management for fam-
ilies eligible for assistance from such a tribal 
program; 

ø‘‘(ii) for supportive services and assist-
ance to tribal children in out-of-home place-
ments and the tribal families caring for such 
children, including families who adopt such 
children; and 

ø‘‘(iii) for prevention services and assist-
ance to tribal families at risk of child abuse 
and neglect. 

ø‘‘(C) REPORTS.—The Secretary may re-
quire a recipient of funds awarded under this 
paragraph to provide the Secretary with 
such information as the Secretary deems rel-
evant to enable the Secretary to facilitate 
and oversee the administration of any 
project for which funds are provided under 
this paragraph.’’. 

ø(b) FUNDING OF STUDIES AND DEMONSTRA-
TIONS.—Section 413(h)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(h)(1)) 
is amended in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A) by striking ‘‘1997 through 2002’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2004 through 2008’’. 

ø(c) REPORT ON ENFORCEMENT OF CERTAIN 
AFFIDAVITS OF SUPPORT AND SPONSOR DEEM-
ING.—Not later than March 31, 2004, the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, in con-
sultation with the Attorney General, shall 
submit to the Congress a report on the en-
forcement of affidavits of support and spon-
sor deeming as required by section 421, 422, 
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and 432 of the Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996. 

ø(d) REPORT ON COORDINATION.—Not later 
than 6 months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services and the Secretary of 
Labor shall jointly submit a report to the 
Congress describing common or conflicting 
data elements, definitions, performance 
measures, and reporting requirements in the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998 and part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act, and, to 
the degree each Secretary deems appro-
priate, at the discretion of either Secretary, 
any other program administered by the re-
spective Secretary, to allow greater coordi-
nation between the welfare and workforce 
development systems. 
øSEC. 116. STUDIES BY THE CENSUS BUREAU AND 

THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE. 
ø(a) CENSUS BUREAU STUDY.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 414(a) (42 U.S.C. 

614(a)) is amended to read as follows: 
ø‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau of the Cen-

sus shall implement or enhance a longitu-
dinal survey of program participation, devel-
oped in consultation with the Secretary and 
made available to interested parties, to 
allow for the assessment of the outcomes of 
continued welfare reform on the economic 
and child well-being of low-income families 
with children, including those who received 
assistance or services from a State program 
funded under this part, and, to the extent 
possible, shall provide State representative 
samples. The content of the survey should 
include such information as may be nec-
essary to examine the issues of out-of-wed-
lock childbearing, marriage, welfare depend-
ency and compliance with work require-
ments, the beginning and ending of spells of 
assistance, work, earnings and employment 
stability, and the well-being of children.’’. 

ø(2) APPROPRIATION.—Section 414(b) (42 
U.S.C. 614(b)) is amended—

ø(A) by striking ‘‘1996,’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 
through 2008’’; and 

ø(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘Funds appropriated under this subsection 
shall remain available through fiscal year 
2008 to carry out subsection (a).’’. 

ø(b) GAO STUDY.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General 

of the United States shall conduct a study to 
determine the combined effect of the phase-
out rates for Federal programs and policies 
which provide support to low-income fami-
lies and individuals as they move from wel-
fare to work, at all earning levels up to 
$35,000 per year, for at least 5 States includ-
ing Wisconsin and California, and any poten-
tial disincentives the combined phase-out 
rates create for families to achieve independ-
ence or to marry. 

ø(2) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after 
the date of the enactment of this subsection, 
the Comptroller General shall submit a re-
port to Congress containing the results of 
the study conducted under this section and, 
as appropriate, any recommendations con-
sistent with the results. 
øSEC. 117. DEFINITION OF ASSISTANCE. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 419 (42 U.S.C. 
619) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘(6) ASSISTANCE.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘assistance’ 

means payment, by cash, voucher, or other 
means, to or for an individual or family for 
the purpose of meeting a subsistence need of 
the individual or family (including food, 
clothing, shelter, and related items, but not 
including costs of transportation or child 
care). 

ø‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘assistance’ 
does not include a payment described in sub-

paragraph (A) to or for an individual or fam-
ily on a short-term, nonrecurring basis (as 
defined by the State in accordance with reg-
ulations prescribed by the Secretary).’’. 

ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
ø(1) Section 404(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 604(a)(1)) is 

amended by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and in-
serting ‘‘aid’’. 

ø(2) Section 404(f) (42 U.S.C. 604(f)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and in-
serting ‘‘benefits or services’’.

ø(3) Section 408(a)(5)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 
608(a)(5)(B)(i)) is amended in the heading by 
striking ‘‘ASSISTANCE’’ and inserting ‘‘AID’’. 

ø(4) Section 413(d)(2) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and in-
serting ‘‘aid’’. 
øSEC. 118. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

ø(a) Section 409(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 609(c)(2)) is 
amended by inserting a comma after ‘‘appro-
priate’’. 

ø(b) Section 411(a)(1)(A)(ii)(III) (42 U.S.C. 
611(a)(1)(A)(ii)(III)) is amended by striking 
the last close parenthesis. 

ø(c) Section 413(j)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
613(j)(2)(A)) is amended by striking ‘‘section’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections’’. 

ø(d)(1) Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613) is amend-
ed by striking subsection (g) and redesig-
nating subsections (h) through (j) and sub-
sections (k) and (l) (as added by sections 
112(c) and 115(a) of this Act, respectively) as 
subsections (g) through (k), respectively. 

ø(2) Each of the following provisions is 
amended by striking ‘‘413(j)’’ and inserting 
‘‘413(i)’’: 

ø(A) Section 403(a)(5)(A)(ii)(III) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(A)(ii)(III)). 

ø(B) Section 403(a)(5)(F) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(F)). 

ø(C) Section 403(a)(5)(G)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(G)(ii)). 

ø(D) Section 412(a)(3)(B)(iv) (42 U.S.C. 
612(a)(3)(B)(iv)). 
øSEC. 119. FATHERHOOD PROGRAM. 

ø(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Promotion and Support of Re-
sponsible Fatherhood and Healthy Marriage 
Act of 2003’’. 

ø(b) FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—Title I of the Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘SEC. 117. FATHERHOOD PROGRAM. 

ø‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV (42 U.S.C. 601–
679b) is amended by inserting after part B 
the following: 

ø‘‘ ‘PART C—FATHERHOOD PROGRAM 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 441. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES. 

ø‘‘ ‘(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that 
there is substantial evidence strongly indi-
cating the urgent need to promote and sup-
port involved, committed, and responsible 
fatherhood, and to encourage and support 
healthy marriages between parents raising 
children, including data demonstrating the 
following: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) In approximately 90 percent of cases 
where a parent is absent, that parent is the 
father. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) By some estimates, 60 percent of 
children born in the 1990’s will spend a sig-
nificant portion of their childhood in a home 
without a father. 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) Nearly 75 percent of children in sin-
gle-parent homes will experience poverty be-
fore they are 11 years old, compared with 
only 20 percent of children in 2-parent fami-
lies. 

ø‘‘ ‘(4) Low income is positively correlated 
with children’s difficulties with education, 
social adjustment, and delinquency, and sin-
gle-parent households constitute a dispropor-
tionate share of low-income households. 

ø‘‘ ‘(5) Where families (whether intact or 
with a parent absent) are living in poverty, 

a significant factor is the father’s lack of job 
skills. 

ø‘‘ ‘(6) Children raised in 2-parent married 
families, on average, fare better as a group 
in key areas, including better school per-
formance, reduced rates of substance abuse, 
crime, and delinquency, fewer health, emo-
tional, and behavioral problems, lower rates 
of teenage sexual activity, less risk of abuse 
or neglect, and lower risk of teen suicide. 

ø‘‘ ‘(7) Committed and responsible fathering 
during infancy and early childhood contrib-
utes to the development of emotional secu-
rity, curiosity, and math and verbal skills. 

ø‘‘ ‘(8) An estimated 24,000,000 children (33.5 
percent) live apart from their biological fa-
ther. 

ø‘‘ ‘(9) A recent national survey indicates 
that of children under age 18 not living with 
their biological father, 37 percent had not 
seen their father even once in the last 12 
months. 

ø‘‘ ‘(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this 
part are: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) To provide for projects and activities 
by public entities and by nonprofit commu-
nity entities, including religious organiza-
tions, designed to test promising approaches 
to accomplishing the following objectives: 

ø‘‘ ‘(A) Promoting responsible, caring, and 
effective parenting through counseling, men-
toring, and parenting education, dissemina-
tion of educational materials and informa-
tion on parenting skills, encouragement of 
positive father involvement, including the 
positive involvement of nonresident fathers, 
and other methods.

ø‘‘ ‘(B) Enhancing the abilities and com-
mitment of unemployed or low-income fa-
thers to provide material support for their 
families and to avoid or leave welfare pro-
grams by assisting them to take full advan-
tage of education, job training, and job 
search programs, to improve work habits and 
work skills, to secure career advancement by 
activities such as outreach and information 
dissemination, coordination, as appropriate, 
with employment services and job training 
programs, including the One-Stop delivery 
system established under title I of the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998, encouragement 
and support of timely payment of current 
child support and regular payment toward 
past due child support obligations in appro-
priate cases, and other methods. 

ø‘‘ ‘(C) Improving fathers’ ability to effec-
tively manage family business affairs by 
means such as education, counseling, and 
mentoring in matters including household 
management, budgeting, banking, and han-
dling of financial transactions, time manage-
ment, and home maintenance. 

ø‘‘ ‘(D) Encouraging and supporting 
healthy marriages and married fatherhood 
through such activities as premarital edu-
cation, including the use of premarital in-
ventories, marriage preparation programs, 
skills-based marriage education programs, 
marital therapy, couples counseling, divorce 
education and reduction programs, divorce 
mediation and counseling, relationship skills 
enhancement programs, including those de-
signed to reduce child abuse and domestic vi-
olence, and dissemination of information 
about the benefits of marriage for both par-
ents and children. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) Through the projects and activities 
described in paragraph (1), to improve out-
comes for children with respect to measures 
such as increased family income and eco-
nomic security, improved school perform-
ance, better health, improved emotional and 
behavioral stability and social adjustment, 
and reduced risk of delinquency, crime, sub-
stance abuse, child abuse and neglect, teen 
sexual activity, and teen suicide. 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) To evaluate the effectiveness of var-
ious approaches and to disseminate findings 
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concerning outcomes and other information 
in order to encourage and facilitate the rep-
lication of effective approaches to accom-
plishing these objectives. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 442. DEFINITIONS. 

ø‘‘ ‘In this part, the terms ‘‘Indian tribe’’ 
and ‘‘tribal organization’’ have the meanings 
given them in subsections (e) and (l), respec-
tively, of section 4 of the Indian Self-Deter-
mination and Education Assistance Act. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 443. COMPETITIVE GRANTS FOR SERVICE 

PROJECTS. 
ø‘‘ ‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 

make grants for fiscal years 2004 through 
2008 to public and nonprofit community enti-
ties, including religious organizations, and 
to Indian tribes and tribal organizations, for 
demonstration service projects and activities 
designed to test the effectiveness of various 
approaches to accomplish the objectives 
specified in section 441(b)(1). 

ø‘‘ ‘(b) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR FULL 
SERVICE GRANTS.—In order to be eligible for 
a grant under this section, except as speci-
fied in subsection (c), an entity shall submit 
an application to the Secretary containing 
the following: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A statement 
including—

ø‘‘ ‘(A) a description of the project and how 
it will be carried out, including the geo-
graphical area to be covered and the number 
and characteristics of clients to be served, 
and how it will address each of the 4 objec-
tives specified in section 441(b)(1); and 

ø‘‘ ‘(B) a description of the methods to be 
used by the entity or its contractor to assess 
the extent to which the project was success-
ful in accomplishing its specific objectives 
and the general objectives specified in sec-
tion 441(b)(1). 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) EXPERIENCE AND QUALIFICATIONS.—A 
demonstration of ability to carry out the 
project, by means such as demonstration of 
experience in successfully carrying out 
projects of similar design and scope, and 
such other information as the Secretary may 
find necessary to demonstrate the entity’s 
capacity to carry out the project, including 
the entity’s ability to provide the non-Fed-
eral share of project resources. 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) ADDRESSING CHILD ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—A descrip-
tion of how the entity will assess for the 
presence of, and intervene to resolve, domes-
tic violence and child abuse and neglect, in-
cluding how the entity will coordinate with 
State and local child protective service and 
domestic violence programs.

ø‘‘ ‘(4) ADDRESSING CONCERNS RELATING TO 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND SEXUAL ACTIVITY.—A 
commitment to make available to each indi-
vidual participating in the project education 
about alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs, and 
about the health risks associated with abus-
ing such substances, and information about 
diseases and conditions transmitted through 
substance abuse and sexual contact, includ-
ing HIV/AIDS, and to coordinate with pro-
viders of services addressing such problems, 
as appropriate. 

ø‘‘ ‘(5) COORDINATION WITH SPECIFIED PRO-
GRAMS.—An undertaking to coordinate, as 
appropriate, with State and local entities re-
sponsible for the programs under parts A, B, 
and D of this title, including programs under 
title I of the Workforce Investment Act of 
1998 (including the One-Stop delivery sys-
tem), and such other programs as the Sec-
retary may require. 

ø‘‘ ‘(6) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An 
agreement to maintain such records, make 
such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits as the Secretary may find 
necessary for purposes of oversight of project 
activities and expenditures. 

ø‘‘ ‘(7) SELF-INITIATED EVALUATION.—If the 
entity elects to contract for independent 

evaluation of the project (part or all of the 
cost of which may be paid for using grant 
funds), a commitment to submit to the Sec-
retary a copy of the evaluation report within 
30 days after completion of the report and 
not more than 1 year after completion of the 
project. 

ø‘‘ ‘(8) COOPERATION WITH SECRETARY’S 
OVERSIGHT AND EVALUATION.—An agreement 
to cooperate with the Secretary’s evaluation 
of projects assisted under this section, by 
means including random assignment of cli-
ents to service recipient and control groups, 
if determined by the Secretary to be appro-
priate, and affording the Secretary access to 
the project and to project-related records 
and documents, staff, and clients. 

ø‘‘ ‘(c) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR LIMITED 
PURPOSE GRANTS.—In order to be eligible for 
a grant under this section in an amount 
under $25,000 per fiscal year, an entity shall 
submit an application to the Secretary con-
taining the following: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description 
of the project and how it will be carried out, 
including the number and characteristics of 
clients to be served, the proposed duration of 
the project, and how it will address at least 
1 of the 4 objectives specified in section 
441(b)(1). 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) QUALIFICATIONS.—Such information 
as the Secretary may require as to the ca-
pacity of the entity to carry out the project, 
including any previous experience with simi-
lar activities. 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) COORDINATION WITH RELATED PRO-
GRAMS.—As required by the Secretary in ap-
propriate cases, an undertaking to coordi-
nate and cooperate with State and local enti-
ties responsible for specific programs relat-
ing to the objectives of the project including, 
as appropriate, jobs programs and programs 
serving children and families. 

ø‘‘ ‘(4) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An 
agreement to maintain such records, make 
such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits as the Secretary may find 
necessary for purposes of oversight of project 
activities and expenditures. 

ø‘‘ ‘(5) COOPERATION WITH SECRETARY’S 
OVERSIGHT AND EVALUATION.—An agreement 
to cooperate with the Secretary’s evaluation 
of projects assisted under this section, by 
means including affording the Secretary ac-
cess to the project and to project-related 
records and documents, staff, and clients. 

ø‘‘ ‘(d) CONSIDERATIONS IN AWARDING 
GRANTS.—

ø‘‘ ‘(1) DIVERSITY OF PROJECTS.—In award-
ing grants under this section, the Secretary 
shall seek to achieve a balance among enti-
ties of differing sizes, entities in differing ge-
ographic areas, entities in urban and in rural 
areas, and entities employing differing meth-
ods of achieving the purposes of this section, 
including working with the State agency re-
sponsible for the administration of part D to 
help fathers satisfy child support arrearage 
obligations. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) PREFERENCE FOR PROJECTS SERVING 
LOW-INCOME FATHERS.—In awarding grants 
under this section, the Secretary may give 
preference to applications for projects in 
which a majority of the clients to be served 
are low-income fathers. 

ø‘‘ ‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE.—
ø‘‘ ‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants for a project 

under this section for a fiscal year shall be 
available for a share of the cost of such 
project in such fiscal year equal to—

ø‘‘ ‘(A) up to 80 percent (or up to 90 percent, 
if the entity demonstrates to the Secretary’s 
satisfaction circumstances limiting the enti-
ty’s ability to secure non-Federal resources) 
in the case of a project under subsection (b); 
and

ø‘‘ ‘(B) up to 100 percent, in the case of a 
project under subsection (c). 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Fed-
eral share may be in cash or in kind. In de-
termining the amount of the non-Federal 
share, the Secretary may attribute fair mar-
ket value to goods, services, and facilities 
contributed from non-Federal sources. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 444. MULTICITY, MULTISTATE DEM-

ONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

ø‘‘ ‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may 
make grants under this section for fiscal 
years 2004 through 2008 to eligible entities 
(as specified in subsection (b)) for 2 
multicity, multistate projects dem-
onstrating approaches to achieving the ob-
jectives specified in section 441(b)(1). One of 
the projects shall test the use of married 
couples to deliver program services. 

ø‘‘ ‘(b) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—An entity eligi-
ble for a grant under this section must be a 
national nonprofit fatherhood promotion or-
ganization that meets the following require-
ments: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) EXPERIENCE WITH FATHERHOOD PRO-
GRAMS.—The organization must have sub-
stantial experience in designing and success-
fully conducting programs that meet the 
purposes described in section 441. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) EXPERIENCE WITH MULTICITY, 
MULTISTATE PROGRAMS AND GOVERNMENT CO-
ORDINATION.—The organization must have ex-
perience in simultaneously conducting such 
programs in more than 1 major metropolitan 
area in more than 1 State and in coordi-
nating such programs, where appropriate, 
with State and local government agencies 
and private, nonprofit agencies (including 
community-based and religious organiza-
tions), including State or local agencies re-
sponsible for child support enforcement and 
workforce development. 

ø‘‘ ‘(c) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—In 
order to be eligible for a grant under this 
section, an entity must submit to the Sec-
retary an application that includes the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) QUALIFICATIONS.—
ø‘‘ ‘(A) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—A demonstration 

that the entity meets the requirements of 
subsection (b). 

ø‘‘ ‘(B) OTHER.—Such other information as 
the Secretary may find necessary to dem-
onstrate the entity’s capacity to carry out 
the project, including the entity’s ability to 
provide the non-Federal share of project re-
sources. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description 
of and commitments concerning the project 
design, including the following: 

ø‘‘ ‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A detailed description 
of the proposed project design and how it 
will be carried out, which shall—

ø‘‘ ‘(i) provide for the project to be con-
ducted in at least 3 major metropolitan 
areas; 

ø‘‘ ‘(ii) state how it will address each of the 
4 objectives specified in section 441(b)(1); 

ø‘‘ ‘(iii) demonstrate that there is a suffi-
cient number of potential clients to allow for 
the random selection of individuals to par-
ticipate in the project and for comparisons 
with appropriate control groups composed of 
individuals who have not participated in 
such projects; and 

ø‘‘ ‘(iv) demonstrate that the project is de-
signed to direct a majority of project re-
sources to activities serving low-income fa-
thers (but the project need not make services 
available on a means-tested basis). 

ø‘‘ ‘(B) OVERSIGHT, EVALUATION, AND AD-
JUSTMENT COMPONENT.—An agreement that 
the entity—

ø‘‘ ‘(i) in consultation with the evaluator 
selected pursuant to section 445, and as re-
quired by the Secretary, will modify the 
project design, initially and (if necessary) 
subsequently throughout the duration of the 
project, in order to facilitate ongoing and 
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final oversight and evaluation of project op-
eration and outcomes (by means including, 
to the maximum extent feasible, random as-
signment of clients to service recipient and 
control groups), and to provide for mid-
course adjustments in project design indi-
cated by interim evaluations; 

ø‘‘ ‘(ii) will submit to the Secretary revised 
descriptions of the project design as modified 
in accordance with clause (i); and 

ø‘‘ ‘(iii) will cooperate fully with the Sec-
retary’s ongoing oversight and ongoing and 
final evaluation of the project, by means in-
cluding affording the Secretary access to the 
project and to project-related records and 
documents, staff, and clients.

ø‘‘ ‘(3) ADDRESSING CHILD ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE.—A descrip-
tion of how the entity will assess for the 
presence of, and intervene to resolve, domes-
tic violence and child abuse and neglect, in-
cluding how the entity will coordinate with 
State and local child protective service and 
domestic violence programs. 

ø‘‘ ‘(4) ADDRESSING CONCERNS RELATING TO 
SUBSTANCE ABUSE AND SEXUAL ACTIVITY.—A 
commitment to make available to each indi-
vidual participating in the project education 
about alcohol, tobacco, and other drugs, and 
about the health risks associated with abus-
ing such substances, and information about 
diseases and conditions transmitted through 
substance abuse and sexual contact, includ-
ing HIV/AIDS, and to coordinate with pro-
viders of services addressing such problems, 
as appropriate. 

ø‘‘ ‘(5) COORDINATION WITH SPECIFIED PRO-
GRAMS.—An undertaking to coordinate, as 
appropriate, with State and local entities re-
sponsible for the programs funded under 
parts A, B, and D of this title, programs 
under title I of the Workforce Investment 
Act of 1998 (including the One-Stop delivery 
system), and such other programs as the Sec-
retary may require. 

ø‘‘ ‘(6) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An 
agreement to maintain such records, make 
such reports, and cooperate with such re-
views or audits (in addition to those required 
under the preceding provisions of paragraph 
(2)) as the Secretary may find necessary for 
purposes of oversight of project activities 
and expenditures. 

ø‘‘ ‘(d) FEDERAL SHARE.—
ø‘‘ ‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants for a project 

under this section for a fiscal year shall be 
available for up to 80 percent of the cost of 
such project in such fiscal year. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) NON-FEDERAL SHARE.—The non-Fed-
eral share may be in cash or in kind. In de-
termining the amount of the non-Federal 
share, the Secretary may attribute fair mar-
ket value to goods, services, and facilities 
contributed from non-Federal sources. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 445. EVALUATION. 

ø‘‘ ‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, di-
rectly or by contract or cooperative agree-
ment, shall evaluate the effectiveness of 
service projects funded under sections 443 
and 444 from the standpoint of the purposes 
specified in section 441(b)(1). 

ø‘‘ ‘(b) EVALUATION METHODOLOGY.—Evalua-
tions under this section shall—

ø‘‘ ‘(1) include, to the maximum extent fea-
sible, random assignment of clients to serv-
ice delivery and control groups and other ap-
propriate comparisons of groups of individ-
uals receiving and not receiving services; 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) describe and measure the effective-
ness of the projects in achieving their spe-
cific project goals; and 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) describe and assess, as appropriate, 
the impact of such projects on marriage, par-
enting, domestic violence, child abuse and 
neglect, money management, employment 
and earnings, payment of child support, and 
child well-being, health, and education. 

ø‘‘ ‘(c) EVALUATION REPORTS.—The Sec-
retary shall publish the following reports on 
the results of the evaluation: 

ø‘‘ ‘(1) An implementation evaluation re-
port covering the first 24 months of the ac-
tivities under this part to be completed by 36 
months after initiation of such activities. 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) A final report on the evaluation to 
be completed by September 30, 2011. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 446. PROJECTS OF NATIONAL SIGNIFI-

CANCE. 
ø‘‘ ‘The Secretary is authorized, by grant, 

contract, or cooperative agreement, to carry 
out projects and activities of national sig-
nificance relating to fatherhood promotion, 
including—

ø‘‘ ‘(1) COLLECTION AND DISSEMINATION OF IN-
FORMATION.—Assisting States, communities, 
and private entities, including religious or-
ganizations, in efforts to promote and sup-
port marriage and responsible fatherhood by 
collecting, evaluating, developing, and mak-
ing available (through the Internet and by 
other means) to all interested parties infor-
mation regarding approaches to accom-
plishing the objectives specified in section 
441(b)(1). 

ø‘‘ ‘(2) MEDIA CAMPAIGN.—Developing, pro-
moting, and distributing to interested 
States, local governments, public agencies, 
and private nonprofit organizations, includ-
ing charitable and religious organizations, a 
media campaign that promotes and encour-
ages involved, committed, and responsible 
fatherhood and married fatherhood. 

ø‘‘ ‘(3) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Providing 
technical assistance, including consultation 
and training, to public and private entities, 
including community organizations and 
faith-based organizations, in the implemen-
tation of local fatherhood promotion pro-
grams.

ø‘‘ ‘(4) RESEARCH.—Conducting research re-
lated to the purposes of this part. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 447. NONDISCRIMINATION. 

ø‘‘ ‘The projects and activities assisted 
under this part shall be available on the 
same basis to all fathers and expectant fa-
thers able to benefit from such projects and 
activities, including married and unmarried 
fathers and custodial and noncustodial fa-
thers, with particular attention to low-in-
come fathers, and to mothers and expectant 
mothers on the same basis as to fathers. 
ø‘‘ ‘SEC. 448. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS; RESERVATION FOR CERTAIN 
PURPOSE. 

ø‘‘ ‘(a) AUTHORIZATION.—There are author-
ized to be appropriated $20,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2004 through 2008 to carry out 
the provisions of this part. 

ø‘‘ ‘(b) RESERVATION.—Of the amount ap-
propriated under this section for each fiscal 
year, not more than 15 percent shall be avail-
able for the costs of the multicity, multi-
county, multistate demonstration projects 
under section 444, evaluations under section 
445, and projects of national significance 
under section 446.’. 

ø‘‘(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF EFFECTIVE DATE 
PROVISIONS.—Section 116 shall not apply to 
the amendment made by subsection (a) of 
this section.’’. 

ø(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 2 of 
such Act is amended in the table of contents 
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 116 the following new item:
ø‘‘Sec. 117. Fatherhood program.’’.
øSEC. 120. STATE OPTION TO MAKE TANF PRO-

GRAMS MANDATORY PARTNERS 
WITH ONE-STOP EMPLOYMENT 
TRAINING CENTERS. 

øSection 408 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 608) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

ø‘‘(h) STATE OPTION TO MAKE TANF PRO-
GRAMS MANDATORY PARTNERS WITH ONE-STOP 

EMPLOYMENT TRAINING CENTERS.—For pur-
poses of section 121(b) of the Workforce In-
vestment Act of 1998, a State program funded 
under part A of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act shall be considered a program re-
ferred to in paragraph (1)(B) of such section, 
unless, after the date of the enactment of 
this subsection, the Governor of the State 
notifies the Secretaries of Health and Human 
Services and Labor in writing of the decision 
of the Governor not to make the State pro-
gram a mandatory partner.’’. 
øSEC. 121. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS. 

øIt is the sense of the Congress that a 
State welfare-to-work program should in-
clude a mentoring program. 
øSEC. 122. EXTENSION THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 

2003. 
øExcept as otherwise provided in this Act 

and the amendments made by this Act, ac-
tivities authorized by part A of title IV of 
the Social Security Act, and by section 
1108(b) of the Social Security Act, shall con-
tinue through September 30, 2003, in the 
manner authorized, and at the level pro-
vided, for fiscal year 2002. 

øTITLE II—CHILD CARE 
øSEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 

øThis title may be cited as the ‘‘Caring for 
Children Act of 2003’’. 
øSEC. 202. GOALS. 

ø(a) GOALS.—Section 658A(b) of the Child 
Care and Development Block Grant Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. 9801 note) is amended—

ø(1) in paragraph (3) by striking ‘‘encour-
age’’ and inserting ‘‘assist’’, 

ø(2) by amending paragraph (4) to read as 
follows: 

ø‘‘(4) to assist States to provide child care 
to low-income parents;’’, 

ø(3) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (7), and 

ø(4) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing: 

ø‘‘(5) to encourage States to improve the 
quality of child care available to families; 

ø‘‘(6) to promote school readiness by en-
couraging the exposure of young children in 
child care to nurturing environments and de-
velopmentally-appropriate activities, includ-
ing activities to foster early cognitive and 
literacy development; and’’. 

ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
658E(c)(3)(B) of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858c(c)(3)(B)) is amended by striking 
‘‘through (5)’’ and inserting ‘‘through (7)’’. 
øSEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

øSection 658B of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858) is amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘is’’ and inserting ‘‘are’’, 
and 

ø(2) by striking ‘‘$1,000,000,000 for each of 
the fiscal years 1996 through 2002’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$2,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2003, 
$2,300,000,000 for fiscal year 2004, $2,500,000,000 
for fiscal year 2005, $2,700,000,000 for fiscal 
year 2006, $2,900,000,000 for fiscal year 2007, 
and $3,100,000,000 for fiscal year 2008’’.
øSEC. 204. APPLICATION AND PLAN. 

øSection 658E(c)(2) of the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 9858C(c)(2)) is amended—

ø(1) by amending subparagraph (D) to read 
as follows: 

ø‘‘(D) CONSUMER AND CHILD CARE PROVIDER 
EDUCATION INFORMATION.—Certify that the 
State will collect and disseminate, through 
resource and referral services and other 
means as determined by the State, to par-
ents of eligible children, child care providers, 
and the general public, information regard-
ing—

ø‘‘(i) the promotion of informed child care 
choices, including information about the 
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quality and availability of child care serv-
ices; 

ø‘‘(ii) research and best practices on chil-
dren’s development, including early cog-
nitive development; 

ø‘‘(iii) the availability of assistance to ob-
tain child care services; and 

ø‘‘(iv) other programs for which families 
that receive child care services for which fi-
nancial assistance is provided under this sub-
chapter may be eligible, including the food 
stamp program, the WIC program under sec-
tion 17 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, the 
child and adult care food program under sec-
tion 17 of the Richard B. Russell National 
School Lunch Act, and the medicaid and 
SCHIP programs under titles XIX and XXI of 
the Social Security Act.’’, and 

ø(2) by inserting after subparagraph (H) the 
following: 

ø‘‘(I) COORDINATION WITH OTHER EARLY 
CHILD CARE SERVICES AND EARLY CHILDHOOD 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS.—Demonstrate how the 
State is coordinating child care services pro-
vided under this subchapter with Head Start, 
Early Reading First, Even Start, Ready-To-
Learn Television, State pre-kindergarten 
programs, and other early childhood edu-
cation programs to expand accessibility to 
and continuity of care and early education 
without displacing services provided by the 
current early care and education delivery 
system. 

ø‘‘(J) PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS.—
Demonstrate how the State encourages part-
nerships with private and other public enti-
ties to leverage existing service delivery sys-
tems of early childhood education and in-
crease the supply and quality of child care 
services. 

ø‘‘(K) CHILD CARE SERVICE QUALITY.—
ø‘‘(i) CERTIFICATION.—For each fiscal year 

after fiscal year 2004, certify that during the 
then preceding fiscal year the State was in 
compliance with section 658G and describe 
how funds were used to comply with such 
section during such preceding fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(ii) STRATEGY.—For each fiscal year 
after fiscal year 2004, contain an outline of 
the strategy the State will implement during 
such fiscal year for which the State plan is 
submitted, to address the quality of child 
care services in the State available to low-
income parents from eligible child care pro-
viders, and include in such strategy—

ø‘‘(I) a statement specifying how the State 
will address the activities described in para-
graphs (1), (2), and (3) of section 658G; 

ø‘‘(II) a description of quantifiable, objec-
tive measures for evaluating the quality of 
child care services separately with respect to 
the activities listed in each of such para-
graphs that the State will use to evaluate its 
progress in improving the quality of such 
child care services; 

ø‘‘(III) a list of State-developed child care 
service quality targets for such fiscal year 
quantified on the basis of such measures; and 

ø‘‘(IV) for each fiscal year after fiscal year 
2004, a report on the progress made to 
achieve such targets during the then pre-
ceding fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(iii) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subparagraph shall be construed to re-
quire that the State apply measures for eval-
uating quality to specific types of child care 
providers. 

ø‘‘(L) ACCESS TO CARE FOR CERTAIN POPU-
LATIONS.—Demonstrate how the State is ad-
dressing the child care needs of parents eligi-
ble for child care services for which financial 
assistance is provided under this subchapter 
who have children with special needs, work 
nontraditional hours, or require child care 
services for infants or toddlers.’’. 

øSEC. 205. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUALITY 
OF CHILD CARE. 

øSection 658G of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858e) is amended to read as follows: 

ø‘‘SEC. 658G. ACTIVITIES TO IMPROVE THE QUAL-
ITY OF CHILD CARE SERVICES. 

ø‘‘A State that receives funds to carry out 
this subchapter for a fiscal year, shall use 
not less than 6 percent of the amount of such 
funds for activities provided through re-
source and referral services or other means, 
that are designed to improve the quality of 
child care services in the State available to 
low-income parents from eligible child care 
providers. Such activities include—

ø‘‘(1) programs that provide training, edu-
cation, and other professional development 
activities to enhance the skills of the child 
care workforce, including training opportu-
nities for caregivers in informal care set-
tings; 

ø‘‘(2) activities within child care settings 
to enhance early learning for young children, 
to promote early literacy, and to foster 
school readiness; 

ø‘‘(3) initiatives to increase the retention 
and compensation of child care providers, in-
cluding tiered reimbursement rates for pro-
viders that meet quality standards as defined 
by the State; or 

ø‘‘(4) other activities deemed by the State 
to improve the quality of child care services 
provided in such State.’’. 

øSEC. 206. REPORT BY SECRETARY. 

øSection 658L of the Child Care and Devel-
opment Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858j) is amended to read as follows: 

ø‘‘SEC. 658L. REPORT BY SECRETARY. 

ø‘‘(a) REPORT REQUIRED.—Not later than 
October 1, 2005, and biennially thereafter, the 
Secretary shall prepare and submit to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor and 
Pensions of the Senate a report that con-
tains the following: 

ø‘‘(1) A summary and analysis of the data 
and information provided to the Secretary in 
the State reports submitted under section 
658K. 

ø‘‘(2) Aggregated statistics on the supply 
of, demand for, and quality of child care, 
early education, and non-school-hours pro-
grams.

ø‘‘(3) An assessment, and where appro-
priate, recommendations for the Congress 
concerning efforts that should be undertaken 
to improve the access of the public to qual-
ity and affordable child care in the United 
States. 

ø‘‘(b) COLLECTION OF INFORMATION.—The 
Secretary may utilize the national child care 
data system available through resource and 
referral organizations at the local, State, 
and national level to collect the information 
required by subsection (a)(2). 

øSEC. 207. DEFINITIONS. 

øSection 658P(4)(B) of the Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 
U.S.C. 9858N(4)(B)) is amended by striking 
‘‘85 percent of the State median income’’ and 
inserting ‘‘income levels as established by 
the State, prioritized by need,’’. 

øSEC. 208. ENTITLEMENT FUNDING. 

øSection 418(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 618(a)(3)) is 
amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of sub-
paragraph (E); 

ø(2) by striking the period at the end of 
subparagraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

ø(3) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(G) $2,917,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

2004 through 2008.’’. 

øTITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT 
øSEC. 301. FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS FOR LIM-

ITED PASS THROUGH OF CHILD SUP-
PORT PAYMENTS TO FAMILIES RE-
CEIVING TANF. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) (42 U.S.C. 
657(a)) is amended—

ø(1) in paragraph (1)(A), by inserting ‘‘sub-
ject to paragraph (7)’’ before the semicolon; 
and 

ø(2) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(7) FEDERAL MATCHING FUNDS FOR LIM-

ITED PASS THROUGH OF CHILD SUPPORT PAY-
MENTS TO FAMILIES RECEIVING TANF.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), a State shall not 
be required to pay to the Federal Govern-
ment the Federal share of an amount col-
lected during a month on behalf of a family 
that is a recipient of assistance under the 
State program funded under part A, to the 
extent that—

ø‘‘(A) the State distributes the amount to 
the family; 

ø‘‘(B) the total of the amounts so distrib-
uted to the family during the month—

ø‘‘(i) exceeds the amount (if any) that, as 
of December 31, 2001, was required under 
State law to be distributed to a family under 
paragraph (1)(B); and 

ø‘‘(ii) does not exceed the greater of—
ø‘‘(I) $100; or 
ø‘‘(II) $50 plus the amount described in 

clause (i); and 
ø‘‘(C) the amount is disregarded in deter-

mining the amount and type of assistance 
provided to the family under the State pro-
gram funded under part A.’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to 
amounts distributed on or after October 1, 
2005. 
øSEC. 302. STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ALL 

CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO FAM-
ILIES THAT FORMERLY RECEIVED 
TANF. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) (42 U.S.C. 
657(a)), as amended by section 301(a) of this 
Act, is amended—

ø(1) in paragraph (2)(B), in the matter pre-
ceding clause (i), by inserting ‘‘, except as 
provided in paragraph (8),’’ after ‘‘shall’’; and 

ø(2) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(8) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ALL 

CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO FAMILIES THAT 
FORMERLY RECEIVED TANF.—In lieu of apply-
ing paragraph (2) to any family described in 
paragraph (2), a State may distribute to the 
family any amount collected during a month 
on behalf of the family.’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to 
amounts distributed on or after October 1, 
2005. 
øSEC. 303. MANDATORY REVIEW AND ADJUST-

MENT OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS 
FOR FAMILIES RECEIVING TANF. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(a)(10)(A)(i) 
(42 U.S.C. 666(a)(10)(A)(i)) is amended—

ø(1) by striking ‘‘parent, or,’’ and inserting 
‘‘parent or’’; and 

ø(2) by striking ‘‘upon the request of the 
State agency under the State plan or of ei-
ther parent,’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2005. 
øSEC. 304. MANDATORY FEE FOR SUCCESSFUL 

CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTION FOR 
FAMILY THAT HAS NEVER RECEIVED 
TANF. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 454(6)(B) (42 
U.S.C. 654(6)(B)) is amended—

ø(1) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(B)’’;
ø(2) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 

subclauses (I) and (II), respectively; 
ø(3) by adding ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon; 

and 
ø(4) by adding after and below the end the 

following new clause: 
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ø‘‘(ii) in the case of an individual who has 

never received assistance under a State pro-
gram funded under part A and for whom the 
State has collected at least $500 of support, 
the State shall impose an annual fee of $25 
for each case in which services are furnished, 
which shall be retained by the State from 
support collected on behalf of the individual 
(but not from the 1st $500 so collected), paid 
by the individual applying for the services, 
recovered from the absent parent, or paid by 
the State out of its own funds (the payment 
of which from State funds shall not be con-
sidered as an administrative cost of the 
State for the operation of the plan, and such 
fees shall be considered income to the pro-
gram);’’. 

ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
457(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 657(a)(3)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

ø‘‘(3) FAMILIES THAT NEVER RECEIVED AS-
SISTANCE.—In the case of any other family, 
the State shall distribute to the family the 
portion of the amount so collected that re-
mains after withholding any fee pursuant to 
section 454(6)(B)(ii).’’. 

ø(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2004. 

øSEC. 305. REPORT ON UNDISTRIBUTED CHILD 
SUPPORT PAYMENTS. 

øNot later than 6 months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services shall submit to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee 
on Finance of the Senate a report on the pro-
cedures that the States use generally to lo-
cate custodial parents for whom child sup-
port has been collected but not yet distrib-
uted. The report shall include an estimate of 
the total amount of undistributed child sup-
port and the average length of time it takes 
undistributed child support to be distributed. 
To the extent the Secretary deems appro-
priate, the Secretary shall include in the re-
port recommendations as to whether addi-
tional procedures should be established at 
the State or Federal level to expedite the 
payment of undistributed child support.

øSEC. 306. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO 
ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UN-
EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAMS. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j) (42 U.S.C. 
653(j)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

ø‘‘(7) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DIS-
CLOSURE TO ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UN-
EMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS.—

ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a State agency re-
sponsible for the administration of an unem-
ployment compensation program under Fed-
eral or State law transmits to the Secretary 
the name and social security account num-
ber of an individual, the Secretary shall, if 
the information in the National Directory of 
New Hires indicates that the individual may 
be employed, disclose to the State agency 
the name, address, and employer identifica-
tion number of any putative employer of the 
individual, subject to this paragraph. 

ø‘‘(B) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE.—The Sec-
retary shall make a disclosure under sub-
paragraph (A) only to the extent that the 
Secretary determines that the disclosure 
would not interfere with the effective oper-
ation of the program under this part. 

ø‘‘(C) USE OF INFORMATION.—A State agen-
cy may use information provided under this 
paragraph only for purposes of administering 
a program referred to in subparagraph (A).’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2004. 

øSEC. 307. DECREASE IN AMOUNT OF CHILD SUP-
PORT ARREARAGE TRIGGERING 
PASSPORT DENIAL. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 452(k)(1) (42 
U.S.C. 652(k)(1)) is amended by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’. 

ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
454(31) (42 U.S.C. 654(31)) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’. 

ø(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2004. 
øSEC. 308. USE OF TAX REFUND INTERCEPT PRO-

GRAM TO COLLECT PAST-DUE CHILD 
SUPPORT ON BEHALF OF CHILDREN 
WHO ARE NOT MINORS. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 464 (42 U.S.C. 
664) is amended—

ø(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘(as 
that term is defined for purposes of this 
paragraph under subsection (c))’’; and 

ø(2) in subsection (c)—
ø(A) in paragraph (1)—
ø(i) by striking ‘‘(1) Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), as used in’’ and inserting ‘‘In’’; 
and 

ø(ii) by inserting ‘‘(whether or not a 
minor)’’ after ‘‘a child’’ each place it ap-
pears; and 

ø(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 
ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2005. 
øSEC. 309. GARNISHMENT OF COMPENSATION 

PAID TO VETERANS FOR SERVICE-
CONNECTED DISABILITIES IN 
ORDER TO ENFORCE CHILD SUP-
PORT OBLIGATIONS. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 459(h) (42 U.S.C. 
659(h)) is amended—

ø(1) in paragraph (1)(A)(ii)(V), by striking 
all that follows ‘‘Armed Forces’’ and insert-
ing a semicolon; and 

ø(2) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS WITH RESPECT TO COM-

PENSATION PAID TO VETERANS FOR SERVICE-
CONNECTED DISABILITIES.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of this section: 

ø‘‘(A) Compensation described in paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii)(V) shall not be subject to with-
holding pursuant to this section—

ø‘‘(i) for payment of alimony; or 
ø‘‘(ii) for payment of child support if the 

individual is fewer than 60 days in arrears in 
payment of the support. 

ø‘‘(B) Not more than 50 percent of any pay-
ment of compensation described in para-
graph (1)(A)(ii)(V) may be withheld pursuant 
to this section.’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2005. 
øSEC. 310. IMPROVING FEDERAL DEBT COLLEC-

TION PRACTICES. 
ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3716(h)(3) of title 

31, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

ø‘‘(3) In applying this subsection with re-
spect to any debt owed to a State, other than 
past due support being enforced by the State, 
subsection (c)(3)(A) shall not apply. Sub-
section (c)(3)(A) shall apply with respect to 
past due support being enforced by the State 
notwithstanding any other provision of law, 
including sections 207 and 1631(d)(1) of the 
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 407 and 
1383(d)(1)), section 413(b) of Public law 91–173 
(30 U.S.C. 923(b)), and section 14 of the Act of 
August 29, 1935 (45 U.S.C. 231m).’’. 

ø(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2004. 
øSEC. 311. MAINTENANCE OF TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE FUNDING. 
øSection 452(j) (42 U.S.C. 652(j)) is amended 

by inserting ‘‘or the amount appropriated 
under this paragraph for fiscal year 2002, 
whichever is greater,’’ before ‘‘which shall be 
available’’. 

øSEC. 312. MAINTENANCE OF FEDERAL PARENT 
LOCATOR SERVICE FUNDING. 

øSection 453(o) (42 U.S.C. 653(o)) is amend-
ed—

ø(1) in the 1st sentence, by inserting ‘‘or 
the amount appropriated under this para-
graph for fiscal year 2002, whichever is great-
er,’’ before ‘‘which shall be available’’; and 

ø(2) in the 2nd sentence, by striking ‘‘for 
each of fiscal years 1997 through 2001’’. 

øTITLE IV—CHILD WELFARE 
øSEC. 401. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO AP-

PROVE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 
øSection 1130(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9(a)(2)) 

is amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting 
‘‘2008’’. 
øSEC. 402. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-

BER OF WAIVERS. 
øSection 1130(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9(a)(2)) 

is amended by striking ‘‘not more than 10’’. 
øSEC. 403. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-

BER OF STATES THAT MAY BE 
GRANTED WAIVERS TO CONDUCT 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS ON 
SAME TOPIC. 

øSection 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(h) NO LIMIT ON NUMBER OF STATES THAT 
MAY BE GRANTED WAIVERS TO CONDUCT SAME 
OR SIMILAR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS.—The 
Secretary shall not refuse to grant a waiver 
to a State under this section on the grounds 
that a purpose of the waiver or of the dem-
onstration project for which the waiver is 
necessary would be the same as or similar to 
a purpose of another waiver or project that 
is or may be conducted under this section.’’. 
øSEC. 404. ELIMINATION OF LIMITATION ON NUM-

BER OF WAIVERS THAT MAY BE 
GRANTED TO A SINGLE STATE FOR 
DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

øSection 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(i) NO LIMIT ON NUMBER OF WAIVERS 
GRANTED TO, OR DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
THAT MAY BE CONDUCTED BY, A SINGLE 
STATE.—The Secretary shall not impose any 
limit on the number of waivers that may be 
granted to a State, or the number of dem-
onstration projects that a State may be au-
thorized to conduct, under this section.’’. 
øSEC. 405. STREAMLINED PROCESS FOR CONSID-

ERATION OF AMENDMENTS TO AND 
EXTENSIONS OF DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS REQUIRING WAIVERS. 

øSection 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(j) STREAMLINED PROCESS FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF AMENDMENTS AND EXTENSIONS.—The 
Secretary shall develop a streamlined proc-
ess for consideration of amendments and ex-
tensions proposed by States to demonstra-
tion projects conducted under this section.’’. 
øSEC. 406. AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS. 

øSection 1130 (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9) is further 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(k) AVAILABILITY OF REPORTS.—The Sec-
retary shall make available to any State or 
other interested party any report provided to 
the Secretary under subsection (f)(2), and 
any evaluation or report made by the Sec-
retary with respect to a demonstration 
project conducted under this section, with a 
focus on information that may promote best 
practices and program improvements.’’. 
øSEC. 407. TECHNICAL CORRECTION. 

øSection 1130(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9(b)(1)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘422(b)(9)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘422(b)(10)’’. 

øTITLE V—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME 

øSEC. 501. REVIEW OF STATE AGENCY BLINDNESS 
AND DISABILITY DETERMINATIONS. 

øSection 1633 (42 U.S.C. 1383b) is amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

ø‘‘(e)(1) The Commissioner of Social Secu-
rity shall review determinations, made by 

VerDate jul 14 2003 01:25 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A29MR6.003 S29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3231March 29, 2004
State agencies pursuant to subsection (a) in 
connection with applications for benefits 
under this title on the basis of blindness or 
disability, that individuals who have at-
tained 18 years of age are blind or disabled as 
of a specified onset date. The Commissioner 
of Social Security shall review such a deter-
mination before any action is taken to im-
plement the determination. 

ø‘‘(2)(A) In carrying out paragraph (1), the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall re-
view—

ø‘‘(i) at least 20 percent of all determina-
tions referred to in paragraph (1) that are 
made in fiscal year 2004;

ø‘‘(ii) at least 40 percent of all such deter-
minations that are made in fiscal year 2005; 
and 

ø‘‘(iii) at least 50 percent of all such deter-
minations that are made in fiscal year 2006 
or thereafter. 

ø‘‘(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall, to 
the extent feasible, select for review the de-
terminations which the Commissioner of So-
cial Security identifies as being the most 
likely to be incorrect.’’. 

øTITLE VI—STATE AND LOCAL 
FLEXIBILITY 

øSEC. 601. PROGRAM COORDINATION DEM-
ONSTRATION PROJECTS. 

ø(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section 
is to establish a program of demonstration 
projects in a State or portion of a State to 
coordinate multiple public assistance, work-
force development, and other programs, for 
the purpose of supporting working individ-
uals and families, helping families escape 
welfare dependency, promoting child well-
being, or helping build stronger families, 
using innovative approaches to strengthen 
service systems and provide more coordi-
nated and effective service delivery. 

ø(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
ø(1) ADMINISTERING SECRETARY.—The term 

‘‘administering Secretary’’ means, with re-
spect to a qualified program, the head of the 
Federal agency responsible for administering 
the program. 

ø(2) QUALIFIED PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘quali-
fied program’’ means—

ø(A) a program under part A of title IV of 
the Social Security Act; 

ø(B) the program under title XX of such 
Act; 

ø(C) activities funded under title I of the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, except 
subtitle C of such title; 

ø(D) a demonstration project authorized 
under section 505 of the Family Support Act 
of 1988; 

ø(E) activities funded under the Wagner-
Peyser Act; 

ø(F) activities funded under the Adult Edu-
cation and Family Literacy Act; 

ø(G) activities funded under the Child Care 
and Development Block Grant Act of 1990; 

ø(H) activities funded under the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et 
seq.), except that such term shall not in-
clude—

ø(i) any program for rental assistance 
under section 8 of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437f); 
and 

ø(ii) the program under section 7 of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1437e) for designating public 
housing for occupancy by certain popu-
lations; 

ø(I) activities funded under title I, II, III, 
or IV of the McKinney-Vento Homeless As-
sistance Act (42 U.S.C. 11301 et seq.); or 

ø(J) the food stamp program as defined in 
section 3(h) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2012(h)). 

ø(c) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The head 
of a State entity or of a sub-State entity ad-
ministering 2 or more qualified programs 

proposed to be included in a demonstration 
project under this section shall (or, if the 
project is proposed to include qualified pro-
grams administered by 2 or more such enti-
ties, the heads of the administering entities 
(each of whom shall be considered an appli-
cant for purposes of this section) shall joint-
ly) submit to the administering Secretary of 
each such program an application that con-
tains the following: 

ø(1) PROGRAMS INCLUDED.—A statement 
identifying each qualified program to be in-
cluded in the project, and describing how the 
purposes of each such program will be 
achieved by the project. 

ø(2) POPULATION SERVED.—A statement 
identifying the population to be served by 
the project and specifying the eligibility cri-
teria to be used. 

ø(3) DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION.—A de-
tailed description of the project, including—

ø(A) a description of how the project is ex-
pected to improve or enhance achievement of 
the purposes of the programs to be included 
in the project, from the standpoint of qual-
ity, of cost-effectiveness, or of both; and 

ø(B) a description of the performance ob-
jectives for the project, including any pro-
posed modifications to the performance 
measures and reporting requirements used in 
the programs. 

ø(4) WAIVERS REQUESTED.—A description of 
the statutory and regulatory requirements 
with respect to which a waiver is requested 
in order to carry out the project, and a jus-
tification of the need for each such waiver. 

ø(5) COST NEUTRALITY.—Such information 
and assurances as necessary to establish to 
the satisfaction of the administering Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget, that 
the proposed project is reasonably expected 
to meet the applicable cost neutrality re-
quirements of subsection (d)(4). 

ø(6) EVALUATION AND REPORTS.—An assur-
ance that the applicant will conduct ongoing 
and final evaluations of the project, and 
make interim and final reports to the admin-
istering Secretary, at such times and in such 
manner as the administering Secretary may 
require. 

ø(7) PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY PLAN.—In the 
case of an application proposing a dem-
onstration project that includes activities 
referred to in subsection (b)(2)(H) of this sec-
tion—

ø(A) a certification that the applicable an-
nual public housing agency plan of any agen-
cy affected by the project that is approved 
under section 5A of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c–1) by the Sec-
retary includes the information specified in 
paragraphs (1) through (4) of this subsection; 
and 

ø(B) any resident advisory board rec-
ommendations, and other information, relat-
ing to the project that, pursuant to section 
5A(e)(2) of the United States Housing Act of 
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c–1(e)(2), is required to be 
included in the public housing agency plan of 
any public housing agency affected by the 
project. 

ø(8) OTHER INFORMATION AND ASSURANCES.—
Such other information and assurances as 
the administering Secretary may require. 

ø(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—
ø(1) IN GENERAL.—The administering Sec-

retary with respect to a qualified program 
that is identified in an application submitted 
pursuant to subsection (c) may approve the 
application and, except as provided in para-
graph (2), waive any requirement applicable 
to the program, to the extent consistent 
with this section and necessary and appro-
priate for the conduct of the demonstration 
project proposed in the application, if the ad-
ministering Secretary determines that the 
project—

ø(A) has a reasonable likelihood of achiev-
ing the objectives of the programs to be in-
cluded in the project; 

ø(B) may reasonably be expected to meet 
the applicable cost neutrality requirements 
of paragraph (4), as determined by the Direc-
tor of the Office of Management and Budget; 
and 

ø(C) includes the coordination of 2 or more 
qualified programs. 

ø(2) PROVISIONS EXCLUDED FROM WAIVER AU-
THORITY.—A waiver shall not be granted 
under paragraph (1)—

ø(A) with respect to any provision of law 
relating to—

ø(i) civil rights or prohibition of discrimi-
nation; 

ø(ii) purposes or goals of any program; 
ø(iii) maintenance of effort requirements; 
ø(iv) health or safety; 
ø(v) labor standards under the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938; or 
ø(vi) environmental protection; 
ø(B) with respect to section 241(a) of the 

Adult Education and Family Literacy Act; 
ø(C) in the case of a program under the 

United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 
1437 et seq.), with respect to any requirement 
under section 5A of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1437c–
1; relating to public housing agency plans 
and resident advisory boards); 

ø(D) in the case of a program under the 
Workforce Investment Act, with respect to 
any requirement the waiver of which would 
violate section 189(i)(4)(A)(i) of such Act; 

ø(E) in the case of the food stamp program 
(as defined in section 3(h) of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2012(h)), with respect to 
any requirement under—

ø(i) section 6 (if waiving a requirement 
under such section would have the effect of 
expanding eligibility for the program), 7(b) 
or 16(c) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); or 

ø(ii) title IV of the Personal Responsibility 
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.); 

ø(F) with respect to any requirement that 
a State pass through to a sub-State entity 
part or all of an amount paid to the State; 

ø(G) if the waiver would waive any funding 
restriction or limitation provided in an ap-
propriations Act, or would have the effect of 
transferring appropriated funds from 1 ap-
propriations account to another; or

ø(H) except as otherwise provided by stat-
ute, if the waiver would waive any funding 
restriction applicable to a program author-
ized under an Act which is not an appropria-
tions Act (but not including program re-
quirements such as application procedures, 
performance standards, reporting require-
ments, or eligibility standards), or would 
have the effect of transferring funds from a 
program for which there is direct spending 
(as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985) to another program. 

ø(3) AGREEMENT OF EACH ADMINISTERING 
SECRETARY REQUIRED.—

ø(A) IN GENERAL.—An applicant may not 
conduct a demonstration project under this 
section unless each administering Secretary 
with respect to any program proposed to be 
included in the project has approved the ap-
plication to conduct the project. 

ø(B) AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO FUNDING 
AND IMPLEMENTATION.—Before approving an 
application to conduct a demonstration 
project under this section, an administering 
Secretary shall have in place an agreement 
with the applicant with respect to the pay-
ment of funds and responsibilities required of 
the administering Secretary with respect to 
the project. 

ø(4) COST-NEUTRALITY REQUIREMENT.—
ø(A) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law (except subparagraph 
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(B)), the total of the amounts that may be 
paid by the Federal Government for a fiscal 
year with respect to the programs in the 
State in which an entity conducting a dem-
onstration project under this section is lo-
cated that are affected by the project shall 
not exceed the estimated total amount that 
the Federal Government would have paid for 
the fiscal year with respect to the programs 
if the project had not been conducted, as de-
termined by the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

ø(B) SPECIAL RULE.—If an applicant sub-
mits to the Director of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget a request to apply the rules 
of this subparagraph to the programs in the 
State in which the applicant is located that 
are affected by a demonstration project pro-
posed in an application submitted by the ap-
plicant pursuant to this section, during such 
period of not more than 5 consecutive fiscal 
years in which the project is in effect, and 
the Director determines, on the basis of sup-
porting information provided by the appli-
cant, to grant the request, then, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the 
total of the amounts that may be paid by the 
Federal Government for the period with re-
spect to the programs shall not exceed the 
estimated total amount that the Federal 
Government would have paid for the period 
with respect to the programs if the project 
had not been conducted. 

ø(5) 90-DAY APPROVAL DEADLINE.—
ø(A) IN GENERAL.—If an administering Sec-

retary receives an application to conduct a 
demonstration project under this section and 
does not disapprove the application within 90 
days after the receipt, then—

ø(i) the administering Secretary is deemed 
to have approved the application for such pe-
riod as is requested in the application, ex-
cept to the extent inconsistent with sub-
section (e); and 

ø(ii) any waiver requested in the applica-
tion which applies to a qualified program 
that is identified in the application and is 
administered by the administering Secretary 
is deemed to be granted, except to the extent 
inconsistent with paragraph (2) or (4) of this 
subsection. 

ø(B) DEADLINE EXTENDED IF ADDITIONAL IN-
FORMATION IS SOUGHT.—The 90-day period re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) shall not in-
clude any period that begins with the date 
the Secretary requests the applicant to pro-
vide additional information with respect to 
the application and ends with the date the 
additional information is provided. 

ø(e) DURATION OF PROJECTS.—A demonstra-
tion project under this section may be ap-
proved for a term of not more than 5 years. 

ø(f) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
ø(1) REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF APPLICA-

TIONS.—Within 90 days after an admin-
istering Secretary receives an application 
submitted pursuant to this section, the ad-
ministering Secretary shall submit to each 
Committee of the Congress which has juris-
diction over a qualified program identified in
the application notice of the receipt, a de-
scription of the decision of the administering 
Secretary with respect to the application, 
and the reasons for approving or dis-
approving the application. 

ø(2) REPORTS ON PROJECTS.—Each admin-
istering Secretary shall provide annually to 
the Congress a report concerning demonstra-
tion projects approved under this section, in-
cluding—

ø(A) the projects approved for each appli-
cant; 

ø(B) the number of waivers granted under 
this section, and the specific statutory provi-
sions waived; 

ø(C) how well each project for which a 
waiver is granted is improving or enhancing 

program achievement from the standpoint of 
quality, cost-effectiveness, or both; 

ø(D) how well each project for which a 
waiver is granted is meeting the performance 
objectives specified in subsection (c)(3)(B); 

ø(E) how each project for which a waiver is 
granted is conforming with the cost-neu-
trality requirements of subsection (d)(4); and 

ø(F) to the extent the administering Sec-
retary deems appropriate, recommendations 
for modification of programs based on out-
comes of the projects. 

ø(g) AMENDMENT TO UNITED STATES HOUS-
ING ACT OF 1937.—Section 5A(d) of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437c–
1(d)) is amended—

ø(1) by redesignating paragraph (18) as 
paragraph (19); and 

ø(2) by inserting after paragraph (17) the 
following new paragraph: 

ø‘‘(18) PROGRAM COORDINATION DEMONSTRA-
TION PROJECTS.—In the case of an agency 
that administers an activity referred to in 
section 701(b)(2)(H) of the Personal Responsi-
bility, Work, and Family Promotion Act of 
2003 that, during such fiscal year, will be in-
cluded in a demonstration project under sec-
tion 701 of such Act, the information that is 
required to be included in the application for 
the project pursuant to paragraphs (1) 
through (4) of section 701(b) of such Act.’’. 
øSEC. 602. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK 

GRANT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 
øThe Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 

et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 
ø‘‘SEC. 28. STATE FOOD ASSISTANCE BLOCK 

GRANT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT. 
ø‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall 

establish a program to make grants to 
States in accordance with this section to 
provide—

ø‘‘(1) food assistance to needy individuals 
and families residing in the State; 

ø‘‘(2) funds to operate an employment and 
training program under subsection (g) for 
needy individuals under the program; and 

ø‘‘(3) funds for administrative costs in-
curred in providing the assistance. 

ø‘‘(b) ELECTION.—
ø‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State may elect to 

participate in the program established under 
subsection (a). 

ø‘‘(2) ELECTION REVOCABLE.—A State that 
elects to participate in the program estab-
lished under subsection (a) may subsequently 
reverse the election of the State only once 
thereafter. Following the reversal, the State 
shall only be eligible to participate in the 
food stamp program in accordance with the 
other sections of this Act and shall not re-
ceive a block grant under this section. 

ø‘‘(3) PROGRAM EXCLUSIVE.—A State that is 
participating in the program established 
under subsection (a) shall not be subject to, 
or receive any benefit under, this Act except 
as provided in this section. 

ø‘‘(c) LEAD AGENCY.—
ø‘‘(1) DESIGNATION.—A State desiring to 

participate in the program established under 
subsection (a) shall designate, in an applica-
tion submitted to the Secretary under sub-
section (d)(1), an appropriate State agency 
that complies with paragraph (2) to act as 
the lead agency for the State. 

ø‘‘(2) DUTIES.—The lead agency shall—
ø‘‘(A) administer, either directly, through 

other State agencies, or through local agen-
cies, the assistance received under this sec-
tion by the State; 

ø‘‘(B) develop the State plan to be sub-
mitted to the Secretary under subsection 
(d)(1); and 

ø‘‘(C) coordinate the provision of food as-
sistance under this section with other Fed-
eral, State, and local programs. 

ø‘‘(d) APPLICATION AND PLAN.—

ø‘‘(1) APPLICATION.—To be eligible to re-
ceive assistance under this section, a State 
shall prepare and submit to the Secretary an 
application at such time, in such manner, 
and containing such information as the Sec-
retary shall by regulation require, includ-
ing—

ø‘‘(A) an assurance that the State will 
comply with the requirements of this sec-
tion; 

ø‘‘(B) a State plan that meets the require-
ments of paragraph (2); and 

ø‘‘(C) an assurance that the State will 
comply with the requirements of the State 
plan under paragraph (2). 

ø‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS OF PLAN.—
ø‘‘(A) LEAD AGENCY.—The State plan shall 

identify the lead agency. 
ø‘‘(B) USE OF BLOCK GRANT FUNDS.—The 

State plan shall provide that the State shall 
use the amounts provided to the State for 
each fiscal year under this section—

ø‘‘(i) to provide food assistance to needy 
individuals and families residing in the 
State, other than residents of institutions 
who are ineligible for food stamps under sec-
tion 3(i); 

ø‘‘(ii) to administer an employment and 
training program under subsection (g) for 
needy individuals under the program and to 
provide reimbursements to needy individuals 
and families as would be allowed under sec-
tion 16(h)(3); and 

ø‘‘(iii) to pay administrative costs incurred 
in providing the assistance. 

ø‘‘(C) ASSISTANCE FOR ENTIRE STATE.—The 
State plan shall provide that benefits under 
this section shall be available throughout 
the entire State. 

ø‘‘(D) NOTICE AND HEARINGS.—The State 
plan shall provide that an individual or fam-
ily who applies for, or receives, assistance 
under this section shall be provided with no-
tice of, and an opportunity for a hearing on, 
any action under this section that adversely 
affects the individual or family. 

ø‘‘(E) OTHER ASSISTANCE.—
ø‘‘(i) COORDINATION.—The State plan may 

coordinate assistance received under this 
section with assistance provided under the 
State program funded under part A of title 
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 
et seq.). 

ø‘‘(ii) PENALTIES.—If an individual or fam-
ily is penalized for violating part A of title 
IV of the Act, the State plan may reduce the 
amount of assistance provided under this 
section or otherwise penalize the individual 
or family. 

ø‘‘(F) ELIGIBILITY LIMITATIONS.—The State 
plan shall describe the income and resource 
eligibility limitations that are established 
for the receipt of assistance under this sec-
tion. 

ø‘‘(G) RECEIVING BENEFITS IN MORE THAN 1 
JURISDICTION.—The State plan shall establish 
a system to verify and otherwise ensure that 
no individual or family shall receive benefits 
under this section in more than 1 jurisdic-
tion within the State. 

ø‘‘(H) PRIVACY.—The State plan shall pro-
vide for safeguarding and restricting the use 
and disclosure of information about any indi-
vidual or family receiving assistance under 
this section. 

ø‘‘(I) OTHER INFORMATION.—The State plan 
shall contain such other information as may 
be required by the Secretary. 

ø‘‘(3) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION AND 
PLAN.—During fiscal years 2004 through 2008, 
the Secretary may approve the applications 
and State plans that satisfy the require-
ments of this section of not more than 5 
States for a term of not more than 5 years. 

ø‘‘(e) CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES.—No 
funds made available under this section shall 
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be expended for the purchase or improve-
ment of land, or for the purchase, construc-
tion, or permanent improvement of any 
building or facility. 

ø‘‘(f) BENEFITS FOR ALIENS.—No individual 
shall be eligible to receive benefits under a 
State plan approved under subsection (d)(3) 
if the individual is not eligible to participate 
in the food stamp program under title IV of 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 
1601 et seq.). 

ø‘‘(g) EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING.—Each 
State shall implement an employment and 
training program for needy individuals under 
the program. 

ø‘‘(h) ENFORCEMENT.—
ø‘‘(1) REVIEW OF COMPLIANCE WITH STATE 

PLAN.—The Secretary shall review and mon-
itor State compliance with this section and 
the State plan approved under subsection 
(d)(3). 

ø‘‘(2) NONCOMPLIANCE.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary, after 

reasonable notice to a State and opportunity 
for a hearing, finds that—

ø‘‘(i) there has been a failure by the State 
to comply substantially with any provision 
or requirement set forth in the State plan 
approved under subsection (d)(3); or 

ø‘‘(ii) in the operation of any program or 
activity for which assistance is provided 
under this section, there is a failure by the 
State to comply substantially with any pro-
vision of this section, the Secretary shall no-
tify the State of the finding and that no fur-
ther payments will be made to the State 
under this section (or, in the case of non-
compliance in the operation of a program or 
activity, that no further payments to the 
State will be made with respect to the pro-
gram or activity) until the Secretary is sat-
isfied that there is no longer any failure to 
comply or that the noncompliance will be 
promptly corrected. 

ø‘‘(B) OTHER SANCTIONS.—In the case of a 
finding of noncompliance made pursuant to 
subparagraph (A), the Secretary may, in ad-
dition to, or in lieu of, imposing the sanc-
tions described in subparagraph (A), impose 
other appropriate sanctions, including 
recoupment of money improperly expended 
for purposes prohibited or not authorized by 
this section and disqualification from the re-
ceipt of financial assistance under this sec-
tion. 

ø‘‘(C) NOTICE.—The notice required under 
subparagraph (A) shall include a specific 
identification of any additional sanction 
being imposed under subparagraph (B). 

ø‘‘(3) ISSUANCE OF REGULATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall establish by regulation proce-
dures for—

ø‘‘(A) receiving, processing, and deter-
mining the validity of complaints con-
cerning any failure of a State to comply with 
the State plan or any requirement of this 
section; and 

ø‘‘(B) imposing sanctions under this sec-
tion. 

ø‘‘(i) PAYMENTS.—
ø‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For each fiscal year, 

the Secretary shall pay to a State that has 
an application approved by the Secretary 
under subsection (d)(3) an amount that is 
equal to the allotment of the State under 
subsection (l)(2) for the fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(2) METHOD OF PAYMENT.—The Secretary 
shall make payments to a State for a fiscal 
year under this section by issuing 1 or more 
letters of credit for the fiscal year, with nec-
essary adjustments on account of overpay-
ments or underpayments, as determined by 
the Secretary. 

ø‘‘(3) SPENDING OF FUNDS BY STATE.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), payments to a State from 
an allotment under subsection (l)(2) for a fis-

cal year may be expended by the State only 
in the fiscal year. 

ø‘‘(B) CARRYOVER.—The State may reserve 
up to 10 percent of an allotment under sub-
section (l)(2) for a fiscal year to provide as-
sistance under this section in subsequent fis-
cal years, except that the reserved funds 
may not exceed 30 percent of the total allot-
ment received under this section for a fiscal 
year. 

ø‘‘(4) PROVISION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE.—A 
State may provide food assistance under this 
section in any manner determined appro-
priate by the State to provide food assist-
ance to needy individuals and families in the 
State, such as electronic benefits transfer 
limited to food purchases, coupons limited to 
food purchases, or direct provision of com-
modities. 

ø‘‘(5) DEFINITION OF FOOD ASSISTANCE.—In 
this section, the term ‘food assistance’ 
means assistance that may be used only to 
obtain food, as defined in section 3(g). 

ø‘‘(j) AUDITS.—
ø‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—After the close of 

each fiscal year, a State shall arrange for an 
audit of the expenditures of the State during 
the program period from amounts received 
under this section. 

ø‘‘(2) INDEPENDENT AUDITOR.—An audit 
under this section shall be conducted by an 
entity that is independent of any agency ad-
ministering activities that receive assist-
ance under this section and be in accordance 
with generally accepted auditing principles. 

ø‘‘(3) PAYMENT ACCURACY.—Each annual 
audit under this section shall include an 
audit of payment accuracy under this sec-
tion that shall be based on a statistically 
valid sample of the caseload in the State. 

ø‘‘(4) SUBMISSION.—Not later than 30 days 
after the completion of an audit under this 
section, the State shall submit a copy of the 
audit to the legislature of the State and to 
the Secretary. 

ø‘‘(5) REPAYMENT OF AMOUNTS.—Each State 
shall repay to the United States any 
amounts determined through an audit under 
this section to have not been expended in ac-
cordance with this section or to have not 
been expended in accordance with the State 
plan, or the Secretary may offset the 
amounts against any other amount paid to 
the State under this section. 

ø‘‘(k) NONDISCRIMINATION.—
ø‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 

provide financial assistance for any program, 
project, or activity under this section if any 
person with responsibilities for the operation 
of the program, project, or activity discrimi-
nates with respect to the program, project, 
or activity because of race, religion, color, 
national origin, sex, or disability. 

ø‘‘(2) ENFORCEMENT.—The powers, rem-
edies, and procedures set forth in title VI of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000d et 
seq.) may be used by the Secretary to en-
force paragraph (1). 

ø‘‘(l) ALLOTMENTS.—
ø‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this section, 

the term ’State’ means each of the 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, Guam, and the Vir-
gin Islands of the United States. 

ø‘‘(2) STATE ALLOTMENT.—
ø‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subparagraph (B), from the amounts made 
available under section 18 of this Act for 
each fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to 
each State participating in the program es-
tablished under subsection (a) an amount 
that is equal to the sum of—

ø‘‘(i) the greater of, as determined by the 
Secretary—

ø‘‘(I) the total dollar value of all benefits 
issued under the food stamp program estab-
lished under this Act by the State during fis-
cal year 2003; or 

ø‘‘(II) the average per fiscal year of the 
total dollar value of all benefits issued under 
the food stamp program by the State during 
each of fiscal years 2001 through 2003; and 

ø‘‘(ii) the greater of, as determined by the 
Secretary—

ø‘‘(I) the total amount received by the 
State for administrative costs and the em-
ployment and training program under sub-
sections (a) and (h), respectively, of section 
16 of this Act for fiscal year 2003; or 

ø‘‘(II) the average per fiscal year of the 
total amount received by the State for ad-
ministrative costs and the employment and 
training program under subsections (a) and 
(h), respectively, of section 16 of this Act for 
each of fiscal years 2001 through 2003. 

ø‘‘(B) INSUFFICIENT FUNDS.—If the Sec-
retary finds that the total amount of allot-
ments to which States would otherwise be 
entitled for a fiscal year under subparagraph 
(A) will exceed the amount of funds that will 
be made available to provide the allotments 
for the fiscal year, the Secretary shall re-
duce the allotments made to States under 
this subsection, on a pro rata basis, to the 
extent necessary to allot under this sub-
section a total amount that is equal to the 
funds that will be made available.’’. 

øTITLE VII—ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 
øSEC. 701. EXTENSION OF ABSTINENCE EDU-

CATION PROGRAM. 
ø(a) EXTENSION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-

tion 510(d) (42 U.S.C. 710(d)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘2002’’ and inserting ‘‘2008’’. 

ø(b) ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 510(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 710(a)) is amended—

ø(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 
by striking ‘‘an application for the fiscal 
year under section 505(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘, 
for the fiscal year, an application under sec-
tion 505(a), and an application under this sec-
tion (in such form and meeting such terms 
and conditions as determined appropriate by 
the Secretary),’’; and 

ø(2) in paragraph (2), to read as follows: 
ø‘‘(2) the percentage that would be deter-

mined for the State under section 
502(c)(1)(B)(ii) if the calculation under such 
section took into consideration only those 
States that transmitted both such applica-
tions for such fiscal year.’’. 

ø(c) REALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 510 
(42 U.S.C. 710(a)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection:

ø‘‘(e)(1) With respect to allotments under 
subsection (a) for fiscal year 2004 and subse-
quent fiscal years, the amount of any allot-
ment to a State for a fiscal year that the 
Secretary determines will not be required to 
carry out a program under this section dur-
ing such fiscal year or the succeeding fiscal 
year shall be available for reallotment from 
time to time during such fiscal years on such 
dates as the Secretary may fix, to other 
States that the Secretary determines—

ø‘‘(A) require amounts in excess of 
amounts previously allotted under sub-
section (a) to carry out a program under this 
section; and 

ø‘‘(B) will use such excess amounts during 
such fiscal years. 

ø‘‘(2) Reallotments under paragraph (1) 
shall be made on the basis of such States’ ap-
plications under this section, after taking 
into consideration the population of low-in-
come children in each such State as com-
pared with the population of low-income 
children in all such States with respect to 
which a determination under paragraph (1) 
has been made by the Secretary. 

ø‘‘(3) Any amount reallotted under para-
graph (1) to a State is deemed to be part of 
its allotment under subsection (a).’’. 

ø(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall be effective with 
respect to the program under section 510 for 
fiscal years 2004 and succeeding fiscal years. 
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øTITLE VIII—TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL 

ASSISTANCE 

øSEC. 801. EXTENSION OF MEDICAID TRANSI-
TIONAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM THROUGH FISCAL YEAR 2004. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1925(f ) (42 U.S.C. 
1396r–6(f )) is amended by striking ‘‘2002’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2004’’. 

ø(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1902(e)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(e)(1)(B)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 2002’’ 
and inserting ‘‘the last date (if any) on which 
section 1925 applies under subsection (f) of 
that section’’. 

ø(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect Octo-
ber 1, 2003. 

øSEC. 802. ADJUSTMENT TO PAYMENTS FOR MED-
ICAID ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS TO 
PREVENT DUPLICATIVE PAYMENTS 
AND TO FUND EXTENSION OF TRAN-
SITIONAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE. 

øSection 1903 (42 U.S.C. 1396b) is amended—
ø(1) in subsection (a)(7), by striking ‘‘sec-

tion 1919(g)(3)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(x) and section 1919(g)(3)(C)’’; and 

ø(2) by adding at the end the following: 
ø‘‘(x) ADJUSTMENTS TO PAYMENTS FOR AD-

MINISTRATIVE COSTS TO FUND EXTENSION OF 
TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE.—

ø‘‘(1) REDUCTIONS IN PAYMENTS FOR ADMIN-
ISTRATIVE COSTS.—Effective for each cal-
endar quarter in fiscal year 2004 and fiscal 
year 2005, the Secretary shall reduce the 
amount paid under subsection (a)(7) to each 
State by an amount equal to 45 percent for 
fiscal year 2004, and 80 percent for fiscal year 
2005, of one-quarter of the annualized 
amount determined for the medicaid pro-
gram under section 16(k)(2)(B) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(k)(2)(B)). 

ø‘‘(2) ALLOCATION OF ADMINISTRATIVE 
COSTS.—None of the funds or expenditures 
described in section 16(k)(5)(B) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2025(k)(5)(B)) may 
be used to pay for costs—

ø‘‘(A) eligible for reimbursement under 
subsection (a)(7) (or costs that would have 
been eligible for reimbursement but for this 
subsection); and 

ø‘‘(B) allocated for reimbursement to the 
program under this title under a plan sub-
mitted by a State to the Secretary to allo-
cate administrative costs for public assist-
ance programs;

except that, for purposes of subparagraph 
(A), the reference in clause (iii) of that sec-
tion to ‘subsection (a)’ is deemed a reference 
to subsection (a)(7) and clause (iv)(II) of that 
section shall be applied as if ‘medicaid pro-
gram’ were substituted for ‘food stamp pro-
gram’.’’. 

øTITLE IX—EFFECTIVE DATE 

øSEC. 901. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

ø(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided, the amendments made by this Act 
shall take effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. 

ø(b) EXCEPTION.—In the case of a State 
plan under part A or D of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act which the Secretary deter-
mines requires State legislation in order for 
the plan to meet the additional requirements 
imposed by the amendments made by this 
Act, the effective date of the amendments 
imposing the additional requirements shall 
be 3 months after the first day of the first 
calendar quarter beginning after the close of 
the first regular session of the State legisla-
ture that begins after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act. For purposes of the pre-
ceding sentence, in the case of a State that 
has a 2-year legislative session, each year of 
the session shall be considered to be a sepa-
rate regular session of the State legislature.¿

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Personal Re-

sponsibility and Individual Development for Ev-
eryone Act’’ or the ‘‘PRIDE Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

The table of contents of this Act is as follows:
Sec. 1. Short title. 
Sec. 2. Table of contents. 
Sec. 3. References. 

TITLE I—TANF 
Sec. 101. State plan. 
Sec. 102. Family assistance grants. 
Sec. 103. Promotion of family formation and 

healthy marriage. 
Sec. 104. Supplemental grant for population in-

creases in certain States. 
Sec. 105. Bonus to reward employment achieve-

ment. 
Sec. 106. Contingency fund. 
Sec. 107. Use of funds. 
Sec. 108. Repeal of Federal loan for State wel-

fare programs. 
Sec. 109. Work participation requirements. 
Sec. 110. Universal engagement and family self-

sufficiency plan requirements; 
other prohibitions and require-
ments. 

Sec. 111. Penalties. 
Sec. 112. Data collection and reporting. 
Sec. 113. Direct funding and administration by 

Indian tribes. 
Sec. 114. Research, evaluations, and national 

studies. 
Sec. 115. Study by the Census Bureau. 
Sec. 116. Funding for child care. 
Sec. 117. Definitions. 
Sec. 118. Responsible fatherhood program. 
Sec. 119. Additional grants. 
Sec. 120. Technical corrections. 

TITLE II—ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 

Sec. 201. Extension of abstinence education pro-
gram. 

TITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT 

Sec. 301. Distribution of child support collected 
by States on behalf of children re-
ceiving certain welfare benefits. 

Sec. 302. Mandatory review and adjustment of 
child support orders for families 
receiving TANF. 

Sec. 303. Report on undistributed child support 
payments. 

Sec. 304. Use of new hire information to assist 
in administration of unemploy-
ment compensation programs. 

Sec. 305. Decrease in amount of child support 
arrearage triggering passport de-
nial. 

Sec. 306. Use of tax refund intercept program to 
collect past-due child support on 
behalf of children who are not mi-
nors. 

Sec. 307. Garnishment of compensation paid to 
veterans for service-connected dis-
abilities in order to enforce obliga-
tions. 

Sec. 308. Improving Federal debt collection 
practices. 

Sec. 309. Maintenance of technical assistance 
funding. 

Sec. 310. Maintenance of Federal parent locator 
service funding. 

Sec. 311. Identification and seizure of assets 
held by multistate financial insti-
tutions. 

Sec. 312. Information comparisons with insur-
ance data. 

Sec. 313. Tribal access to the Federal parent lo-
cator service. 

Sec. 314. Reimbursement of Secretary’s costs of 
information comparisons and dis-
closure for enforcement of obliga-
tions on Higher Education Act 
loans and grants. 

Sec. 315. Technical amendment relating to co-
operative agreements between 
States and Indian tribes. 

Sec. 316. Claims upon longshore and harbor 
workers’ compensation for child 
support. 

Sec. 317. State option to use statewide auto-
mated data processing and infor-
mation retrieval system for inter-
state cases. 

Sec. 318. Interception of gambling winnings for 
child support. 

Sec. 319. State law requirement concerning the 
Uniform Interstate Family Sup-
port Act (UIFSA). 

Sec. 320. Grants to States for access and visita-
tion programs. 

Sec. 321. Timing of corrective action year for 
State noncompliance with child 
support enforcement program re-
quirements. 

TITLE IV—CHILD WELFARE 
Sec. 401. Extension of authority to approve 

demonstration projects. 
Sec. 402. Removal of Commonwealth of Puerto 

Rico foster care funds from limita-
tion on payments. 

Sec. 403. Technical correction. 
TITLE V—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 

INCOME 
Sec. 501. Review of State agency blindness and 

disability determinations. 
TITLE VI—TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL 

ASSISTANCE 
Sec. 601. Extension and simplification of the 

transitional medical assistance 
program (TMA). 

Sec. 602. Prohibition against covering childless 
adults with SCHIP funds. 

TITLE VII—EFFECTIVE DATE 
Sec. 701. Effective date.
SEC. 3. REFERENCES. 

Except as otherwise expressly provided, wher-
ever in this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or repeal 
of, a section or other provision, the amendment 
or repeal shall be considered to be made to a sec-
tion or other provision of the Social Security 
Act. 

TITLE I—TANF 
SEC. 101. STATE PLAN. 

(a) PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.—Section 
402(a) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)—
(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by redesignating clause (vi) as clause (vii); 

and 
(ii) by striking clause (v) and inserting the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(v) Establish specific measurable perform-

ance objectives for pursuing the purposes of the 
program under this part as described in section 
401(a), including by—

‘‘(I) establishing objectives consistent (as de-
termined by the State) with the criteria used by 
the Secretary in establishing performance tar-
gets under section 403(a)(4)(C) (including with 
respect to workplace attachment and advance-
ment), and with such additional criteria related 
to other purposes of the program under this part 
as described in section 401(a) as the Secretary, 
in consultation with the National Governors’ 
Association and the American Public Human 
Services Association, shall establish; and 

‘‘(II) describing the methodology that the 
State will use to measure State performance in 
relation to each such objective. 

‘‘(vi) Describe any strategies and programs the 
State plans to use to address—

‘‘(I) employment retention and advancement 
for recipients of assistance under the program, 
including placement into high-demand jobs, and 
whether the jobs are identified using labor mar-
ket information; 

‘‘(II) efforts to reduce teen pregnancy; 
‘‘(III) services for struggling and noncompli-

ant families, and for clients with special prob-
lems; and 
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‘‘(IV) program integration, including the ex-

tent to which employment and training services 
under the program are provided through the 
One-Stop delivery system created under the 
Workforce Investment Act of 1998, and the ex-
tent to which former recipients of such assist-
ance have access to additional core, intensive, 
or training services funded through such Act.’’; 
and 

(B) in subparagraph (B)—
(i) by striking clauses (i) and (iv); 
(ii) by redesignating clauses (ii) and (iii) as 

clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; and 
(iii) by inserting after clause (ii) (as so redes-

ignated by clause (ii)) the following: 
‘‘(iii) If the State is undertaking any strate-

gies or programs to engage faith-based organiza-
tions in the provision of services funded under 
this part, or that otherwise relate to section 104 
of the Personal Responsibility and Work Oppor-
tunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, the document 
shall describe such strategies and programs. 

‘‘(iv) The document shall describe strategies to 
improve program management and performance. 

‘‘(v) The document shall include a perform-
ance report which details State progress toward 
full engagement for all adult or minor child 
head of household recipients of assistance.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘and tribal’’ 
after ‘‘that local’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(8) CERTIFICATION OF CONSULTATION ON PRO-

VISION OF TRANSPORTATION AID.—In the case of 
a State that provides transportation aid under 
the State program, a certification by the chief 
executive officer of the State that State and 
local transportation agencies and planning bod-
ies have been consulted in the development of 
the plan.’’. 

(b) PROCEDURES FOR SUBMITTING AND AMEND-
ING STATE PLANS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (b) of section 402 
(42 U.S.C. 602(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) PROCEDURES FOR SUBMITTING AND 
AMENDING STATE PLANS.—

‘‘(1) STANDARD STATE PLAN FORMAT.—The 
Secretary shall, after notice and public com-
ment, develop a proposed Standard State Plan 
Form to be used by States under subsection (a). 
Such form shall be finalized by the Secretary for 
use by States not later than 9 months after the 
date of enactment of the Personal Responsibility 
and Individual Development for Everyone Act.

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT FOR COMPLETED PLAN 
USING STANDARD STATE PLAN FORMAT BY FISCAL 
YEAR 2005.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, each State shall submit a complete State 
plan, using the Standard State Plan Form de-
veloped under paragraph (1), not later than Oc-
tober 1, 2004. 

‘‘(3) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT.—Prior to 
submitting a State plan to the Secretary under 
this section, the State shall—

‘‘(A) make the proposed State plan available 
to the public through an appropriate State 
maintained Internet website and through other 
means as the State determines appropriate; 

‘‘(B) allow for a reasonable public comment 
period of not less than 45 days; and 

‘‘(C) make comments received concerning such 
plan or, at the discretion of the State, a sum-
mary of the comments received available to the 
public through such website and through other 
means as the State determines appropriate. 

‘‘(4) PUBLIC AVAILABILITY OF STATE PLAN.—A 
State shall ensure that the State plan that is in 
effect for any fiscal year is available to the pub-
lic through an appropriate State maintained 
Internet website and through other means as 
the State determines appropriate. 

‘‘(5) AMENDING THE STATE PLAN.—A State 
shall file an amendment to the State plan with 
the Secretary if the State determines that there 
has been a material change in any information 
required to be included in the State plan or any 
other information that the State has included in 
the plan, including substantial changes in the 
use of funding. Prior to submitting an amend-

ment to the State plan to the Secretary, the 
State shall—

‘‘(A) make the proposed amendment available 
to the public as provided for in paragraph 
(3)(A); 

‘‘(B) allow for a reasonable public comment 
period of not less than 45 days; and 

‘‘(C) make the comments available as provided 
for in paragraph (3)(C).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 402 (42 
U.S.C. 602) is amended by striking subsection 
(c). 

(c) CONSULTATION WITH STATE REGARDING 
PLAN AND DESIGN OF TRIBAL PROGRAMS.—Sec-
tion 412(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 612(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (E), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(2) in subparagraph (F), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) provides an assurance that the State in 

which the tribe is located has been consulted re-
garding the plan and its design.’’. 

(d) PERFORMANCE MEASURES.—Section 413 (42 
U.S.C. 613) is amended by adding at the end the 
following: 

‘‘(k) PERFORMANCE IMPROVEMENT.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with the States, shall de-
velop uniform performance measures designed to 
assess the degree of effectiveness, and the degree 
of improvement, of State programs funded under 
this part in accomplishing the purposes of this 
part.’’. 

(e) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES.—Section 
413(d)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(1)) is amended to read 
as follows: 

‘‘(1) ANNUAL RANKING OF STATES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall rank 

annually the States to which grants are paid 
under section 403 in the order of their success 
in—

‘‘(i) placing recipients of assistance under the 
State program funded under this part into pri-
vate sector jobs; 

‘‘(ii) the success of the recipients in retaining 
employment; 

‘‘(iii) the ability of the recipients to increase 
their wages; 

‘‘(iv) the degree to which recipients have 
workplace attachment and advancement; 

‘‘(v) reducing the overall welfare caseload; 
and 

‘‘(vi) when a practicable method for calcu-
lating this information becomes available, di-
verting individuals from formally applying to 
the State program and receiving assistance. 

‘‘(B) CONSIDERATION OF OTHER FACTORS.—In 
ranking States under this paragraph, the Sec-
retary shall take into account the average num-
ber of minor children living at home in families 
in the State that have incomes below the pov-
erty line and the amount of funding provided 
each State under this part for such families.’’. 
SEC. 102. FAMILY ASSISTANCE GRANTS. 

(a) EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY.—Section 
403(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(1)(A)), as amended by 
section 3(a) of the Welfare Reform Extension Act 
of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 836), is 
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 

2001, 2002, and 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 
through 2008’’; and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘payable to the State for the 
fiscal year’’ before the period; and 

(2) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘for fiscal 
year 2003’’ and all that follows through the pe-
riod, and inserting ‘‘for each of fiscal years 2004 
through 2008, $16,566,542,000 for grants under 
this paragraph.’’. 

(b) MATCHING GRANTS FOR THE TERRI-
TORIES.—Section 1108(b)(2) (42 U.S.C. 
1308(b)(2)), as amended by section 3(b) of the 
Welfare Reform Extension Act of 2003 (Public 
Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 836), is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘1997 through 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 
through 2008’’. 

SEC. 103. PROMOTION OF FAMILY FORMATION 
AND HEALTHY MARRIAGE. 

(a) STATE PLANS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(A)), as amended by section 
101(a), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(viii) Encourage equitable treatment of 
healthy 2-parent married families under the pro-
gram referred to in clause (i).’’. 

(b) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION GRANTS; 
REPEAL OF BONUS FOR REDUCTION OF ILLEGIT-
IMACY RATIO.—Section 403(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(2)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION 
GRANTS.—

‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall award 

competitive grants to States, territories, and In-
dian tribes and tribal organizations for not more 
than 50 percent of the cost of developing and 
implementing innovative programs to promote 
and support healthy 2-parent married families. 

‘‘(ii) USE OF OTHER TANF FUNDS.—A State or 
Indian tribe with an approved tribal family as-
sistance plan may use funds provided under 
other grants made under this part for all or part 
of the expenditures incurred for the remainder 
of the costs described in clause (i). In the case 
of a State, any such funds expended shall not 
be considered qualified State expenditures for 
purposes of section 409(a)(7). 

‘‘(B) HEALTHY MARRIAGE PROMOTION ACTIVI-
TIES.—Funds provided under subparagraph (A) 
shall be used to support any of the following 
programs or activities: 

‘‘(i) Public advertising campaigns on the 
value of marriage and the skills needed to in-
crease marital stability and health. 

‘‘(ii) Education in high schools on the value 
of marriage, relationship skills, and budgeting. 

‘‘(iii) Marriage education, marriage skills, and 
relationship skills programs, that may include 
parenting skills, financial management, conflict 
resolution, and job and career advancement, for 
non-married pregnant women, non-married ex-
pectant fathers, and non-married recent par-
ents. 

‘‘(iv) Pre-marital education and marriage 
skills training for engaged couples and for cou-
ples or individuals interested in marriage. 

‘‘(v) Marriage enhancement and marriage 
skills training programs for married couples. 

‘‘(vi) Divorce reduction programs that teach 
relationship skills. 

‘‘(vii) Marriage mentoring programs which use 
married couples as role models and mentors. 

‘‘(viii) Programs to reduce the disincentives to 
marriage in means-tested aid programs, if of-
fered in conjunction with any activity described 
in this subparagraph. 

‘‘(C) VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION.—Participa-
tion in programs or activities described in any of 
clauses (iii) through (vii) shall be voluntary. 

‘‘(D) GENERAL RULES GOVERNING USE OF 
FUNDS.—The rules of section 404, other than 
subsection (b) of that section, shall not apply to 
a grant made under this paragraph. 

‘‘(E) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS.—
A State, territory, or Indian tribe or tribal orga-
nization may not be awarded a grant under this 
paragraph unless the State, territory, Indian 
tribe or tribal organization, as a condition of re-
ceiving funds under such a grant—

‘‘(i) consults with experts in domestic violence 
or with relevant community domestic violence 
coalitions in developing such programs or activi-
ties; and 

‘‘(ii) describes in the application for a grant 
under this paragraph—

‘‘(I) how the programs or activities proposed 
to be conducted will address, as appropriate, 
issues of domestic violence; and 

‘‘(II) what the State, territory, or Indian tribe 
or tribal organization, will do, to the extent rel-
evant, to ensure that participation in such pro-
grams or activities is voluntary, and to inform 
potential participants that their involvement is 
voluntary. 
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‘‘(F) APPROPRIATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 

Treasury of the United States not otherwise ap-
propriated, there are appropriated for each of 
fiscal years 2004 through 2008, $100,000,000 for 
grants under this paragraph.

‘‘(ii) EXTENDED AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Funds appropriated under 

clause (i) for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008 shall remain available to the Secretary 
until expended. 

‘‘(II) AUTHORITY FOR GRANT RECIPIENTS.—A 
State, territory, or Indian tribe or tribal organi-
zation may use funds made available under a 
grant awarded under this paragraph without 
fiscal year limitation pursuant to the terms of 
the grant.’’. 

(c) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGIBLE 
FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCIDENCE 
OF OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOURAGE FOR-
MATION AND MAINTENANCE OF HEALTHY 2-PAR-
ENT MARRIED FAMILIES, OR ENCOURAGE RESPON-
SIBLE FATHERHOOD.—Section 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (42 
U.S.C. 609(a)(7)(B)(i)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(V) COUNTING OF SPENDING ON NON-ELIGIBLE 
FAMILIES TO PREVENT AND REDUCE INCIDENCE OF 
OUT-OF-WEDLOCK BIRTHS, ENCOURAGE FORMA-
TION AND MAINTENANCE OF HEALTHY 2-PARENT 
MARRIED FAMILIES, OR ENCOURAGE RESPONSIBLE 
FATHERHOOD.—Subject to subclauses (II) and 
(III), the term ‘qualified State expenditures’ in-
cludes the total expenditures by the State dur-
ing the fiscal year under all State programs for 
a purpose described in paragraph (3) or (4) of 
section 401(a).’’. 

(d) PURPOSES.—Section 401(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 
601(a)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘two-parent 
families’’ and inserting ‘‘healthy 2-parent mar-
ried families, and encourage responsible father-
hood’’. 
SEC. 104. SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT FOR POPU-

LATION INCREASES IN CERTAIN 
STATES. 

Section 403(a)(3)(H) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(3)(H)), 
as amended by section 3(d) of the Welfare Re-
form Extension Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040), 
117 Stat. 837), is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘2002 and 2003’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2004 through 2007’’; 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘2003’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2007’’; and 

(3) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘2002 and 2003’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2004 through 2007’’. 
SEC. 105. BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT 

ACHIEVEMENT. 
(a) BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVE-

MENT.—Section 403(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)(4)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(4) BONUS TO REWARD EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVE-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make a 
grant pursuant to this paragraph to each State 
for each bonus year for which the State is an 
employment achievement State. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), the 

Secretary shall determine the amount of the 
grant payable under this paragraph to an em-
ployment achievement State for a bonus year, 
which shall be based on the performance of the 
State as determined under subparagraph (D)(i) 
for the fiscal year that immediately precedes the 
bonus year. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The amount payable to a 
State under this paragraph for a bonus year 
shall not exceed 5 percent of the State family as-
sistance grant. 

‘‘(C) FORMULA FOR MEASURING STATE PER-
FORMANCE.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), not 
later than October 1, 2004, the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the States, shall develop a for-
mula for measuring State performance in oper-
ating the State program funded under this part 
so as to achieve the goals of employment entry, 
job retention, increased earnings from employ-
ment, and workplace attachment and advance-

ment for families receiving assistance under the 
program, as measured on an absolute basis and 
on the basis of improvement in State perform-
ance. 

‘‘(ii) SPECIAL RULE FOR BONUS YEARS 2004 AND 
2005.—For the purposes of awarding a bonus 
under this paragraph for bonus year 2004 or 
2005, the Secretary may measure the perform-
ance of a State in fiscal year 2003 or 2004 (as the 
case may be) using the job entry rate, job reten-
tion rate, and earnings gain rate components of 
the formula developed under section 403(a)(4)(C) 
as in effect immediately before the effective date 
of this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) DETERMINATION OF STATE PERFORM-
ANCE.—For each bonus year, the Secretary 
shall—

‘‘(i) use the formula developed under subpara-
graph (C) to determine the performance of each 
eligible State for the fiscal year that precedes 
the bonus year; and 

‘‘(ii) prescribe performance standards in such 
a manner so as to ensure that—

‘‘(I) the average annual total amount of 
grants to be made under this paragraph for each 
bonus year equals $100,000,000; and 

‘‘(II) the total amount of grants to be made 
under this paragraph for all bonus years equals 
$600,000,000. 

‘‘(E) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) BONUS YEAR.—The term ‘bonus year’ 

means each of fiscal years 2004 through 2009. 
‘‘(ii) EMPLOYMENT ACHIEVEMENT STATE.—The 

term ‘employment achievement State’ means, 
with respect to a bonus year, an eligible State 
whose performance determined pursuant to sub-
paragraph (D)(i) for the fiscal year preceding 
the bonus year equals or exceeds the perform-
ance standards prescribed under subparagraph 
(D)(ii) for such preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(F) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in 
the Treasury of the United States not otherwise 
appropriated, there are appropriated for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2004 through 2009, 
$600,000,000 for grants under this paragraph. 

‘‘(G) GRANTS FOR TRIBAL ORGANIZATIONS.—
This paragraph shall apply with respect to trib-
al organizations in the same manner in which 
this paragraph applies with respect to States. In 
determining the criteria under which to make 
grants to tribal organizations under this para-
graph, the Secretary shall consult with tribal 
organizations.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2003. 
SEC. 106. CONTINGENCY FUND. 

(a) CONTINGENCY FUNDING AVAILABLE TO 
NEEDY STATES.—Section 403(b) (42 U.S.C. 603(b)) 
is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (1) through (3) and 
inserting the following: 

‘‘(1) CONTINGENCY FUND GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) PAYMENTS.—Subject to subparagraph 

(C), and out of funds appropriated under sub-
paragraph (E), each State shall receive a con-
tingency fund grant for each eligible month in 
which the State is a needy State under para-
graph (3). 

‘‘(B) MONTHLY CONTINGENCY FUND GRANT 
AMOUNT.—For each eligible month in which a 
State is a needy State, the State shall receive a 
contingency fund grant equal to the product 
of—

‘‘(i) the applicable percentage (as defined 
under subparagraph (D)(i)) of the applicable 
benefit level (as defined in subparagraph 
(D)(ii)); and 

‘‘(ii) the amount by which the total number of 
families that received assistance under the State 
program funded under this part in the most re-
cently concluded 3-month period for which data 
are available from the State exceeds a 5-percent 
increase in the number of such families in the 
corresponding 3-month period in either of the 2 
most recent preceding fiscal years and that was 
due, in large measure, to economic conditions 
rather than State policy changes. 

‘‘(C) LIMITATION.—The total amount paid to a 
single State under subparagraph (A) during a 
fiscal year shall not exceed the amount equal to 
10 percent of the State family assistance grant 
(as defined under subparagraph (B) of sub-
section (a)(1)). 

‘‘(D) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—The term ‘ap-

plicable percentage’ means the Federal medical 
assistance percentage for the State (as defined 
in section 1905(b)). 

‘‘(ii) APPLICABLE BENEFIT LEVEL.—
‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subclause (II), 

the term ‘applicable benefit level’ means the 
amount equal to the maximum cash assistance 
grant for a family consisting of 3 individuals 
under the State program funded under this part. 

‘‘(II) RULE FOR STATES WITH MORE THAN 1 
MAXIMUM LEVEL.—In the case of a State that 
has more than 1 maximum cash assistance grant 
level for families consisting of 3 individuals, the 
basic assistance cost shall be the amount equal 
to the maximum cash assistance grant level ap-
plicable to the largest number of families con-
sisting of 3 individuals receiving assistance 
under the State program funded under this part. 

‘‘(E) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in 
the Treasury of the United States not otherwise 
appropriated, there is appropriated for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2004 through 2008, such sums 
as are necessary for making contingency fund 
grants under this subsection in a total amount 
not to exceed $2,000,000,000.’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-
graph (2); and 

(3) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated—
(A) by striking ‘‘(3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘(1)’’; 

and 
(B) by striking ‘‘2-month period that begins 

with any’’ and inserting ‘‘fiscal year quarter 
that includes a’’. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF DEFINITION OF NEEDY 
STATE.—Section 403(b), as amended by sub-
section (a), (42 U.S.C. 603(b)) is further amend-
ed—

(1) by striking paragraphs (5) and (6); 
(2) by redesignating paragraphs (7) and (8) as 

paragraphs (5) and (6), respectively; and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) (as redes-

ignated by subsection (a)(2)) the following: 
‘‘(3) INITIAL DETERMINATION OF WHETHER A 

STATE QUALIFIES AS A NEEDY STATE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of paragraph 

(1), subject to paragraph (4), a State will be ini-
tially determined to be a needy State for a 
month if, as determined by the Secretary—

‘‘(i) the monthly average of the unduplicated 
number of families that received assistance 
under the State program funded under this part 
in the most recently concluded 3-month period 
for which data are available from the State in-
creased by at least 5 percent over the number of 
such families that received such benefits in the 
corresponding 3-month period in either of the 2 
most recent preceding fiscal years; 

‘‘(ii) the increase in the number of such fami-
lies for the State was due, in large measure, to 
economic conditions rather than State policy 
changes; and 

‘‘(iii) the State satisfies any of the following 
criteria: 

‘‘(I) The average rate of total unemployment 
in the State (seasonally adjusted) for the period 
consisting of the most recent 3 months for which 
data are available has increased by the lesser of 
1.5 percentage points or by 50 percent over the 
corresponding 3-month period in either of the 2 
most recent preceding fiscal years. 

‘‘(II) The average insured unemployment rate 
for the most recent 13 weeks for which data are 
available has increased by 1 percentage point 
over the corresponding 13-week period in either 
of the 2 most recent preceding fiscal years. 

‘‘(III) As determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the monthly average number of house-
holds (as of the last day of each month) that 
participated in the food stamp program in the 
State in the then most recently concluded 3-
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month period for which data are available ex-
ceeds by at least 15 percent the monthly average 
number of households (as of the last day of each 
month) in the State that participated in the food 
stamp program in the corresponding 3-month pe-
riod in either of the 2 most recent preceding fis-
cal years, but only if the Secretary and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture concur in the determina-
tion that the State’s increased caseload was 
due, in large measure, to economic conditions 
rather than changes in Federal or State policies 
related to the food stamp program. 

‘‘(B) DURATION.—A State that qualifies as a 
needy State—

‘‘(i) under subclause (I) or (II) of subpara-
graph (A)(iii), shall be considered a needy State 
until the State’s average rate of total unemploy-
ment or the State’s insured unemployment rate, 
respectively, falls below the level attained in the 
applicable period that was first used to deter-
mine that the State qualified as a needy State 
under that subparagraph (and in the case of the 
insured unemployment rate, without regard to 
any declines in the rate that are the result of 
seasonal variation); and 

‘‘(ii) under subclause (III) of subparagraph 
(A)(iii), shall be considered a needy State so 
long as the State meets the criteria for being 
considered a needy State under that subpara-
graph. 

‘‘(4) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(A) UNEXPENDED BALANCES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding paragraph 

(3), a State that has unexpended TANF bal-
ances in an amount that exceeds 30 percent of 
the total amount of grants received by the State 
under subsection (a) for the most recently com-
pleted fiscal year (other than welfare-to-work 
grants made under paragraph (5) of that sub-
section prior to fiscal year 2000), shall not be a 
needy State under this subsection. 

‘‘(ii) DEFINITION OF UNEXPENDED TANF BAL-
ANCES.—In clause (i), the term ‘unexpended 
TANF balances’ means the lessor of—

‘‘(I) the total amount of grants made to the 
State (regardless of the fiscal year in which 
such funds were awarded) under subsection (a) 
(other than welfare-to-work grants made under 
paragraph (5) of that subsection prior to fiscal 
year 2000) but not yet expended as of the end of 
the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for 
which the State would, in the absence of this 
subparagraph, be considered a needy State 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(II) the total amount of grants made to the 
State under subsection (a) (other than welfare-
to-work grants made under paragraph (5) of 
that subsection prior to fiscal year 2000) but not 
yet expended as of the end of such preceding fis-
cal year, plus the difference between—

‘‘(aa) the pro rata share of the current fiscal 
year grant to be made under subsection (a) to 
the State; and 

‘‘(bb) current year expenditures of the total 
amount of grants made to the State under sub-
section (a) (regardless of the fiscal year in 
which such funds were awarded) (other than 
such welfare-to-work grants) through the end of 
the most recent calendar quarter. 

‘‘(B) FAILURE TO SATISFY MAINTENANCE OF EF-
FORT REQUIREMENT.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (3), a State that fails to satisfy the re-
quirement of section 409(a)(7) with respect to a 
fiscal year shall not be a needy State under this 
subsection for that fiscal year.’’. 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Paragraph (6) of section 403(b) (42 
U.S.C. 603(b)), as redesignated by subsection 
(b)(2), is amended by striking ‘‘on the status of 
the Fund’’ and inserting ‘‘on the States that 
qualified for contingency funds and the amount 
of funding awarded under this subsection’’. 

(d) ELIMINATION OF PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO 
MAINTAIN 100 PERCENT MAINTENANCE OF EF-
FORT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 409(a) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)) is amended—

(A) by striking paragraph (10); and 

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (11) through 
(14) as paragraphs (10) through (13), respec-
tively. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 409 
(42 U.S.C. 609) is amended—

(A) in subsection (a)(7)(B)(i)(III), by striking 
‘‘(12)’’ and inserting ‘‘(11)’’; 

(B) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘(10), (12), 
or (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘(11), or (12)’’; and 

(C) in subsection (c)(4), by striking ‘‘(10), (12), 
or (13)’’ and inserting ‘‘(11), or (12)’’. 
SEC. 107. USE OF FUNDS. 

(a) TREATMENT OF INTERSTATE IMMIGRANTS.—
Section 404 (42 U.S.C. 604) is amended by strik-
ing subsection (c). 

(b) RESTORATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER 
UP TO 10 PERCENT OF TANF FUNDS TO THE SO-
CIAL SERVICES BLOCK GRANT.—Section 404(d)(2) 
(42 U.S.C. 604(d)(2)) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT TRANSFERABLE TO 
TITLE XX PROGRAMS.—A State may use not more 
than 10 percent of the amount of any grant 
made to the State under section 403(a) for a fis-
cal year to carry out State programs pursuant to 
title XX.’’. 

(c) CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY OF STATES 
TO USE TANF FUNDS CARRIED OVER FROM 
PRIOR YEARS TO PROVIDE TANF BENEFITS AND 
SERVICES.—Section 404(e) (42 U.S.C. 604(e)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) AUTHORITY TO CARRYOVER OR RESERVE 
CERTAIN AMOUNTS FOR BENEFITS OR SERVICES 
OR FOR FUTURE CONTINGENCIES.—

‘‘(1) CARRYOVER.—A State or tribe may use a 
grant made to the State or tribe under this part 
for any fiscal year to provide, without fiscal 
year limitation, any benefit or service that may 
be provided under the State or tribal program 
funded under this part. 

‘‘(2) CONTINGENCY RESERVE.—A State or tribe 
may designate any portion of a grant made to 
the State or tribe under this part as a contin-
gency reserve for future needs, and may use any 
amount so designated to provide, without fiscal 
year limitation, any benefit or service that may 
be provided under the State or tribal program 
funded under this part. If a State or tribe so 
designates a portion of such a grant, the State 
or tribe shall include in its report under section 
411(a) the amount so designated.’’. 

(d) STATE OPTION TO ESTABLISH UNDER-
GRADUATE POSTSECONDARY OR VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 404 (42 U.S.C. 604) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(l) AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH UNDER-
GRADUATE POSTSECONDARY OR VOCATIONAL 
EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the succeeding 
paragraphs of this subsection, a State to which 
a grant is made under section 403 may use the 
grant to establish a program under which an el-
igible participant (as defined in paragraph (5)) 
may be provided support services described in 
paragraph (7) and, subject to paragraph (8), 
may have hours of participation in such pro-
gram counted as being engaged in work for pur-
poses of determining monthly participation rates 
under section 407(b)(1)(B)(i). 

‘‘(2) STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—In order to 
establish a program under this subsection, a 
State shall describe (in an addendum to the 
State plan submitted under section 402) the ap-
plicable eligibility criteria that is designed to 
limit participation in the program to only those 
individuals—

‘‘(A) whose past earnings indicate that the in-
dividuals cannot qualify for employment that 
pays enough to allow them to obtain self-suffi-
ciency (as determined by the State); and 

‘‘(B) for whom enrollment in the program will 
prepare the individuals for higher-paying occu-
pations in demand in the State. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION ON ENROLLMENT.—The num-
ber of eligible participants in a program estab-
lished under this subsection may not exceed 10 

percent of the total number of families receiving 
assistance under the State program funded 
under this part. 

‘‘(4) NO FEDERAL FUNDS FOR TUITION.—A State 
may not use Federal funds provided under a 
grant made under section 403 to pay tuition for 
an eligible participant. 

‘‘(5) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANT.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘eligible participant’ 
means an individual who receives assistance 
under the State program funded under this part 
and satisfies the following requirements: 

‘‘(i) The individual is enrolled in a postsec-
ondary 2- or 4-year degree program or in a voca-
tional educational training program. 

‘‘(ii) During the period the individual partici-
pates in the program, the individual maintains 
satisfactory academic progress, as defined by 
the institution operating the undergraduate 
postsecondary or vocational educational pro-
gram in which the individual is enrolled. 

‘‘(6) REQUIRED TIME PERIODS FOR COMPLETION 
OF DEGREE OR VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL TRAIN-
ING PROGRAM.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 
(B), an eligible participant participating in a 
program established under this subsection shall 
be required to complete the requirements of a de-
gree or vocational educational training program 
within the normal timeframe for full-time stu-
dents seeking the particular degree or com-
pleting the vocational educational training pro-
gram. 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—For good cause, the State 
may allow an eligible participant to complete 
their degree requirements or vocational edu-
cational training program within a period not to 
exceed 11⁄2 times the normal timeframe estab-
lished under subparagraph (A) (unless further 
modification is required by the Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 12101 et seq.), 
or section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(29 U.S.C. 794)) and may modify the require-
ments applicable to an individual participating 
in the program. For purposes of the preceding 
sentence, good cause includes the case of an eli-
gible participant with 1 or more significant bar-
riers to normal participation, as determined by 
the State, such as the need to care for a family 
member with special needs. 

‘‘(7) SUPPORT SERVICES DESCRIBED.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the support services de-
scribed in this paragraph include any or all of 
the following during the period the eligible par-
ticipant is in the program established under this 
subsection: 

‘‘(A) Child care. 
‘‘(B) Transportation services. 
‘‘(C) Payment for books and supplies. 
‘‘(D) Other services provided under policies 

determined by the State to ensure coordination 
and lack of duplication with other programs 
available to provide support services. 

‘‘(8) RULES FOR INCLUSION IN MONTHLY WORK 
PARTICIPATION RATES.—

‘‘(A) FAMILIES COUNTED AS PARTICIPATING IF 
THEY MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF SUBPARA-
GRAPHS (B) OR (C).—For each eligible partici-
pant, a State may elect, for purposes of deter-
mining monthly participation rates under sec-
tion 407(b)(1)(B)(i), to include such participant 
in the determination of such rates in accordance 
with subparagraph (B) or (C). 

‘‘(B) FULL OR PARTIAL CREDIT FOR HOURS OF 
PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATIONAL OR RELATED AC-
TIVITIES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (iv), an el-
igible participant who participates in edu-
cational or related activities (as determined by 
the State) under a program established under 
this subsection shall be given credit for the num-
ber of hours of such participation to the extent 
that an adult recipient or minor child head of 
household would be given credit under section 
407(c) for being engaged in the same number of 
hours of work activities described in paragraph 
(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), or (12) of section 
407(d). 
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‘‘(ii) RELATED ACTIVITIES.—For purposes of 

clause (i), related activities shall include—
‘‘(I) work activities described in paragraph 

(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), or (12) of section 
407(d); 

‘‘(II) work study, practicums, internships, 
clinical placements, laboratory or field work, or 
such other activities as will enhance the eligible 
participant’s employability in the participant’s 
field of study, as determined by the State; or 

‘‘(III) subject to clause (iii), study time. 
‘‘(iii) LIMITATION ON INCLUSION OF STUDY 

TIME.—For purposes of determining hours per 
week of participation by an eligible participant 
under a program established under this sub-
section, a State may not count study time of less 
than 1 hour for every hour of class time or more 
than 2 hours for every hour of class time. 

‘‘(iv) TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS LIMITED TO 
BEING COUNTED AS 1 FAMILY.—In no event may 
hours per week of participation by an eligible 
participant under a program established under 
this subsection be counted as more than 1 family 
for purposes of determining monthly participa-
tion rates under section 407(b)(1)(B)(i). 

‘‘(C) FULL CREDIT FOR BEING ENGAGED IN DI-
RECT WORK ACTIVITIES FOR CERTAIN HOURS PER 
WEEK.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A family that includes an 
eligible participant who, in addition to com-
plying with the full-time educational participa-
tion requirements of the degree or vocational 
educational training program they are enrolled 
in, participates in an activity described in sub-
clause (I), (II), or (III) of subparagraph (B)(ii) 
for not less than the number of hours required 
per week under clause (ii) shall be counted as 1 
family. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIRED HOURS PER WEEK.—For pur-
poses of clause (i), subject to clause (iii), the 
number of hours per week are—

‘‘(I) 6 hours per week during the first 12-
month period that an eligible participant par-
ticipates in a program established under this 
subsection; 

‘‘(II) 8 hours per week during the second 12-
month period of such participation; 

‘‘(II) 10 hours per week during the third 12-
month period of such participation; and 

‘‘(II) 12 hours per week during the fourth or 
any other succeeding 12- month period of such 
participation. 

‘‘(iii) MODIFICATION OF REQUIREMENTS FOR 
GOOD CAUSE.—A State may modify the number 
of hours per week required under clause (ii) for 
good cause. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, good cause includes the case of an eligible 
participant with 1 or more significant barriers to 
normal participation, as determined by the 
State, such as the need to care for a family 
member with special needs.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
407(d)(8) (42 U.S.C. 607(d)(8)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘other than an individual participating 
in a program established under section 404(l)’’ 
after ‘‘individual’’. 
SEC. 108. REPEAL OF FEDERAL LOAN FOR STATE 

WELFARE PROGRAMS. 
(a) REPEAL.—Section 406 (42 U.S.C. 606) is re-

pealed. 
(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 409 (42 U.S.C. 609), as amended by 

section 106(d)(2), is amended—
(A) in subsection (a), by striking paragraph 

(6); 
(B) in subsection (b)(2), by striking ‘‘(6),’’; 

and 
(C) in subsection (c)(4), by striking ‘‘(6),’’. 
(2) Section 412 (42 U.S.C. 612) is amended by 

striking subsection (f) and redesignating sub-
sections (g) through (i) as subsections (f) 
through (h), respectively. 

(3) Section 1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘406,’’. 
SEC. 109. WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) ELIMINATION OF SEPARATE WORK PARTICI-
PATION RATE FOR 2-PARENT FAMILIES BEGINNING 
WITH FISCAL YEAR 2003.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 407 (42 U.S.C. 607) is 
amended—

(A) in subsection (a)—
(i) in the heading, by striking ‘‘PARTICIPATION 

RATE REQUIREMENTS’’ and all that follows 
through ‘‘A State’’ and inserting ‘‘PARTICIPA-
TION RATE REQUIREMENTS.—A State’’; and 

(ii) by striking paragraph (2); 
(B) in subsection (b)—
(i) by striking paragraph (2); 
(ii) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘paragraphs 

(1)(B) and (2)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘determining 
monthly participation rates under paragraph 
(1)(B)’’; and 

(iii) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘rates’’ and 
inserting ‘‘rate’’; and 

(C) in subsection (c)—
(i) in paragraph (1)—
(I) by striking ‘‘GENERAL RULES.—’’ and all 

that follows through ‘‘For purposes’’ in sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting ‘‘GENERAL RULE.—
For purposes’’; and 

(II) by striking subparagraph (B); and 
(ii) in paragraph (2)(D)—
(I) by striking ‘‘paragraphs (1)(B)(i) and 

(2)(B) of subsection (b)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (b)(1)(B)(i)’’; and 

(II) by striking ‘‘and in 2-parent families, re-
spectively,’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by paragraph (1) shall take effect as if enacted 
on October 1, 2002. 

(b) MINIMUM PARTICIPATION RATES.—Section 
407(a) (42 U.S.C. 607(a)), as amended by sub-
section (a)(1)(A), is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) PARTICIPATION RATE REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a grant is 

made under section 403 for a fiscal year shall 
achieve a minimum participation rate with re-
spect to all families receiving assistance under 
the State program funded under this part that is 
equal to not less than—

‘‘(A) 50 percent for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(B) 55 percent for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(C) 60 percent for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(D) 65 percent for fiscal year 2007; and 
‘‘(E) 70 percent for fiscal year 2008 and each 

succeeding fiscal year.’’. 
(c) LIMITATION ON REDUCTION OF PARTICIPA-

TION RATE THROUGH APPLICATION OF CRED-
ITS.—Section 407(a) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)), as 
amended by subsection (b), is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON REDUCTION OF PARTICIPA-
TION RATE THROUGH APPLICATION OF CREDITS.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
part, the net effect of any percentage reduction 
in the minimum participation rate otherwise re-
quired under this section with respect to families 
receiving assistance under the State program 
funded under this part as a result of the appli-
cation of any employment credit, caseload re-
duction credit, or other credit against such rate 
for a fiscal year, shall not exceed—

‘‘(A) 40 percentage points, in the case of fiscal 
year 2004; 

‘‘(B) 35 percentage points, in the case of fiscal 
year 2005; 

‘‘(C) 30 percentage points, in the case of fiscal 
year 2006; 

‘‘(D) 25 percentage points, in the case of fiscal 
year 2007; or 

‘‘(E) 20 percentage points, in the case of fiscal 
year 2008 or any fiscal year thereafter.’’. 

(d) REPLACEMENT OF CASELOAD REDUCTION 
CREDIT WITH EMPLOYMENT CREDIT.— 

(1) EMPLOYMENT CREDIT TO REWARD STATES IN 
WHICH FAMILIES LEAVE WELFARE FOR WORK; AD-
DITIONAL CREDIT FOR FAMILIES WITH HIGHER 
EARNINGS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 407(b) (42 U.S.C. 
607(b)), as amended by subsection (a)(1)(B)(i), is 
amended by inserting after paragraph (1) the 
following: 

‘‘(2) EMPLOYMENT CREDIT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection 

(a)(2), the Secretary shall, by regulation, reduce 
the minimum participation rate otherwise appli-

cable to a State under this subsection for a fis-
cal year by the number of percentage points in 
the employment credit for the State for the fiscal 
year, as determined by the Secretary—

‘‘(i) using information in the National Direc-
tory of New Hires; 

‘‘(ii) with respect to a recipient of assistance 
or former recipient of assistance under the State 
program funded under this part who is placed 
with an employer whose hiring information is 
not reported to the National Directory of New 
Hires, using quarterly wage information sub-
mitted by the State to the Secretary not later 
than such date as the Secretary shall prescribe 
in regulations; or 

‘‘(iii) with respect to families described in sub-
clause (II) or (III) of subparagraph (B)(ii), 
using such other data as the Secretary may re-
quire in order to determine the employment 
credit for a State under this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) CALCULATION OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The employment credit for a 

State for a fiscal year is an amount equal to the 
sum of the amounts determined under clause 
(ii), divided by the amount determined under 
clause (iii). 

‘‘(ii) NUMERATOR.—For purposes of clause (i), 
the amounts determined under this clause are 
the following: 

‘‘(I) Twice the quarterly average unduplicated 
number of families that include an adult or 
minor child head of household recipient of as-
sistance under the State program funded under 
this part, that ceased to receive such assistance 
for at least 2 consecutive months following the 
date of the case closure for the family during 
the applicable period (as defined in clause (v)), 
that did not receive assistance under a separate 
State-funded program during such 2-month pe-
riod, and that were employed during the cal-
endar quarter immediately succeeding the quar-
ter in which the assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part ceased. 

‘‘(II) At the option of the State, twice the 
quarterly average number of families that re-
ceived a nonrecurring short-term benefit under 
the State program funded under this part dur-
ing the applicable period (as so defined), that 
were employed during the calendar quarter im-
mediately succeeding the quarter in which the 
nonrecurring short-term benefit was so received, 
and that earned at least $1,000 during the appli-
cable period (as so defined). 

‘‘(III) At the option of the State, twice the 
quarterly average number of families that in-
cludes an adult who is receiving substantial 
child care or transportation assistance (as de-
fined by the Secretary, in consultation with di-
rectors of State programs funded under this 
part, which definition shall specify for each 
type of assistance a threshold which is a dollar 
value or a length of time over which the assist-
ance is received, and which takes account of 
large one-time transition payments)) during the 
applicable period (as so defined). 

‘‘(iii) DENOMINATOR.—For purposes of clause 
(i), the amount determined under this clause is 
the amount equal to the sum of the following: 

‘‘(I) The average monthly number of families 
that include an adult or minor child head of 
household who received assistance under the 
State program funded under this part during 
the applicable period (as defined under clause 
(v)). 

‘‘(II) If the State elected the option under 
clause (ii)(II), twice the quarterly average num-
ber of families that received a nonrecurring 
short-term benefit under the State program 
funded under this part during the applicable pe-
riod (as so defined). 

‘‘(III) If the State elected the option under 
clause (ii)(III), twice the quarterly average 
number of families that includes an adult who is 
receiving substantial child care or transpor-
tation assistance during the applicable period 
(as so defined). 

‘‘(iv) SPECIAL RULE FOR FORMER RECIPIENTS 
WITH HIGHER EARNINGS.—In calculating the em-
ployment credit for a State for a fiscal year, in 
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the case of a family that includes an adult or a 
minor child head of household that is to be in-
cluded in the amount determined under clause 
(ii)(I) and that, with respect to the quarter in 
which the family’s earnings was examined dur-
ing the applicable period, earned at least 33 per-
cent of the average quarterly earnings in the 
State (determined on the basis of State unem-
ployment data), the family shall be considered 
to be 1.5 families. 

‘‘(v) DEFINITION OF APPLICABLE PERIOD.—For 
purposes of this paragraph, the term ‘applicable 
period’ means, with respect to a fiscal year, the 
most recent 4 quarters for which data are avail-
able to the Secretary providing information on 
the work status of—

‘‘(I) individuals in the quarter after the indi-
viduals ceased receiving assistance under the 
State program funded under this part; 

‘‘(II) at State option, individuals in the quar-
ter after the individuals received a short-term, 
nonrecurring benefit; and 

‘‘(III) at State option, individuals in the quar-
ter after the individuals ceased receiving sub-
stantial child care or transportation assistance. 

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION TO STATE.—Not later than 
August 30 of each fiscal year, the Secretary 
shall—

‘‘(i) determine, on the basis of the applicable 
period, the amount of the employment credit 
that will be used in determining the minimum 
participation rate for a State under subsection 
(a) for the immediately succeeding fiscal year; 
and 

‘‘(ii) notify each State conducting a State pro-
gram funded under this part of the amount of 
the employment credit for such program for the 
succeeding fiscal year.’’. 

(B) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY TO USE INFOR-
MATION IN NATIONAL DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.—
Section 453(i) (42 U.S.C. 653(i)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(5) CALCULATION OF EMPLOYMENT CREDIT 
FOR PURPOSES OF DETERMINING STATE WORK 
PARTICIPATION RATES UNDER TANF.—The Sec-
retary may use the information in the National 
Directory of New Hires for purposes of calcu-
lating State employment credits pursuant to sec-
tion 407(b)(2).’’. 

(2) ELIMINATION OF CASELOAD REDUCTION 
CREDIT.—Section 407(b) (42 U.S.C. 607(b)) is 
amended by striking paragraph (3) and redesig-
nating paragraphs (4) and (5) as paragraphs (3) 
and (4), respectively. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

paragraphs (B) and (C), the amendments made 
by this subsection shall take effect on October 1, 
2005. 

(B) STATE OPTION TO PHASE-IN REPLACEMENT 
OF CASELOAD REDUCTION CREDIT WITH EMPLOY-
MENT CREDIT AND DELAY APPLICABILITY OF 
OTHER PROVISIONS.—A State may elect to have 
the amendments made by this subsection not 
apply to the State program funded under part A 
of title IV of the Social Security Act until Octo-
ber 1, 2006, and if the State makes the election, 
then, in determining the participation rate of 
the State for purposes of section 407 of the So-
cial Security Act for fiscal year 2006, the State 
shall be credited with 1⁄2 of the reduction in the 
rate that would otherwise result from applying 
section 407(b)(2) of the Social Security Act (as 
added by paragraph (1)(A)) to the State for fis-
cal year 2006 and 1⁄2 of the reduction in the rate 
that would otherwise result from applying sec-
tion 407(b)(3) of the Social Security Act (as in 
effect with respect to fiscal year 2003) to the 
State for fiscal year 2006. 

(C) AUTHORITY TO USE INFORMATION IN THE 
NATIONAL DIRECTORY OF NEW HIRES.—The 
amendment made by paragraph (1)(B) shall take 
effect on October 1, 2003. 

(e) STATE OPTIONS FOR PARTICIPATION RE-
QUIREMENT EXEMPTIONS.—Section 407(b)(4) (42 
U.S.C. 607(b)(4)), as amended by subsection 
(a)(1)(B)(iii) and redesignated by subsection 
(d)(2), is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(4) STATE OPTIONS FOR PARTICIPATION RE-
QUIREMENT EXEMPTIONS.—At the option of a 
State, a State may, on a case-by-case basis—

‘‘(A) not include a family in the determination 
of the monthly participation rate for the State 
in the first month for which the family receives 
assistance from the State program funded under 
this part on the basis of the most recent applica-
tion for such assistance; or 

‘‘(B) not require a family in which the young-
est child has not attained 12 months of age to 
engage in work, and may disregard that family 
in determining the minimum participation rate 
under subsection (a) for the State for not more 
than 12 months.’’. 

(f) DETERMINATION OF COUNTABLE HOURS EN-
GAGED IN WORK.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 407(c) (42 U.S.C. 
607(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) DETERMINATION OF COUNTABLE HOURS 
ENGAGED IN WORK.—

‘‘(1) SINGLE PARENT OR RELATIVE WITH A 
CHILD OVER AGE 6.—

‘‘(A) MINIMUM AVERAGE NUMBER OF HOURS 
PER WEEK.—Subject to the succeeding para-
graphs of this subsection, a family in which an 
adult recipient or minor child head of household 
in the family is participating in work activities 
described in subsection (d) shall be treated as 
engaged in work for purposes of determining 
monthly participation rates under subsection 
(b)(1)(B)(i) as follows: 

‘‘(i) In the case of a family in which the total 
number of hours in which any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family is 
participating in such work activities for an av-
erage of at least 20, but less than 24, hours per 
week in a month, as 0.675 of a family. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of a family in which the total 
number of hours in which any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family is 
participating in such work activities for an av-
erage of at least 24, but less than 30, hours per 
week in a month, as 0.75 of a family. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 30, but less than 34, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.875 of a family. 

‘‘(iv) In the case of a family in which the total 
number of hours in which any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family is 
participating in such work activities for an av-
erage of at least 34, but less than 35, hours per 
week in a month, as 1 family. 

‘‘(v) In the case of a family in which the total 
number of hours in which any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family is 
participating in such work activities for an av-
erage of at least 35, but less than 38, hours per 
week in a month, as 1.05 families. 

‘‘(vi) In the case of a family in which the total 
number of hours in which any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family is 
participating in such work activities for an av-
erage of at least 38 hours per week in a month, 
as 1.08 families. 

‘‘(B) DIRECT WORK ACTIVITIES REQUIRED FOR 
AN AVERAGE OF 24 HOURS PER WEEK.—Except as 
provided in subparagraph (C)(i), a State may 
not count any hours of participation in work 
activities specified in paragraph (9), (10), or (11) 
of subsection (d) of any adult recipient or minor 
child head of household in a family before the 
total number of hours of participation by any 
adult recipient or minor child head of household 
in the family in work activities described in 
paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), or 
(12) of subsection (d) for the family for the 
month averages at least 24 hours per week. 

‘‘(C) STATE FLEXIBILITY TO COUNT PARTICIPA-
TION IN CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—

‘‘(i) QUALIFIED ACTIVITIES FOR 3-MONTHS IN 
ANY 24-MONTH PERIOD.—

‘‘(I) 24-HOURS PER WEEK REQUIRED.—Subject 
to subclauses (III) and (IV), for purposes of de-
termining hours under subparagraph (A), a 

State may count the total number of hours any 
adult recipient or minor child head of household 
in a family engages in qualified activities de-
scribed in subclause (II) as a work activity de-
scribed in subsection (d), without regard to 
whether the recipient has satisfied the require-
ment of subparagraph (B), but only if—

‘‘(aa) the total number of hours of participa-
tion in such qualified activities for the family 
for the month average at least 24 hours per 
week; and 

‘‘(bb) engaging in such qualified activities is a 
requirement of the family self-sufficiency plan. 

‘‘(II) QUALIFIED ACTIVITIES DESCRIBED.—For 
purposes of subclause (I), qualified activities de-
scribed in this subclause are any of the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(aa) Postsecondary education. 
‘‘(bb) Adult literacy programs or activities. 
‘‘(cc) Substance abuse counseling or treat-

ment. 
‘‘(dd) Programs or activities designed to re-

move barriers to work, as defined by the State. 
‘‘(ee) Work activities authorized under any 

waiver for any State that was continued under 
section 415 before the date of enactment of the 
Personal Responsibility and Individual Develop-
ment for Everyone Act. 

‘‘(III) LIMITATION.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), subclause (I) shall not apply to a 
family for more than 3 months in any period of 
24 consecutive months. 

‘‘(IV) CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
may allow a State to count the total hours of 
participation in qualified activities described in 
subclause (II) for an adult recipient or minor 
child head of household without regard to the 
minimum 24 hour average per week of participa-
tion requirement under subclause (I) if the State 
has demonstrated conclusively that such activ-
ity is part of a substantial and supervised pro-
gram whose effectiveness in moving families to 
self-sufficiency is superior to any alternative ac-
tivity and the effectiveness of the program in 
moving families to self-sufficiency would be sub-
stantially impaired if participating individuals 
participated in additional, concurrent qualified 
activities that enabled the individuals to achieve 
an average of at least 24 hours per week of par-
ticipation. 

‘‘(ii) ADDITIONAL 3-MONTH PERIOD PERMITTED 
FOR CERTAIN ACTIVITIES.—

‘‘(I) SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN REQUIREMENT 
COMBINED WITH MINIMUM NUMBER OF HOURS.—A 
State may extend the 3-month period under 
clause (i) for an additional 3 months in the same 
period of 24 consecutive months in the case of 
an adult recipient or minor child head of house-
hold who is receiving qualified rehabilitative 
services described in subclause (II) if—

‘‘(aa) the total number of hours that the adult 
recipient or minor child head of household en-
gages in such qualified rehabilitative services 
and, subject to subclause (III), a work activity 
described in paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), 
(7), (8), or (12) of subsection (d) for the month 
average at least 24 hours per week; and 

‘‘(bb) engaging in such qualified rehabilitative 
services is a requirement of the family self-suffi-
ciency plan. 

‘‘(II) QUALIFIED REHABILITATIVE SERVICES DE-
SCRIBED.—For purposes of subclause (I), quali-
fied rehabilitative services described in this sub-
clause are any of the following: 

‘‘(aa) Adult literacy programs or activities. 
‘‘(bb) Participation in a program designed to 

increase proficiency in the English language. 
‘‘(cc) In the case of an adult recipient or 

minor child head of household who has been 
certified by a qualified medical, mental health, 
or social services professional (as defined by the 
State) as having a physical or mental disability, 
substance abuse problem, or other problem that 
requires a rehabilitative service, substance abuse 
treatment, or mental health treatment, the serv-
ice or treatment determined necessary by the 
professional. 

‘‘(III) NONAPPLICATION OF LIMITATIONS ON JOB 
SEARCH AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATIONAL TRAIN-
ING.—An adult recipient or minor child head of 
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household who is receiving qualified rehabilita-
tive services described in subclause (II) may en-
gage in a work activity described in paragraph 
(6) or (8) of subsection (d) for purposes of satis-
fying the minimum 24 hour average per week of 
participation requirement under subclause 
(I)(aa) without regard to any limit that other-
wise applies to the activity (including the 30 
percent limitation on participation in vocational 
educational training under paragraph (6)(C)). 

‘‘(iii) HOURS IN EXCESS OF AN AVERAGE OF 24 
WORK ACTIVITY HOURS PER WEEK.—If the total 
number of hours that any adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in a family has 
participated in a work activity described in 
paragraph (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), or 
(12) of subsection (d) averages at least 24 hours 
per week in a month, a State, for purposes of 
determining hours under subparagraph (A), 
may count any hours an adult recipient or 
minor child head of household in the family en-
gages in—

‘‘(I) any work activity described in subsection 
(d), without regard to any limit that otherwise 
applies to the activity (including the 30 percent 
limitation on participation in vocational edu-
cational training under paragraph (6)(C)); and 

‘‘(II) any qualified activity described in clause 
(i)(II), as a work activity described in subsection 
(d). 

‘‘(2) SINGLE PARENT OR RELATIVE WITH A 
CHILD UNDER AGE 6.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A family in which an adult 
recipient or minor child head of household in 
the family is the only parent or caretaker rel-
ative in the family of a child who has not at-
tained 6 years of age and who is participating 
in work activities described in subsection (d) 
shall be treated as engaged in work for purposes 
of determining monthly participation rates 
under subsection (b)(1)(B)(i) as follows: 

‘‘(i) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which the adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 20, but less than 24, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.675 of a family. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which the adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 24, but less than 35, hours 
per week in a month, as 1 family. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of such a family in which 
the total number of hours in which the adult re-
cipient or minor child head of household in the 
family is participating in such work activities 
for an average of at least 35, but less than 38, 
hours per week in a month, as 1.05 families. 

‘‘(iv) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which the adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 38 hours per week in a 
month, as 1.08 families. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION OF RULES REGARDING DI-
RECT WORK ACTIVITIES AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 
TO COUNT PARTICIPATION IN CERTAIN ACTIVI-
TIES.—Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1) apply to a family described in subparagraph 
(A) in the same manner as such subparagraphs 
apply to a family described in paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(3) 2-PARENT FAMILIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph 

(6)(A), a 2-parent family in which an adult re-
cipient or minor child head of household in the 
family is participating in work activities de-
scribed in subsection (d) shall be treated as en-
gaged in work for purposes of determining 
monthly participation rates under subsection 
(b)(1)(B)(i) as follows: 

‘‘(i) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 26, but less than 30, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.675 of a family. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-

ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 30, but less than 35, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.75 of a family. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of such a family in which 
the total number of hours in which any adult 
recipient or minor child head of household in 
the family is participating in such work activi-
ties for an average of at least 35, but less than 
39, hours per week in a month, as 0.875 of a 
family. 

‘‘(iv) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 39, but less than 40, hours 
per week in a month, as 1 family. 

‘‘(v) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 40, but less than 43, hours 
per week in a month, as 1.05 families. 

‘‘(vi) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 43 hours per week in a 
month, as 1.08 families. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION OF RULES REGARDING DI-
RECT WORK ACTIVITIES AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 
TO COUNT PARTICIPATION IN CERTAIN ACTIVI-
TIES.—Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1) apply to a 2-parent family described in sub-
paragraph (A) in the same manner as such sub-
paragraphs apply to a family described in para-
graph (1)(A), except that subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph (1) shall be applied to a such a 2-par-
ent family by substituting ‘34’ for ‘24’ each place 
it appears. 

‘‘(4) 2-PARENT FAMILIES THAT RECEIVE FEDER-
ALLY FUNDED CHILD CARE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph 
(6)(A), if a 2-parent family receives federally 
funded child care assistance, an adult recipient 
or minor child head of household in the family 
participating in work activities described in sub-
section (d) shall be treated as engaged in work 
for purposes of determining monthly participa-
tion rates under subsection (b)(1)(B)(i) as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(i) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 40, but less than 45, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.675 of a family. 

‘‘(ii) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 45, but less than 51, hours 
per week in a month, as 0.75 of a family. 

‘‘(iii) In the case of such a family in which 
the total number of hours in which any adult 
recipient or minor child head of household in 
the family is participating in such work activi-
ties for an average of at least 51, but less than 
55, hours per week in a month, as 0.875 of a 
family. 

‘‘(iv) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 55, but less than 56, hours 
per week in a month, as 1 family. 

‘‘(v) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 56, but less than 59, hours 
per week in a month, as 1.05 families. 

‘‘(vi) In the case of such a family in which the 
total number of hours in which any adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household in the fam-
ily is participating in such work activities for an 
average of at least 59 hours per week in a 
month, as 1.08 families. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION OF RULES REGARDING DI-
RECT WORK ACTIVITIES AND STATE FLEXIBILITY 
TO COUNT PARTICIPATION IN CERTAIN ACTIVI-
TIES.—Subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(1) apply to a 2-parent family described in sub-
paragraph (A) in the same manner as such sub-
paragraphs apply to a family described in para-
graph (1)(A), except that subparagraph (B) of 
paragraph (1) shall be applied to a such a 2-par-
ent family by substituting ‘50’ for ‘24’ each place 
it appears. 

‘‘(5) CALCULATION OF HOURS PER WEEK.—The 
number of hours per week that a family is en-
gaged in work is the quotient of—

‘‘(A) the total number of hours per month that 
the family is engaged in work; divided by 

‘‘(B) 4. 
‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(A) FAMILY WITH A DISABLED PARENT NOT 

TREATED AS A 2-PARENT FAMILY.—A family that 
includes a disabled parent shall not be consid-
ered a 2-parent family for purposes of para-
graph (3) or (4). 

‘‘(B) NUMBER OF WEEKS FOR WHICH JOB 
SEARCH COUNTS AS WORK.—An individual shall 
not be considered to be engaged in work for a 
month by virtue of participation in an activity 
described in subsection (d)(6) of a State program 
funded under this part, after the individual has 
participated in such an activity for 6 weeks (or, 
if the unemployment rate of the State is at least 
50 percent greater than the unemployment rate 
of the United States, or the State meets the cri-
teria of subclause (I), (II), or (III) of section 
403(b)(3)(A)(iii) or satisfies the applicable dura-
tion requirement of section 403(b)(3)(B)), 12 
weeks). 

‘‘(C) SINGLE TEEN HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD OR 
MARRIED TEEN WHO MAINTAINS SATISFACTORY 
SCHOOL ATTENDANCE DEEMED TO COUNT AS 1 
FAMILY.—For purposes of determining hours 
under the preceding paragraphs of this sub-
section, with respect to a month, a State shall 
count a recipient who is married or a head of 
household and who has not attained 20 years of 
age as 1 family if the recipient—

‘‘(i) maintains satisfactory attendance at sec-
ondary school or the equivalent during the 
month; or 

‘‘(ii) participates in education directly related 
to employment for an average of at least 20 
hours per week during the month. 

‘‘(D) LIMITATION ON NUMBER OF PERSONS WHO 
MAY BE TREATED AS ENGAGED IN WORK BY REA-
SON OF PARTICIPATION IN EDUCATIONAL ACTIVI-
TIES.—Except as provided in paragraph 
(1)(C)(ii)(I), for purposes of subsection 
(b)(1)(B)(i), not more than 30 percent of the 
number of individuals in all families in a State 
who are treated as engaged in work for a month 
may consist of individuals who are—

‘‘(i) determined (without regard to individuals 
participating in a program established under 
section 404(l)) to be engaged in work for the 
month by reason of participation in vocational 
educational training (but only with respect to 
such training that does not exceed 12 months 
with respect to any individual); or 

‘‘(ii) deemed to be engaged in work for the 
month by reason of subparagraph (C) of this 
paragraph. 

‘‘(E) STATE OPTION TO DEEM SINGLE PARENT 
CARING FOR A CHILD OR ADULT DEPENDENT FOR 
CARE WITH A PHYSICAL OR MENTAL IMPAIRMENT 
TO BE MEETING ALL OR PART OF A FAMILY’S 
WORK PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS FOR A 
MONTH.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State may count the 
number of hours per week that an adult recipi-
ent or minor child head of household who is the 
only parent or caretaker relative for a child or 
adult dependent for care with a physical or 
mental impairment engages in providing sub-
stantial ongoing care for such child or adult de-
pendent for care if the State determines that—

‘‘(I) the child or adult dependent for care has 
been verified through a medically acceptable 
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clinical or diagnostic technique as having a sig-
nificant physical or mental impairment or com-
bination of impairments that require substantial 
ongoing care; 

‘‘(II) the adult recipient or minor child head 
of household providing such care is the most ap-
propriate means, as determined by the State, by 
which such care can be provided to the child or 
adult dependent for care; 

‘‘(III) for each month in which this subpara-
graph applies to the adult recipient or minor 
child head of household, the adult recipient or 
minor child head of household is in compliance 
with the requirements of the family’s self-suffi-
ciency plan; and 

‘‘(IV) the recipient is unable to participate 
fully in work activities, after consideration of 
whether there are supports accessible and avail-
able to the family for the care of the child or 
adult dependent for care. 

‘‘(ii) TOTAL NUMBER OF HOURS LIMITED TO 
BEING COUNTED AS 1 FAMILY.—In no event may 
a family that includes a recipient to which 
clause (i) applies be counted as more than 1 
family for purposes of determining monthly par-
ticipation rates under subsection (b)(1)(B)(i). 

‘‘(iii) STATE REQUIREMENTS.—In the case of a 
recipient to which clause (i) applies, the State 
shall—

‘‘(I) conduct regular, periodic evaluations of 
the family of the adult recipient or minor child 
head of household; and 

‘‘(II) include as part of the family’s self-suffi-
ciency plan, regular updates on what special 
needs of the child or the adult dependent for 
care, including substantial ongoing care, could 
be accommodated either by individuals other 
than the adult recipient or minor child head of 
household outside of the home. 

‘‘(iv) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this subparagraph shall be construed as prohib-
iting a State from including in a recipient’s self-
sufficiency plan a requirement to engage in 
work activities described in subsection (d). 

‘‘(F) OPTIONAL MODIFICATION OF WORK RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR RECIPIENTS RESIDING IN AREAS 
OF INDIAN COUNTRY OR AN ALASKAN NATIVE VIL-
LAGE WITH HIGH JOBLESSNESS.—If a State has in-
cluded in the State plan a description of the 
State’s policies in areas of Indian country or an 
Alaskan Native village described in section 
408(a)(7)(D), the State may define the activities 
that the State will treat as being work activities 
described in subsection (d) that a recipient who 
resides in such an area and who is participating 
in such activities in accordance with a self-suf-
ficiency plan under section 408(b) may engage in 
for purposes of satisfying work requirements 
under the State program and for purposes of de-
termining monthly participation rates under 
subsection (b)(1)(B)(i).’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO AU-
THORITY TO DEEM SINGLE PARENT OF A CHILD OR 
ADULT DEPENDENT FOR CARE WITH A PHYSICAL 
OR MENTAL IMPAIRMENT DEEMED TO BE MEETING 
ALL OR PART OF A FAMILY’S WORK PARTICIPATION 
REQUIREMENTS FOR A MONTH.—Section 
402(a)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 602(a)(1)(B)), as amended 
by section 101(a)(1)(B), is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 

‘‘(vi) The document shall set forth the criteria 
for applying section 407(c)(6)(E) to an adult re-
cipient or minor child head of household who is 
the only parent or caretaker relative for a child 
or adult dependent for care.’’. 
SEC. 110. UNIVERSAL ENGAGEMENT AND FAMILY 

SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS; OTHER PROHIBITIONS AND 
REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) UNIVERSAL ENGAGEMENT AND FAMILY 
SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) MODIFICATION OF STATE PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Section 402(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
602(a)(1)(A)) is amended by striking clauses (ii) 
and (iii) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiving 
assistance under the program to engage in work 
or alternative self-sufficiency activities (as de-

fined by the State), consistent with section 
407(e)(2). 

‘‘(iii) Require families receiving assistance 
under the program to engage in activities in ac-
cordance with family self-sufficiency plans de-
veloped pursuant to section 408(b).’’. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF FAMILY SELF-SUFFI-
CIENCY PLANS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(b) (42 U.S.C. 
608(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLANS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A State to which a grant is 

made under section 403 shall—
‘‘(A) make an initial screening and assess-

ment, in the manner deemed appropriate by the 
State, of the skills, prior work experience, edu-
cation obtained, work readiness, barriers to 
work, and employability of each adult or minor 
child head of household recipient of assistance 
in the family who—

‘‘(i) has attained age 18; or 
‘‘(ii) has not completed high school or ob-

tained a certificate of high school equivalency 
and is not attending secondary school; 

‘‘(B) assess, in the manner deemed appro-
priate by the State, the work support and other 
assistance and family support services for which 
each family receiving assistance is eligible; and 

‘‘(C) assess, in the manner deemed appro-
priate by the State, the well-being of the chil-
dren in the family, and, where appropriate, ac-
tivities or resources to improve the well-being of 
the children. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF PLANS.—The State shall, in 
the manner deemed appropriate by the State—

‘‘(A) establish for each family that includes 
an individual described in paragraph (1)(A), in 
consultation as the State deems appropriate 
with the individual, a self-sufficiency plan 
that—

‘‘(i) specifies activities described in the State 
plan submitted pursuant to section 402, includ-
ing work activities described in paragraph (1), 
(2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), or (12) of section 
407(d), as appropriate; 

‘‘(ii) is designed to assist the family in achiev-
ing their maximum degree of self-sufficiency, 
and 

‘‘(iii) provides for the ongoing participation of 
the individual in the activities specified in the 
plan; 

‘‘(B) requires, at a minimum, each such indi-
vidual to participate in activities in accordance 
with the self-sufficiency plan; 

‘‘(C) sets forth the appropriate supportive 
services the State intends to provide for the fam-
ily; 

‘‘(D) establishes for the family a plan that ad-
dresses the issue of child well-being and, when 
appropriate, adolescent well-being, and that 
may include services such as domestic violence 
counseling, mental health referrals, and par-
enting courses; and 

‘‘(E) includes a section designed to assist the 
family by informing the family, in such manner 
as deemed appropriate by the State, of the work 
support and other assistance for which the fam-
ily may be eligible including (but not limited 
to)—

‘‘(i) the food stamp program established under 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2011 et 
seq.); 

‘‘(ii) the medicaid program funded under title 
XIX; 

‘‘(iii) the State children’s health insurance 
program funded under title XXI; 

‘‘(iv) Federal or State funded child care, in-
cluding child care funded under the Child Care 
Development Block Grant Act of 1990 (42 U.S.C. 
9858 et seq.) and funds made available under 
this title or title XX; 

‘‘(v) the earned income tax credit under sec-
tion 32 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986; 

‘‘(vi) the low-income home energy assistance 
program established under the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Act of 1981 (42 U.S.C. 
8621 et seq.); 

‘‘(vii) the special supplemental nutrition pro-
gram for women, infants, and children estab-

lished under section 17 of the Child Nutrition 
Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786); 

‘‘(viii) programs conducted under the Work-
force Investment Act of 1998 (29 U.S.C. 2801 et 
seq.); and 

‘‘(ix) low-income housing assistance programs. 
‘‘(3) REVIEW.—
‘‘(A) REGULAR REVIEW.—A State to which a 

grant is made under section 403 shall—
‘‘(i) monitor the participation of each adult 

recipient or minor child head of household in 
the activities specified in the self-sufficiency 
plan, and regularly review the progress of the 
family toward self-sufficiency; and 

‘‘(ii) upon such a review, revise the plan and 
activities required under the plan as the State 
deems appropriate in consultation with the fam-
ily. 

‘‘(B) PRIOR TO THE IMPOSITION OF A SANC-
TION.—Prior to imposing a sanction against an 
adult recipient, minor child head of household, 
or a family for failure to comply with a require-
ment of the self-sufficiency plan or the State 
program funded under this part, the State shall, 
to the extent determined appropriate by the 
State—

‘‘(i) review the self-sufficiency plan; and 
‘‘(ii) make a good faith effort (as defined by 

the State) to consult with the family. 
‘‘(4) STATE DISCRETION.—A State shall have 

sole discretion, consistent with section 407, to 
define and design activities for families for pur-
poses of this subsection, to develop methods for 
monitoring and reviewing progress pursuant to 
this subsection, and to make modifications to 
the plan as the State deems appropriate to assist 
the individual in increasing their degree of self-
sufficiency. 

‘‘(5) APPLICATION TO PARTIALLY-SANCTIONED 
FAMILIES.—The requirements of this subsection 
shall apply in the case of a family that includes 
an adult or minor child head of household re-
cipient of assistance who is subject to a partial 
sanction. 

‘‘(6) TIMING.—The State shall initiate screen-
ing and assessment and the establishment of a 
family self-sufficiency plan in accordance with 
the requirements of this subsection— 

‘‘(A) in the case of a family that, as of the 
date of enactment of the Personal Responsibility 
and Individual Development for Everyone Act, 
is not receiving assistance from the State pro-
gram funded under this part, not later than the 
later of—

‘‘(i) 1 year after such date of enactment; or 
‘‘(ii) 60 days after the family first receives as-

sistance on the basis of the most recent applica-
tion for assistance; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a family that, as of such 
date, is receiving assistance under the State pro-
gram funded under this part, not later than 1 
year after such date of enactment. 

‘‘(7) RULE OF INTERPRETATION.—Nothing in 
this subsection shall preclude a State from—

‘‘(A) requiring participation in work and any 
other activities the State deems appropriate for 
helping families achieve self-sufficiency and im-
proving child well-being; or 

‘‘(B) using job search or other appropriate job 
readiness or work activities to assess the em-
ployability of individuals and to determine ap-
propriate future engagement activities.’’.

(B) PENALTY FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH 
FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY PLAN REQUIRE-
MENTS.—

(i) IN GENERAL.—Section 409(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)(3)) is amended—

(I) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 
‘‘OR COMPLY WITH FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY 
PLAN REQUIREMENTS’’ after ‘‘RATES’’; 

(II) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or 
408(b)’’ after ‘‘407(a)’’; and 

(III) by striking subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(C) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF FAIL-
URE.—

‘‘(i) FAILURE TO SATISFY MINIMUM PARTICIPA-
TION RATE.—If, with respect to fiscal year 2005 
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or any fiscal year thereafter, the Secretary finds 
that a State has failed or is failing to substan-
tially comply with the requirements of section 
407(a) for that fiscal year, the Secretary shall 
impose reductions under subparagraph (A) with 
respect to the immediately succeeding fiscal year 
based on the degree of substantial noncompli-
ance. In assessing the degree of substantial non-
compliance under section 407(a) for a fiscal 
year, the Secretary shall take into account fac-
tors such as—

‘‘(I) the degree to which the State missed the 
minimum participation rate for that fiscal year; 

‘‘(II) the change in the number of individuals 
who are engaged in work in the State since the 
prior fiscal year; and 

‘‘(III) the number of consecutive fiscal years 
in which the State failed to reach the minimum 
participation rate. 

‘‘(ii) FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH SELF-SUFFI-
CIENCY PLAN REQUIREMENTS.—If, with respect to 
fiscal year 2005 or any fiscal year thereafter, the 
Secretary finds that a State has failed or is fail-
ing to substantially comply with the require-
ments of section 408(b) for that fiscal year, the 
Secretary shall impose reductions under sub-
paragraph (A) with respect to the immediately 
succeeding fiscal year based on the degree of 
substantial noncompliance. In assessing the de-
gree of substantial noncompliance under section 
408(b), the Secretary shall take into account fac-
tors such as—

‘‘(I) the number or percentage of families for 
which a self-sufficiency plan is not established 
in a timely fashion for that fiscal year; 

‘‘(II) the duration of the delays in estab-
lishing a self-sufficiency plan during that fiscal 
year; 

‘‘(III) whether the failures are isolated and 
nonrecurring; and 

‘‘(IV) the existence of systems designed to en-
sure that self-sufficiency plans are established 
for all families in a timely fashion and that fam-
ilies’ progress under such plans is monitored. 

‘‘(iii) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE THE PENALTY.—
The Secretary may reduce the penalty that 
would otherwise apply under this paragraph if 
the substantial noncompliance is due to cir-
cumstances that caused the State to meet the 
criteria of subclause (I), (II), or (III) of section 
403(b)(3)(A)(iii) or to satisfy the applicable du-
ration requirement of section 403(b)(3)(B) during 
the fiscal year, or if the noncompliance is due to 
extraordinary circumstances such as a natural 
disaster or regional recession. The Secretary 
shall provide a written report to Congress to jus-
tify any waiver or penalty reduction due to 
such extraordinary circumstances.’’. 

(ii) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this subparagraph take effect on October 1, 
2004. 

(3) GAO EVALUATION AND REPORT.—Not later 
than September 30, 2005, the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States shall submit a report to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate evaluating the implementa-
tion of the universal engagement provisions 
under the temporary assistance to needy fami-
lies program under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), as 
added by the amendments made by this sub-
section. 

(4) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
subsection or the amendments made by this sub-
section shall be construed—

(A) as establishing a private right or cause of 
action against a State for failure to comply with 
the requirements imposed under this subsection 
or the amendments made by this subsection; or 

(B) as limiting claims that may be available 
under other Federal or State laws. 

(b) TRANSITIONAL COMPLIANCE FOR TEEN PAR-
ENTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 408(a)(5) (42 U.S.C. 
608(a)(5)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A)(i), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (B)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs 
(B) and (C)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE TEMPORARY AS-

SISTANCE.—A State may use any part of a grant 
made under section 403 to provide assistance to 
an individual described in clause (ii) of sub-
paragraph (A) who would otherwise be prohib-
ited from receiving such assistance under clause 
(i) of that subparagraph, subparagraph (B), or 
section 408(a)(4) for not more than a single 60-
day period in order to assist the individual in 
meeting the requirement of clause (i) of subpara-
graph (A), subparagraph (B), or section 
408(a)(4) for receipt of such assistance.’’. 

(2) INCLUSION OF TRANSITIONAL LIVING YOUTH 
PROJECTS AS A FORM OF ADULT-SUPERVISED SET-
TING.—Clause (i) of section 408(a)(5)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 608(a)(5)(A)(i)), as amended by para-
graph (1), is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘do not reside in a place of’’ 
and inserting ‘‘do not reside in a—

‘‘(I) place of’’; 
(B) by striking the period and inserting ‘‘; 

or’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(II) transitional living youth project funded 

under a grant made under section 321 of the 
Runaway and Homeless Youth Act (42 U.S.C. 
5714–1).’’. 
SEC. 111. PENALTIES. 

Section 409(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 609(a)(7)), as 
amended by section 3(g) of the Welfare Reform 
Extension Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 
Stat. 837) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A) by striking ‘‘fiscal 
year 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, or 2004’’ 
and inserting ‘‘fiscal year 2004, 2005, 2006, 2007, 
2008, or 2009’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B)(ii)—
(A) by inserting ‘‘preceding’’ before ‘‘fiscal 

year’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘for fiscal years 1997 through 

2003,’’. 
SEC. 112. DATA COLLECTION AND REPORTING. 

(a) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—Section 
411(a)(1)(A) (42 U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(A)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the matter preceding clause (i), by in-
serting ‘‘and on families receiving assistance 
under State programs funded with other quali-
fied State expenditures (as defined in section 
409(a)(7)(B)(i))’’ before the colon; 

(2) in clause (vii), by inserting ‘‘and minor 
parent’’ after ‘‘of each adult’’; 

(3) in clause (viii), by striking ‘‘and edu-
cational level’’; 

(4) in clause (ix), by striking ‘‘, and if the lat-
ter 2, the amount received’’; 

(5) in clause (x)—
(A) by striking ‘‘each type of’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘and, if ap-

plicable, the reason for receipt of the assistance 
for a total of more than 60 months’’; 

(6) in clause (xi), by striking subclauses (I) 
through (VII) and inserting the following: 

‘‘(I) Subsidized private sector employment. 
‘‘(II) Unsubsidized employment. 
‘‘(III) Public sector employment, supervised 

work experience, or supervised community serv-
ice. 

‘‘(IV) On-the-job training. 
‘‘(V) Job search and placement. 
‘‘(VI) Training. 
‘‘(VII) Education. 
‘‘(VIII) Other activities directed at the pur-

poses of this part, as specified in the State plan 
submitted pursuant to section 402.’’; 

(7) in clause (xii), by inserting ‘‘and progress 
toward universal engagement’’ after ‘‘participa-
tion rates’’; 

(8) in clause (xiii), by striking ‘‘type and’’ be-
fore ‘‘amount of assistance’’; 

(9) in clause (xvi), by striking subclause (II) 
and redesignating subclauses (III) through (V) 
as subclauses (II) through (IV), respectively; 
and 

(10) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(xviii) The date the family first received as-

sistance from the State program on the basis of 
the most recent application for such assistance.

‘‘(xix) Whether a self-sufficiency plan is es-
tablished for the family in accordance with sec-
tion 408(b). 

‘‘(xx) With respect to any child in the family, 
the marital status of the parents at the birth of 
the child, and if the parents were not then mar-
ried, whether the paternity of the child has been 
established.’’. 

(b) USE OF SAMPLES.—Section 411(a)(1)(B) (42 
U.S.C. 611(a)(1)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i)—
(A) by striking ‘‘a sample’’ and inserting 

‘‘samples’’; and 
(B) by inserting before the period ‘‘, except 

that the Secretary may designate core data ele-
ments that must be reported on all families’’; 
and 

(2) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘funded under 
this part’’ and inserting ‘‘described in subpara-
graph (A)’’. 

(c) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME INELI-
GIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—Section 411(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 611(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (5); 
(2) by redesignating paragraph (6) as para-

graph (5); and 
(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) (as so re-

designated) the following: 
‘‘(6) REPORT ON FAMILIES THAT BECOME INELI-

GIBLE TO RECEIVE ASSISTANCE.—The report re-
quired by paragraph (1) for a fiscal quarter 
shall include for each month in the quarter the 
number of families and total number of individ-
uals that, during the month, became ineligible 
to receive assistance under the State program 
funded under this part (broken down by the 
number of families that become so ineligible due 
to earnings, changes in family composition that 
result in increased earnings, sanctions, time lim-
its, or other specified reasons).’’. 

(d) REGULATIONS.—Section 411(a)(7) (42 U.S.C. 
611(a)(7)) is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘‘and to collect the necessary 
data’’ before ‘‘with respect to which reports’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘subsection’’ and inserting 
‘‘section’’; and 

(3) by striking ‘‘in defining the data elements’’ 
and all that follows and inserting ‘‘, the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, the American 
Public Human Services Association, the Na-
tional Conference of State Legislatures, and 
others in defining the data elements.’’. 

(e) ADDITIONAL REPORTS BY STATES.—Section 
411 (42 U.S.C. 611) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL REPORTS ON PROGRAM CHARAC-
TERISTICS.—Not later than 90 days after the end 
of fiscal year 2004 and each succeeding fiscal 
year, each eligible State shall submit to the Sec-
retary a report on the characteristics of the 
State program funded under this part and other 
State programs funded with qualified State ex-
penditures (as defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). 
The report shall include, with respect to each 
such program, the program name, a description 
of program activities, the program purpose, the 
program eligibility criteria, the sources of pro-
gram funding, the number of program bene-
ficiaries, sanction policies, and any program 
work requirements. 

‘‘(c) MONTHLY REPORTS ON CASELOAD.—Not 
later than 3 months after the end of each cal-
endar month that begins 1 year or more after 
the date of enactment of this subsection, each 
eligible State shall submit to the Secretary a re-
port on the number of families and total number 
of individuals receiving assistance in the cal-
endar month under the State program funded 
under this part and under other State programs 
funded with qualified State expenditures (as de-
fined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). 

‘‘(d) ANNUAL REPORT ON PERFORMANCE IM-
PROVEMENT.—Beginning with fiscal year 2005, 
not later than January 1 of each fiscal year, 
each eligible State shall submit to the Secretary 
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a report on achievement and improvement dur-
ing the preceding fiscal year under the perform-
ance goals and measures under the State pro-
gram funded under this part with respect to 
each of the matters described in section 
402(a)(1)(A)(v).’’. 

(f) ANNUAL REPORTS TO CONGRESS BY THE 
SECRETARY.—Section 411(e) (42 U.S.C. 611(e)), as 
so redesignated by subsection (e) of this section, 
is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘and each fiscal year thereafter’’ and 
inserting ‘‘and not later than July 1 of each fis-
cal year thereafter’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘families ap-
plying for assistance,’’ and by striking the last 
comma; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and other 
programs funded with qualified State expendi-
tures (as defined in section 409(a)(7)(B)(i))’’ be-
fore the semicolon. 
SEC. 113. DIRECT FUNDING AND ADMINISTRA-

TION BY INDIAN TRIBES. 
(a) FUNDING FOR TRIBAL TANF PROGRAMS.—
(1) REAUTHORIZATION OF TRIBAL FAMILY AS-

SISTANCE GRANTS.—Section 412(a)(1)(A) (42 
U.S.C. 612(a)(1)(A)), as amended by section 3(h) 
of the Welfare Reform Extension Act of 2003, is 
amended by striking ‘‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 
2002, and 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 
2008’’. 

(2) GRANTS FOR INDIAN TRIBES THAT RECEIVED 
JOBS FUNDS.—Section 412(a)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 
612(a)(2)(A)), as so amended, is amended by 
striking ‘‘1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, and 
2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2004 through 2008’’. 

(b) TRIBAL TANF IMPROVEMENT FUND.—Sec-
tion 412(a) (42 U.S.C. 612(a)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(4) TRIBAL TANF IMPROVEMENT FUND.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a fund for purposes of carrying out any 
of the following activities: 

‘‘(i) Providing technical assistance to Indian 
tribes considering applying to carry out, or that 
are carrying out, a tribal family assistance plan 
under this section in order to help such tribes 
establish and operate strong and effective tribal 
family assistance plans under this section that 
will allow families receiving assistance under 
such plans achieve the highest measure of self-
sufficiency. 

‘‘(ii) Awarding competitive grants directly to 
Indian tribes carrying out a tribal family assist-
ance plan under this section for purposes of 
conducting programs and activities that would 
substantially improve the operation and effec-
tiveness of such plans and the ability of such 
tribes to achieve the purposes of the program 
under this part as described in section 401(a). 

‘‘(iii) Awarding competitive grants directly to 
Indian tribes carrying out a tribal family assist-
ance plan under this section to support tribal 
economic development activities that would sig-
nificantly assist families receiving assistance 
under the State program funded under this part 
or a tribal family assistance plan obtain employ-
ment and achieve self-sufficiency. 

‘‘(iv) Conducting, directly or through grants, 
contracts, or interagency agreements, research 
and development to improve knowledge about 
tribal family assistance programs conducted 
under this section and challenges faced by such 
programs in order to improve the effectiveness of 
such programs. 

‘‘(B) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to carry out this paragraph, 
$100,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008.’’. 
SEC. 114. RESEARCH, EVALUATIONS, AND NA-

TIONAL STUDIES. 
(a) SECRETARY’S FUND FOR RESEARCH, DEM-

ONSTRATIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—Sec-
tion 413 (42 U.S.C. 613), as amended by section 
101(d), is further amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(l) FUNDING FOR RESEARCH, DEMONSTRA-
TIONS, AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘‘(1) APPROPRIATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any money in the 

Treasury of the United States not otherwise ap-
propriated, there are appropriated $100,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008, which 
shall remain available to the Secretary until ex-
pended. 

‘‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Funds appropriated under 

subparagraph (A) shall be used for the purpose 
of—

‘‘(I) conducting or supporting research and 
demonstration projects by public or private enti-
ties; or 

‘‘(II) providing technical assistance in connec-
tion with a purpose of the program funded 
under this part, as described in section 401(a), to 
States, Indian tribal organizations, sub-State 
entities, and such other entities as the Secretary 
may specify. 

‘‘(ii) REQUIREMENT.—Not less than 80 percent 
of the funds appropriated under subparagraph 
(A) for a fiscal year shall be expended for the 
purpose of conducting or supporting research 
and demonstration projects, or for providing 
technical assistance, in connection with activi-
ties described in section 403(a)(2)(B). Funds ap-
propriated under subparagraph (A) and ex-
pended in accordance with this clause shall be 
in addition to any other funds made available 
under this part for activities described in section 
403(a)(2)(B). 

‘‘(2) SECRETARY’S AUTHORITY.—The Secretary 
may conduct activities authorized by this sub-
section directly or through grants, contracts, or 
interagency agreements with public or private 
entities. 

‘‘(3) REQUIREMENT FOR USE OF FUNDS.—The 
Secretary shall not pay any funds appropriated 
under paragraph (1)(A) to an entity for the pur-
pose of conducting or supporting research and 
demonstration projects involving activities de-
scribed in section 403(a)(2)(B) unless the entity 
complies with the requirements of section 
403(a)(2)(E).’’. 

(b) FUNDING OF STUDIES AND DEMONSTRA-
TIONS.—Section 413(h)(1) (42 U.S.C. 613(h)(1)) is 
amended in the matter preceding subparagraph 
(A) by striking ‘‘1997 through 2002’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘2004 through 2008’’. 

(c) PROGRAM COORDINATION DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECTS.—

(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subsection 
is to establish a program of demonstration 
projects in a State or portion of a State to co-
ordinate assistance provided under qualified 
programs for the purpose of supporting working 
individuals and families, helping families escape 
welfare dependency, promoting child well-being, 
or helping build stronger families, using innova-
tive approaches to strengthen service systems 
and provide more coordinated and effective serv-
ice delivery. 

(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection: 
(A) QUALIFIED PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘quali-

fied program’’ means—
(i) a program under part A of title IV of the 

Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.); 
(ii) the program under title XX of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397 et seq.); and 
(iii) child care assistance funded under section 

418 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 618). 
(B) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means 

the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 
(3) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—The head of 

a State entity or of a sub-State entity admin-
istering 2 or more qualified programs proposed 
to be included in a demonstration project under 
this subsection shall (or, if the project is pro-
posed to include qualified programs adminis-
tered by 2 or more such entities, the heads of the 
administering entities (each of whom shall be 
considered an applicant for purposes of this 
subsection) shall jointly) submit to the Secretary 
an application that contains the following: 

(A) PROGRAMS INCLUDED.—A statement identi-
fying each qualified program to be included in 

the project, and describing how the purposes of 
each such program will be achieved by the 
project. 

(B) POPULATION SERVED.—A statement identi-
fying the population to be served by the project 
and specifying the eligibility criteria to be used. 

(C) DESCRIPTION AND JUSTIFICATION.—A de-
tailed description of the project, including—

(i) a description of how the project is expected 
to improve or enhance achievement of the pur-
poses of the programs to be included in the 
project, from the standpoint of quality, of cost-
effectiveness, or of both; and 

(ii) a description of the performance objectives 
for the project, including any proposed modi-
fications to the performance measures and re-
porting requirements used in the programs. 

(D) WAIVERS REQUESTED.—A description of 
the statutory and regulatory requirements with 
respect to which a waiver is requested in order 
to carry out the project, and a justification of 
the need for each such waiver. 

(E) COST NEUTRALITY.—Such information and 
assurances as necessary to establish to the satis-
faction of the Secretary, in consultation with 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget, that the proposed project is reasonably 
expected to meet the applicable cost neutrality 
requirements of paragraph (4)(E). 

(F) EVALUATION AND REPORTS.—An assurance 
that the applicant will—

(i) obtain an evaluation by an independent 
contractor of the effectiveness of the project 
using an evaluation design that, to the max-
imum extent feasible, includes random assign-
ment of clients (or entities serving such clients) 
to service delivery and control groups; and 

(ii) make interim and final reports to the Sec-
retary, at such times and in such manner as the 
Secretary may require. 

(G) OTHER INFORMATION AND ASSURANCES.—
Such other information and assurances as the 
Secretary may require. 

(4) APPROVAL OF APPLICATIONS.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary with respect 

to a qualified program that is identified in an 
application submitted pursuant to subsection (c) 
may approve the application and, except as pro-
vided in subparagraph (B), waive any require-
ment applicable to the program, to the extent 
consistent with this subsection and necessary 
and appropriate for the conduct of the dem-
onstration project proposed in the application, if 
the Secretary determines that the project—

(i) has a reasonable likelihood of achieving 
the objectives of the programs to be included in 
the project; 

(ii) may reasonably be expected to meet the 
applicable cost neutrality requirements of sub-
paragraph (E), as determined by the Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget; 

(iii) includes the coordination of 2 or more 
qualified programs; and 

(iv) provides for an independent evaluation 
that includes random assignment to the max-
imum extent feasible, as described in paragraph 
(3)(F), and which the Secretary determines to be 
appropriate for assessing the effectiveness of the 
project. 

(B) PROVISIONS EXCLUDED FROM WAIVER AU-
THORITY.—A waiver shall not be granted under 
subparagraph (A)—

(i) with respect to any provision of law relat-
ing to—

(I) civil rights or prohibition of discrimination; 
(II) purposes or goals of any program; 
(III) maintenance of effort requirements; 
(IV) health or safety; 
(V) labor standards under the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938; or 
(VI) environmental protection; 
(ii) in the case of child care assistance funded 

under section 418 of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 618), with respect to the requirement 
under the first sentence of subsection (b)(1) of 
that section that funds received by a State 
under that section shall only be used to provide 
child care assistance; 
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(iii) with respect to any requirement that a 

State pass through to a sub-State entity part or 
all of an amount paid to the State; 

(iv) if the waiver would waive any funding re-
striction or limitation provided in an appropria-
tions Act, or would have the effect of transfer-
ring appropriated funds from 1 appropriations 
account to another; or 

(v) except as otherwise provided by statute, if 
the waiver would waive any funding restriction 
applicable to a program authorized under an 
Act which is not an appropriations Act (but not 
including program requirements such as appli-
cation procedures, performance standards, re-
porting requirements, or eligibility standards), 
or would have the effect of transferring funds 
from a program for which there is direct spend-
ing (as defined in section 250(c)(8) of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control 
Act of 1985) to another program. 

(C) 10 STATE LIMITATION.—The Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall estab-
lish a procedure for ensuring that not more than 
10 States (including any portion of a State) con-
duct a demonstration project under this sub-
section. 

(D) AGREEMENT OF SECRETARY REQUIRED.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—An applicant may not con-

duct a demonstration project under this sub-
section unless the Secretary, with respect to 
each qualified program proposed to be included 
in the project, has approved the application to 
conduct the project. 

(ii) AGREEMENT WITH RESPECT TO FUNDING AND 
IMPLEMENTATION.—Before approving an appli-
cation to conduct a demonstration project under 
this subsection, the Secretary shall have in 
place an agreement with the applicant with re-
spect to the payment of funds and responsibil-
ities required of the Secretary with respect to 
the project. 

(E) COST-NEUTRALITY REQUIREMENT.—
(i) GENERAL RULE.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law (except as provided in 
clause (ii)), the total of the amounts that may be 
paid by the Federal Government for a fiscal 
year with respect to the programs in the State in 
which an entity conducting a demonstration 
project under this subsection is located that are 
affected by the project shall not exceed the esti-
mated total amount that the Federal Govern-
ment would have paid for the fiscal year with 
respect to the programs if the project had not 
been conducted, as determined by the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget. 

(ii) SPECIAL RULE.—If an applicant submits to 
the Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget a request to apply the rules of this 
clause to the programs in the State in which the 
applicant is located that are affected by a dem-
onstration project proposed in an application 
submitted by the applicant pursuant to this sec-
tion, during such period of not more than 5 con-
secutive fiscal years in which the project is in 
effect, and the Director determines, on the basis 
of supporting information provided by the appli-
cant, to grant the request, then, notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the total of 
the amounts that may be paid by the Federal 
Government for the period with respect to the 
programs shall not exceed the estimated total 
amount that the Federal Government would 
have paid for the period with respect to the pro-
grams if the project had not been conducted. 

(F) 90-DAY APPROVAL DEADLINE.—
(i) IN GENERAL.—If the Secretary receives an 

application to conduct a demonstration project 
under this subsection and does not disapprove 
the application within 90 days after the receipt, 
then, subject to the 10 State limitation under 
paragraph (3)—

(I) the Secretary is deemed to have approved 
the application for such period as is requested 
in the application, except to the extent incon-
sistent with paragraph (5); and 

(II) any waiver requested in the application 
which applies to a qualified program that is 
identified in the application and is administered 

by the Secretary is deemed to be granted, except 
to the extent inconsistent with subparagraph 
(B) or (E) of this paragraph. 

(ii) DEADLINE EXTENDED IF ADDITIONAL INFOR-
MATION IS SOUGHT.—The 90-day period referred 
to in clause (i) shall not include any period that 
begins with the date the Secretary requests the 
applicant to provide additional information 
with respect to the application and ends with 
the date the additional information is provided. 

(5) DURATION OF PROJECTS.—A demonstration 
project under this subsection may be approved 
for a term of not more than 5 years. 

(6) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.—
(A) REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF APPLICA-

TIONS.—Within 90 days after the date the Sec-
retary receives an application submitted pursu-
ant to this subsection, the Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Committee on Finance of the Senate 
and the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives notice of the receipt, a 
description of the decision of the Secretary with 
respect to the application, and the reasons for 
approving or disapproving the application. 

(B) REPORTS ON PROJECTS.—The Secretary 
shall provide annually to Congress a report con-
cerning demonstration projects approved under 
this subsection, including—

(i) the projects approved for each applicant; 
(ii) the number of waivers granted under this 

subsection, and the specific statutory provisions 
waived; 

(iii) how well each project for which a waiver 
is granted is improving or enhancing program 
achievement from the standpoint of quality, 
cost-effectiveness, or both; 

(iv) how well each project for which a waiver 
is granted is meeting the performance objectives 
specified in paragraph (3)(C)(ii); 

(v) how each project for which a waiver is 
granted is conforming with the cost-neutrality 
requirements of paragraph (4)(E); and 

(vi) to the extent the Secretary deems appro-
priate, recommendations for modification of pro-
grams based on outcomes of the projects. 
SEC. 115. STUDY BY THE CENSUS BUREAU. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 414(a) (42 U.S.C. 
614(a)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau of the Census 
shall implement or enhance a longitudinal sur-
vey of program participation, developed in con-
sultation with the Secretary and made available 
to interested parties, to allow for the assessment 
of the outcomes of continued welfare reform on 
the economic and child well-being of low-income 
families with children, including those who re-
ceived assistance or services from a State pro-
gram funded under this part, and, to the extent 
possible, shall provide State representative sam-
ples. The content of the survey should include 
such information as may be necessary to exam-
ine the issues of out-of-wedlock childbearing, 
marriage, welfare dependency and compliance 
with work requirements, the beginning and end-
ing of spells of assistance, work, earnings and 
employment stability, and the well-being of chil-
dren.’’. 

(b) REPORTS ON THE WELL-BEING OF CHILDREN 
AND FAMILIES.—Section 414 (42 U.S.C. 614), as 
amended by subsection (a), is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(b) REPORTS ON THE WELL-BEING OF CHIL-
DREN AND FAMILIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 24 months 
after the date of enactment of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Individual Development for Ev-
eryone Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall 
prepare and submit to the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives and 
the Committee on Finance of the Senate a report 
on the well-being of children and families using 
data collected under subsection (a). 

‘‘(2) SECOND REPORT.—Not later than 60 
months after such date of enactment, the Sec-

retary of Commerce shall submit a second report 
to the Committee on Ways and Means of the 
House of Representatives and the Committee on 
Finance of the Senate on the well-being of chil-
dren and families using data collected under 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(3) INCLUSION OF COMPARABLE MEASURES.—
Where comparable measures for data collected 
under subsection (a) exist in surveys previously 
administered by the Bureau of the Census, ap-
propriate comparisons shall be made and in-
cluded in each report required under this sub-
section on the well-being of children and fami-
lies to assess changes in such measures.’’. 

(c) APPROPRIATION.—Section 414(c) (42 U.S.C. 
614(c)), as redesignated by subsection (b)(1) and 
as amended by section 3(i) of the Welfare Re-
form Extension Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 
117 Stat. 837), is amended by striking ‘‘1996,’’ 
and all that follows through the period and in-
serting ‘‘2004 through 2008 for payment to the 
Bureau of the Census to carry out this section. 
Funds appropriated under this subsection for a 
fiscal year shall remain available through fiscal 
year 2008 to carry out this section.’’. 
SEC. 116. FUNDING FOR CHILD CARE. 

(a) INCREASE IN MANDATORY FUNDING.—Sec-
tion 418(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 618(a)(3)), as amended 
by section 4 of the Welfare Reform Extension 
Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 837), 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) $2,917,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 

through 2008.’’. 
(b) INCLUSION OF COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO 

RICO IN RESERVATION OF CHILD CARE FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 418(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 

618(a)(4)) is amended—
(A) in the paragraph heading, by striking 

‘‘INDIAN TRIBES’’ and inserting ‘‘AMOUNTS RE-
SERVED’’; 

(B) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(A) INDIAN TRIBES.—The Secretary’’; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) PUERTO RICO.—The Secretary shall re-

serve $10,000,000 of the amount appropriated 
under paragraph (3) for each fiscal year for 
payments to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
for each such fiscal year for the purpose of pro-
viding child care assistance.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)), as amended by 
section 108(b)(3), is amended by striking ‘‘or 
413(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘413(f), or 418(a)(4)(B)’’. 
SEC. 117. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 419 (42 U.S.C. 619) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(6) ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘assistance’ 

means payment, by cash, voucher, or other 
means, to or for an individual or family for the 
purpose of meeting a subsistence need of the in-
dividual or family (including food, clothing, 
shelter, and related items, but not including 
costs of transportation or child care). 

‘‘(B) EXCEPTION.—The term ‘assistance’ does 
not include a payment described in subpara-
graph (A) to or for an individual or family on 
a short-term, nonrecurring basis (as defined by 
the State in accordance with regulations pre-
scribed by the Secretary).’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 404(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 604(a)(1)) is 

amended by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and inserting 
‘‘aid’’. 

(2) Section 404(f) (42 U.S.C. 604(f)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and inserting ‘‘benefits 
or services’’.

(3) Section 408(a)(5)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 
608(a)(5)(B)(i)) is amended in the heading by 
striking ‘‘ASSISTANCE’’ and inserting ‘‘AID’’. 

(4) Section 413(d)(2) (42 U.S.C. 613(d)(2)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘assistance’’ and inserting 
‘‘aid’’. 
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(5) Section 5(g)(2)(D) of the Food Stamp Act of 

1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(g)(2)(D)) is amended—
(A) by striking ‘‘If the vehicle allowance’’ and 

inserting the following: 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—If the vehicle allowance’’; 

and 
(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) DEFINITION OF ASSISTANCE.—In clause 

(i), the term ‘assistance’ shall have the meaning 
given such term in section 260.31 of title 45 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, as in effect on 
June 1, 2002.’’. 
SEC. 118. RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD PROGRAM. 

(a) RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.—
(1) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the following 

findings: 
(A) Nearly 24,000,000 children in the United 

States, or 34 percent of all such children, live 
apart from their biological father. 

(B) Sixty percent of couples who divorce have 
at least 1 child. 

(C) The number of children living with only a 
mother increased from just over 5,000,000 in 1960 
to 17,000,000 in 1999, and between 1981 and 1991 
the percentage of children living with only 1 
parent increased from 19 percent to 25 percent. 

(D) Forty percent of children who live in 
households without a father have not seen their 
father in at least 1 year and 50 percent of such 
children have never visited their father’s home. 

(E) The most important factor in a child’s up-
bringing is whether the child is brought up in a 
loving, healthy, supportive environment. 

(F) Children who live without contact with 
their biological father are, in comparison to 
children who have such contact—

(i) 5 times more likely to live in poverty; 
(ii) more likely to bring weapons and drugs 

into the classroom; 
(iii) twice as likely to commit crime; 
(iv) twice as likely to drop out of school; 
(v) more likely to commit suicide; 
(vi) more than twice as likely to abuse alcohol 

or drugs; and 
(vii) more likely to become pregnant as teen-

agers. 
(G) Violent criminals are overwhelmingly 

males who grew up without fathers. 
(H) Between 20 and 30 percent of families in 

poverty are headed by women who have suf-
fered domestic violence during the past year, 
and between 40 and 60 percent of women with 
children receiving welfare were abused sometime 
during their life. 

(I) Responsible fatherhood includes active 
participation in financial support and child 
care, as well as the formation and maintenance 
of a positive, healthy, and nonviolent relation-
ship between father and child and a cooperative 
relationship between parents. 

(J) States should be encouraged to implement 
programs that provide support for responsible 
fatherhood, promote marriage, and increase the 
incidence of marriage, and should not be re-
stricted from implementing such programs. 

(K) Fatherhood programs should promote and 
provide support services for—

(i) loving and healthy relationships between 
parents and children; and 

(ii) cooperative parenting. 
(L) There is a social need to reconnect chil-

dren and fathers. 
(M) The promotion of responsible fatherhood 

and encouragement of healthy 2-parent married 
families should not—

(i) denigrate the standing or parenting efforts 
of single mothers or other caregivers; 

(ii) lessen the protection of children from abu-
sive parents; or 

(iii) compromise the safety or health of the 
custodial parent; 
but should increase the chance that children 
will have 2 caring parents to help them grow up 
healthy and secure. 

(N) The promotion of responsible fatherhood 
must always recognize and promote the values 
of nonviolence. 

(O) For the future of the United States and 
the future of our children, Congress, States, and 
local communities should assist parents to be-
come more actively involved in their children’s 
lives. 

(P) Child support is an important means by 
which a parent can take financial responsibility 
for a child and emotional support is an impor-
tant means by which a parent can take social 
responsibility for a child. 

(2) FATHERHOOD PROGRAM.—Title I of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (Public Law 104–193) 
is amended by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 117. FATHERHOOD PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV (42 U.S.C. 601–
679b) is amended by inserting after part B the 
following: 

‘‘ ‘PART C—RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 
PROGRAM 

‘‘ ‘SEC. 441. RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD GRANTS. 
‘‘ ‘(a) GRANTS TO STATES TO CONDUCT DEM-

ONSTRATION PROGRAMS.—
‘‘ ‘(1) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

award grants to up to 10 eligible States to con-
duct demonstration programs to carry out the 
purposes described in paragraph (2). 

‘‘ ‘(B) ELIGIBLE STATE.—For purposes of this 
subsection, an eligible State is a State that sub-
mits to the Secretary the following: 

‘‘ ‘(i) APPLICATION.—An application for a 
grant under this subsection, at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such information 
as the Secretary may require.

‘‘ ‘(ii) STATE PLAN.—A State plan that includes 
the following: 

‘‘ ‘(I) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description of 
the programs or activities the State will fund 
under the grant, including a good faith estimate 
of the number and characteristics of clients to 
be served under such projects and how the State 
intends to achieve at least 2 of the purposes de-
scribed in paragraph (2). 

‘‘ ‘(II) COORDINATION EFFORTS.—A description 
of how the State will coordinate and cooperate 
with State and local entities responsible for car-
rying out other programs that relate to the pur-
poses intended to be achieved under the dem-
onstration program, including as appropriate, 
entities responsible for carrying out jobs pro-
grams and programs serving children and fami-
lies. 

‘‘ ‘(III) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An 
agreement to maintain such records, submit 
such reports, and cooperate with such reviews 
and audits as the Secretary finds necessary for 
purposes of oversight of the demonstration pro-
gram. 

‘‘ ‘(iii) CERTIFICATIONS.—The following certifi-
cations from the chief executive officer of the 
State: 

‘‘ ‘(I) A certification that the State will use 
funds provided under the grant to promote at 
least 2 of the purposes described in paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘ ‘(II) A certification that the State will re-
turn any unused funds to the Secretary in ac-
cordance with the reconciliation process under 
paragraph (5). 

‘‘ ‘(III) A certification that the funds provided 
under the grant will be used for programs and 
activities that target low-income participants 
and that not less than 50 percent of the partici-
pants in each program or activity funded under 
the grant shall be—

‘‘ ‘(aa) parents of a child who is, or within the 
past 24 months has been, a recipient of assist-
ance or services under a State program funded 
under part A, D, or E of this title, title XIX, or 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977; or 

‘‘ ‘(bb) parents, including an expectant parent 
or a married parent, whose income (after adjust-
ment for court-ordered child support paid or re-
ceived) does not exceed 150 percent of the pov-
erty line. 

‘‘ ‘(IV) A certification that the State has or 
will comply with the requirements of paragraph 
(4). 

‘‘ ‘(V) A certification that funds provided to a 
State under this subsection shall not be used to 
supplement or supplant other Federal, State, or 
local funds that are used to support programs or 
activities that are related to the purposes de-
scribed in paragraph (2). 

‘‘ ‘(C) PREFERENCES AND FACTORS OF CONSID-
ERATION.—In awarding grants under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall take into consider-
ation the following: 

‘‘ ‘(i) DIVERSITY OF ENTITIES USED TO CONDUCT 
PROGRAMS AND ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary 
shall, to the extent practicable, achieve a bal-
ance among the eligible States awarded grants 
under this subsection with respect to the size, 
urban or rural location, and employment of dif-
fering or unique methods of the entities that the 
eligible States intend to use to conduct the pro-
grams and activities funded under the grants. 

‘‘ ‘(ii) PRIORITY FOR CERTAIN STATES.—The 
Secretary shall give priority to awarding grants 
to eligible States that have—

‘‘ ‘(I) demonstrated progress in achieving at 
least 1 of the purposes described in paragraph 
(2) through previous State initiatives; or 

‘‘ ‘(II) demonstrated need with respect to re-
ducing the incidence of out-of-wedlock births or 
absent fathers in the State. 

‘‘ ‘(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes described in 
this paragraph are the following: 

‘‘ ‘(A) PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 
THROUGH MARRIAGE PROMOTION.—To promote 
marriage or sustain marriage through activities 
such as counseling, mentoring, disseminating 
information about the benefits of marriage and 
2-parent involvement for children, enhancing 
relationship skills, education regarding how to 
control aggressive behavior, disseminating infor-
mation on the causes of domestic violence and 
child abuse, marriage preparation programs, 
premarital counseling, marital inventories, 
skills-based marriage education, financial plan-
ning seminars, including improving a family’s 
ability to effectively manage family business af-
fairs by means such as education, counseling, or 
mentoring on matters related to family finances, 
including household management, budgeting, 
banking, and handling of financial transactions 
and home maintenance, and divorce education 
and reduction programs, including mediation 
and counseling. 

‘‘ ‘(B) PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 
THROUGH PARENTING PROMOTION.—To promote 
responsible parenting through activities such as 
counseling, mentoring, and mediation, dissemi-
nating information about good parenting prac-
tices, skills-based parenting education, encour-
aging child support payments, and other meth-
ods. 

‘‘ ‘(C) PROMOTING RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD 
THROUGH FOSTERING ECONOMIC STABILITY OF FA-
THERS.—To foster economic stability by helping 
fathers improve their economic status by pro-
viding activities such as work first services, job 
search, job training, subsidized employment, job 
retention, job enhancement, and encouraging 
education, including career-advancing edu-
cation, dissemination of employment materials, 
coordination with existing employment services 
such as welfare-to-work programs, referrals to 
local employment training initiatives, and other 
methods. 

‘‘ ‘(3) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS.—No 
funds provided under this subsection may be 
used for costs attributable to court proceedings 
regarding matters of child visitation or custody, 
or for legislative advocacy. 

‘‘ ‘(4) REQUIREMENTS FOR RECEIPT OF FUNDS.—
A State may not be awarded a grant under this 
section unless the State, as a condition of re-
ceiving funds under such a grant—

‘‘ ‘(A) consults with experts in domestic vio-
lence or with relevant community domestic vio-
lence coalitions in developing such programs or 
activities; and 

‘‘ ‘(B) describes in the application for a grant 
under this section—
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‘‘ ‘(i) how the programs or activities proposed 

to be conducted will address, as appropriate, 
issues of domestic violence; and 

‘‘ ‘(ii) what the State will do, to the extent rel-
evant, to ensure that participation in such pro-
grams or activities is voluntary, and to inform 
potential participants that their involvement is 
voluntary. 

‘‘ ‘(5) RECONCILIATION PROCESS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) 3-YEAR AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS AL-

LOTTED.—Each eligible State that receives a 
grant under this subsection for a fiscal year 
shall return to the Secretary any unused por-
tion of the grant for such fiscal year not later 
than the last day of the second succeeding fiscal 
year, together with any earnings on such un-
used portion. 

‘‘ ‘(B) PROCEDURE FOR REDISTRIBUTION.—The 
Secretary shall establish an appropriate proce-
dure for redistributing to eligible States that 
have expended the entire amount of a grant 
made under this subsection for a fiscal year any 
amount that is returned to the Secretary by eli-
gible States under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘ ‘(6) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(B), the amount of each grant awarded under 
this subsection shall be an amount sufficient to 
implement the State plan submitted under para-
graph (1)(B)(ii). 

‘‘ ‘(B) MINIMUM AMOUNTS.—No eligible State 
shall—

‘‘ ‘(i) in the case of the District of Columbia or 
a State other than the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, Guam, 
American Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, receive a grant for a 
fiscal year in an amount that is less than 
$1,000,000; and 

‘‘ ‘(ii) in the case of the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, receive 
a grant for a fiscal year in an amount that is 
less than $500,000. 

‘‘ ‘(7) DEFINITION OF STATE.—In this sub-
section the term ‘State’ means each of the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands. 

‘‘ ‘(8) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008 for purposes of making grants to eligible 
States under this subsection. 

‘‘ ‘(b) GRANTS TO ELIGIBLE ENTITIES TO CON-
DUCT DEMONSTRATION PROGRAMS.—

‘‘ ‘(1) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall 

award grants to eligible entities to conduct dem-
onstration programs to carry out the purposes 
described in subsection (a)(2). 

‘‘ ‘(B) ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—For purposes of this 
subsection, an eligible entity is a local govern-
ment, local public agency, community-based or 
nonprofit organization, or private entity, in-
cluding any charitable or faith-based organiza-
tion, or an Indian tribe (as defined in section 
419(4)), that submits to the Secretary the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘ ‘(i) APPLICATION.—An application for a 
grant under this subsection, at such time, in 
such manner, and containing such information 
as the Secretary may require. 

‘‘ ‘(ii) PROJECT DESCRIPTION.—A description of 
the programs or activities the entity intends to 
carry out with funds provided under the grant, 
including a good faith estimate of the number 
and characteristics of clients to be served under 
such programs or activities and how the entity 
intends to achieve at least 2 of the purposes de-
scribed in subsection (a)(2). 

‘‘ ‘(iii) COORDINATION EFFORTS.—A description 
of how the entity will coordinate and cooperate 
with State and local entities responsible for car-
rying out other programs that relate to the pur-
poses intended to be achieved under the dem-

onstration program, including as appropriate, 
entities responsible for carrying out jobs pro-
grams and programs serving children and fami-
lies. 

‘‘ ‘(iv) RECORDS, REPORTS, AND AUDITS.—An 
agreement to maintain such records, submit 
such reports, and cooperate with such reviews 
and audits as the Secretary finds necessary for 
purposes of oversight of the demonstration pro-
gram. 

‘‘ ‘(v) CERTIFICATIONS.—The following certifi-
cations: 

‘‘ ‘(I) A certification that the entity will use 
funds provided under the grant to promote at 
least 2 of the purposes described in subsection 
(a)(2). 

‘‘ ‘(II) A certification that the entity will re-
turn any unused funds to the Secretary in ac-
cordance with the reconciliation process under 
paragraph (3). 

‘‘ ‘(III) A certification that the funds provided 
under the grant will be used for programs and 
activities that target low-income participants 
and that not less than 50 percent of the partici-
pants in each program or activity funded under 
the grant shall be—

‘‘ ‘(aa) parents of a child who is, or within the 
past 24 months has been, a recipient of assist-
ance or services under a State program funded 
under part A, D, or E of this title, title XIX, or 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977; or

‘‘ ‘(bb) parents, including an expectant parent 
or a married parent, whose income (after adjust-
ment for court-ordered child support paid or re-
ceived) does not exceed 150 percent of the pov-
erty line. 

‘‘ ‘(IV) A certification that the entity has or 
will comply with the requirements of paragraph 
(3). 

‘‘ ‘(V) A certification that funds provided to 
an entity under this subsection shall not be used 
to supplement or supplant other Federal, State, 
or local funds provided to the entity that are 
used to support programs or activities that are 
related to the purposes described in subsection 
(a)(2). 

‘‘ ‘(C) PREFERENCES AND FACTORS OF CONSID-
ERATION.—In awarding grants under this sub-
section, the Secretary shall, to the extent prac-
ticable, achieve a balance among the eligible en-
tities awarded grants under this subsection with 
respect to the size, urban or rural location, and 
employment of differing or unique methods of 
the entities. 

‘‘ ‘(2) RESTRICTION ON USE OF FUNDS.—No 
funds provided under this subsection may be 
used for costs attributable to court proceedings 
regarding matters of child visitation or custody, 
or for legislative advocacy. 

‘‘ ‘(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR USE OF FUNDS.—The 
Secretary may not award a grant under this 
subsection to an eligible entity unless the entity, 
as a condition of receiving funds under such a 
grant—

‘‘ ‘(A) consults with experts in domestic vio-
lence or with relevant community domestic vio-
lence coalitions in developing the programs or 
activities to be conducted with such funds 
awarded under the grant; and 

‘‘ ‘(B) describes in the application for a grant 
under this section—

‘‘ ‘(i) how the programs or activities proposed 
to be conducted will address, as appropriate, 
issues of domestic violence; and 

‘‘ ‘(ii) what the entity will do, to the extent 
relevant, to ensure that participation in such 
programs or activities is voluntary, and to in-
form potential participants that their involve-
ment is voluntary. 

‘‘ ‘(4) RECONCILIATION PROCESS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) 3-YEAR AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS AL-

LOTTED.—Each eligible entity that receives a 
grant under this subsection for a fiscal year 
shall return to the Secretary any unused por-
tion of the grant for such fiscal year not later 
than the last day of the second succeeding fiscal 
year, together with any earnings on such un-
used portion. 

‘‘ ‘(B) PROCEDURE FOR REDISTRIBUTION.—The 
Secretary shall establish an appropriate proce-
dure for redistributing to eligible entities that 
have expended the entire amount of a grant 
made under this subsection for a fiscal year any 
amount that is returned to the Secretary by eli-
gible entities under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘ ‘(5) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$30,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008 for purposes of making grants to eligible 
entities under this subsection. 
‘‘ ‘SEC. 442. NATIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE FOR RE-

SPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD PRO-
GRAMS. 

‘‘ ‘(a) MEDIA CAMPAIGN NATIONAL CLEARING-
HOUSE FOR RESPONSIBLE FATHERHOOD.—

‘‘ ‘(1) IN GENERAL.—From any funds appro-
priated under subsection (c), the Secretary shall 
contract with a nationally recognized, nonprofit 
fatherhood promotion organization described in 
subsection (b) to—

‘‘ ‘(A) develop, promote, and distribute to in-
terested States, local governments, public agen-
cies, and private entities a media campaign that 
encourages the appropriate involvement of par-
ents in the life of any child, with a priority for 
programs that specifically address the issue of 
responsible fatherhood; and 

‘‘ ‘(B) develop a national clearinghouse to as-
sist States and communities in efforts to promote 
and support marriage and responsible father-
hood by collecting, evaluating, and making 
available (through the Internet and by other 
means) to other States information regarding 
the media campaigns established under section 
443. 

‘‘ ‘(2) COORDINATION WITH DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
PROGRAMS.—The Secretary shall ensure that the 
nationally recognized nonprofit fatherhood pro-
motion organization with a contract under 
paragraph (1) coordinates the media campaign 
developed under subparagraph (A) of such 
paragraph and the national clearinghouse de-
veloped under subparagraph (B) of such para-
graph with national, State, or local domestic vi-
olence programs. 

‘‘ ‘(b) NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED, NONPROFIT 
FATHERHOOD PROMOTION ORGANIZATION DE-
SCRIBED.—The nationally recognized, nonprofit 
fatherhood promotion organization described in 
this subsection is an organization that has at 
least 4 years of experience in—

‘‘ ‘(1) designing and disseminating a national 
public education campaign, as evidenced by the 
production and successful placement of tele-
vision, radio, and print public service an-
nouncements that promote the importance of re-
sponsible fatherhood, a track record of service to 
Spanish-speaking populations and historically 
underserved or minority populations, the capac-
ity to fulfill requests for information and a prov-
en history of fulfilling such requests, and a 
mechanism through which the public can re-
quest additional information about the cam-
paign; and 

‘‘ ‘(2) providing consultation and training to 
community-based organizations interested in im-
plementing fatherhood outreach, support, or 
skill development programs with an emphasis on 
promoting married fatherhood as the ideal. 

‘‘ ‘(c) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated $5,000,000 
for each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008 to 
carry out this section. 
‘‘ ‘SEC. 443. BLOCK GRANTS TO STATES TO EN-

COURAGE MEDIA CAMPAIGNS. 
‘‘ ‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘ ‘(1) BROADCAST ADVERTISEMENT.—The term 

‘broadcast advertisement’ means a communica-
tion intended to be aired by a television or radio 
broadcast station, including a communication 
intended to be transmitted through a cable 
channel. 

‘‘ ‘(2) CHILD AT RISK.—The term ‘child at risk’ 
means each young child whose family income 
does not exceed the poverty line. 

‘‘ ‘(3) POVERTY LINE.—The term ‘poverty line’ 
has the meaning given such term in section 
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673(2) of the Community Services Block Grant 
Act (42 U.S.C. 9902(2)), including any revision 
required by such section, that is applicable to a 
family of the size involved. 

‘‘ ‘(4) PRINTED OR OTHER ADVERTISEMENT.—
The term ‘printed or other advertisement’ in-
cludes any communication intended to be dis-
tributed through a newspaper, magazine, out-
door advertising facility, mailing, or any other 
type of general public advertising, but does not 
include any broadcast advertisement. 

‘‘ ‘(5) STATE.—The term ‘State’ means each of 
the 50 States, the District of Columbia, the Com-
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the United States 
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa, and the 
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Is-
lands. 

‘‘ ‘(6) YOUNG CHILD.—The term ‘young child’ 
means an individual under age 5. 

‘‘ ‘(b) STATE CERTIFICATIONS.—Not later than 
October 1 of each of fiscal year for which a 
State desires to receive an allotment under this 
section, the chief executive officer of the State 
shall submit to the Secretary a certification that 
the State shall—

‘‘ ‘(1) use such funds to promote the formation 
and maintenance of healthy 2-parent married 
families, strengthen fragile families, and pro-
mote responsible fatherhood through media cam-
paigns conducted in accordance with the re-
quirements of subsection (d); 

‘‘ ‘(2) return any unused funds to the Sec-
retary in accordance with the reconciliation 
process under subsection (e); and 

‘‘ ‘(3) comply with the reporting requirements 
under subsection (f). 

‘‘ ‘(c) PAYMENTS TO STATES.—For each of fis-
cal years 2004 through 2008, the Secretary shall 
pay to each State that submits a certification 
under subsection (b), from any funds appro-
priated under subsection (i), for the fiscal year 
an amount equal to the amount of the allotment 
determined for the fiscal year under subsection 
(g). 

‘‘ ‘(d) ESTABLISHMENT OF MEDIA CAMPAIGNS.—
Each State receiving an allotment under this 
section for a fiscal year shall use the allotment 
to conduct media campaigns as follows: 

‘‘ ‘(1) CONDUCT OF MEDIA CAMPAIGNS.—
‘‘ ‘(A) RADIO AND TELEVISION MEDIA CAM-

PAIGNS.—
‘‘ ‘(i) PRODUCTION OF BROADCAST ADVERTISE-

MENTS.—At the option of the State, to produce 
broadcast advertisements that promote the for-
mation and maintenance of healthy 2-parent 
married families, strengthen fragile families, 
and promote responsible fatherhood. 

‘‘ ‘(ii) AIRTIME CHALLENGE PROGRAM.—At the 
option of the State, to establish an airtime chal-
lenge program under which the State may spend 
amounts allotted under this section to purchase 
time from a broadcast station to air a broadcast 
advertisement produced under clause (i), but 
only if the State obtains an amount of time of 
the same class and during a comparable period 
to air the advertisement using non-Federal con-
tributions. 

‘‘ ‘(B) OTHER MEDIA CAMPAIGNS.—At the op-
tion of the State, to conduct a media campaign 
that consists of the production and distribution 
of printed or other advertisements that promote 
the formation and maintenance of healthy 2-
parent married families, strengthen fragile fami-
lies, and promote responsible fatherhood. 

‘‘ ‘(2) ADMINISTRATION OF MEDIA CAMPAIGNS.—
A State may administer media campaigns fund-
ed under this section directly or through grants, 
contracts, or cooperative agreements with public 
agencies, local governments, or private entities, 
including charitable and faith-based organiza-
tions. 

‘‘ ‘(3) CONSULTATION WITH DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
ASSISTANCE CENTERS.—In developing broadcast 
and printed advertisements to be used in the 
media campaigns conducted under paragraph 
(1), the State or other entity administering the 
campaign shall consult with representatives of 
State and local domestic violence centers. 

‘‘ ‘(4) NON-FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS.—In this 
section, the term ‘non-Federal contributions’ in-
cludes contributions by the State and by public 
and private entities. Such contributions may be 
in cash or in kind. Such term does not include 
any amounts provided by the Federal Govern-
ment, or services assisted or subsidized to any 
significant extent by the Federal Government, or 
any amount expended by a State before October 
1, 2003. 

‘‘ ‘(e) RECONCILIATION PROCESS.—
‘‘ ‘(1) 3-YEAR AVAILABILITY OF AMOUNTS AL-

LOTTED.—Each State that receives an allotment 
under this section shall return to the Secretary 
any unused portion of the amount allotted to a 
State for a fiscal year not later than the last 
day of the second succeeding fiscal year to-
gether with any earnings on such unused por-
tion. 

‘‘ ‘(2) PROCEDURE FOR REDISTRIBUTION OF UN-
USED ALLOTMENTS.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish an appropriate procedure for redistributing 
to States that have expended the entire amount 
allotted under this section any amount that is—

‘‘ ‘(A) returned to the Secretary by States 
under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘ ‘(B) not allotted to a State under this section 
because the State did not submit a certification 
under subsection (b) by October 1 of a fiscal 
year. 

‘‘ ‘(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘ ‘(1) MONITORING AND EVALUATION.—Each 

State receiving an allotment under this section 
for a fiscal year shall monitor and evaluate the 
media campaigns conducted using funds made 
available under this section in such manner as 
the Secretary, in consultation with the States, 
determines appropriate. 

‘‘ ‘(2) ANNUAL REPORTS.—Not less frequently 
than annually, each State receiving an allot-
ment under this section for a fiscal year shall 
submit to the Secretary reports on the media 
campaigns conducted using funds made avail-
able under this section at such time, in such 
manner, and containing such information as the 
Secretary may require. 

‘‘ ‘(g) AMOUNT OF ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘ ‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), of the amount appropriated for 
the purpose of making allotments under this sec-
tion for a fiscal year, the Secretary shall allot to 
each State that submits a certification under 
subsection (b) for the fiscal year an amount 
equal to the sum of—

‘‘ ‘(A) the amount that bears the same ratio to 
50 percent of such funds as the number of young 
children in the State (as determined by the Sec-
retary based on the most current reliable data 
available) bears to the number of such children 
in all States; and 

‘‘ ‘(B) the amount that bears the same ratio to 
50 percent of such funds as the number of chil-
dren at risk in the State (as determined by the 
Secretary based on the most current reliable 
data available) bears to the number of such chil-
dren in all States. 

‘‘ ‘(2) MINIMUM ALLOTMENTS.—No allotment 
for a fiscal year under this section shall be less 
than—

‘‘ ‘(A) in the case of the District of Columbia 
or a State other than the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 1 per-
cent of the amount appropriated for the fiscal 
year under subsection (i); and 

‘‘ ‘(B) in the case of the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Common-
wealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 0.5 
percent of such amount. 

‘‘ ‘(3) PRO RATA REDUCTIONS.—The Secretary 
shall make such pro rata reductions to the allot-
ments determined under this subsection as are 
necessary to comply with the requirements of 
paragraph (2). 

‘‘ ‘(h) EVALUATION.—

‘‘ ‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-
duct an evaluation of the impact of the media 
campaigns funded under this section. 

‘‘ ‘(2) REPORT.—Not later than December 31, 
2006, the Secretary shall report to Congress the 
results of the evaluation under paragraph (1). 

‘‘ ‘(3) FUNDING.—Of the amount appropriated 
under subsection (i) for fiscal year 2004, 
$1,000,000 of such amount shall be transferred 
and made available for purposes of conducting 
the evaluation required under this subsection, 
and shall remain available until expended. 

‘‘ ‘(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated 
$20,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008 for purposes of making allotments to States 
under this section.’. 

‘‘(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF EFFECTIVE DATE 
PROVISIONS.—Section 116 shall not apply to the 
amendment made by subsection (a) of this sec-
tion.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—Section 2 of such 
Act is amended in the table of contents by in-
serting after the item relating to section 116 the 
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 117. Responsible fatherhood program.’’.
SEC. 119. ADDITIONAL GRANTS. 

(a) GRANTS TO CAPITALIZE AND DEVELOP SUS-
TAINABLE SOCIAL SERVICES.—Section 403(a) (42 
U.S.C. 603(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(6) GRANTS TO CAPITALIZE AND DEVELOP SUS-
TAINABLE SOCIAL SERVICES.—

‘‘(A) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—The Sec-
retary may award grants to entities for the pur-
pose of capitalizing and developing the role of 
sustainable social services that are critical to 
the success of moving recipients of assistance 
under a State program funded under this part to 
work. 

‘‘(B) APPLICATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An entity desiring a grant 

under this paragraph shall submit an applica-
tion to the Secretary, at such time, in such man-
ner, and, subject to clause (ii), containing such 
information as the Secretary may require. 

‘‘(ii) STRATEGY FOR GENERATION OF REV-
ENUE.—An application for a grant under this 
paragraph shall include a description of the 
capitalization strategy that the entity intends to 
follow to develop a program that generates its 
own source of ongoing revenue while assisting 
recipients of assistance under a State program 
funded under this part. 

‘‘(C) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Funds made available 

under a grant made under this paragraph may 
be used for the acquisition, construction, or ren-
ovation of facilities or buildings. 

‘‘(ii) GENERAL RULES GOVERNING USE OF 
FUNDS.—The rules of section 404, other than 
subsection (b) of that section, shall not apply to 
a grant made under this paragraph. 

‘‘(D) EVALUATION AND REPORT.—The Sec-
retary shall, by grant, contract, or interagency 
agreement, conduct an evaluation of the pro-
grams developed with grants awarded under 
this paragraph and shall submit a report to 
Congress on the results of such evaluation. 

‘‘(E) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Out of any money in the Treasury of the United 
States not otherwise appropriated, there is ap-
propriated to the Secretary for the purpose of 
carrying out this paragraph, $40,000,000 for 
each of fiscal years 2004 through 2008.’’. 

(b) GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME CAR OWNERSHIP 
PROGRAMS.—Section 403(a) (42 U.S.C. 603(a)), as 
amended by subsection (a), is further amended 
by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(7) GRANTS FOR LOW-INCOME CAR OWNERSHIP 
PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(A) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this para-
graph are to—

‘‘(i) assist low-income families with children 
obtain dependable, affordable automobiles to 
improve their employment opportunities and ac-
cess to training; and 
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‘‘(ii) provide incentives to States, Indian 

tribes, localities, and nonprofit entities to de-
velop and administer programs that provide as-
sistance with automobile ownership for low-in-
come families. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITIONS.—In this paragraph: 
‘‘(i) LOCALITY.—The term ‘locality’ means a 

municipality that does not administer a State 
program funded under this part. 

‘‘(ii) LOW-INCOME FAMILY WITH CHILDREN.—
The term ‘low-income family with children’ 
means a household that is eligible for benefits or 
services funded under the State program funded 
under this part or under a program funded with 
qualified State expenditures (as defined in sec-
tion 409(a)(7)(B)(i)). 

‘‘(iii) NONPROFIT ENTITY.—The term ‘nonprofit 
entity’ means a school, local agency, organiza-
tion, or institution owned and operated by 1 or 
more nonprofit corporations or associations, no 
part of the net earnings of which inures, or may 
lawfully inure, to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual. 

‘‘(C) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—The Sec-
retary may award grants to States, counties, lo-
calities, Indian tribes, and nonprofit entities to 
promote improving access to dependable, afford-
able automobiles by low-income families with 
children. 

‘‘(D) GRANT APPROVAL CRITERIA.—The Sec-
retary shall establish criteria for approval of an 
application for a grant under this paragraph 
that include consideration of—

‘‘(i) the extent to which the proposal, if fund-
ed, is likely to improve access to training and 
employment opportunities and child care serv-
ices by low-income families with children by 
means of car ownership; 

‘‘(ii) the level of innovation in the applicant’s 
grant proposal; and 

‘‘(iii) any partnerships between the public and 
private sector in the applicant’s grant proposal. 

‘‘(E) USE OF FUNDS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A grant awarded under this 

paragraph shall be used to administer programs 
that assist low-income families with children 
with dependable automobile ownership, and 
maintenance of, or insurance for, the purchased 
automobile. 

‘‘(ii) SUPPLEMENT NOT SUPPLANT.—Funds pro-
vided to a State, Indian tribe, county, or local-
ity under a grant awarded under this para-
graph shall be used to supplement and not sup-
plant other State, county, or local public funds 
expended for car ownership programs. 

‘‘(iii) GENERAL RULES GOVERNING USE OF 
FUNDS.—The rules of section 404, other than 
subsection (b) of that section, shall not apply to 
a grant made under this paragraph. 

‘‘(F) APPLICATION.—Each applicant desiring a 
grant under this paragraph shall submit an ap-
plication to the Secretary at such time, in such 
manner, and accompanied by such information 
as the Secretary may reasonably require. 

‘‘(G) REVERSION OF FUNDS.—Any funds not 
expended by a grantee within 3 years after the 
date the grant is awarded under this paragraph 
shall be available for redistribution among other 
grantees in such manner and amount as the 
Secretary may determine, unless the Secretary 
extends by regulation the time period to expend 
such funds. 

‘‘(H) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS OF 
THE SECRETARY.—Not more than an amount 
equal to 5 percent of the funds appropriated to 
make grants under this paragraph for a fiscal 
year shall be expended for administrative costs 
of the Secretary in carrying out this paragraph. 

‘‘(I) EVALUATION.—The Secretary shall, by 
grant, contract, or interagency agreement, con-
duct an evaluation of the programs adminis-
tered with grants awarded under this para-
graph. 

‘‘(J) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
Secretary to make grants under this paragraph, 
$25,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2004 through 
2008.’’. 

SEC. 120. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS. 

(a) Section 409(c)(2) (42 U.S.C. 609(c)(2)) is 
amended by inserting a comma after ‘‘appro-
priate’’. 

(b) Section 411(a)(1)(A)(ii)(III) (42 U.S.C. 
611(a)(1)(A)(ii)(III)) is amended by striking the 
last close parenthesis. 

(c) Section 413(j)(2)(A) (42 U.S.C. 613(j)(2)(A)) 
is amended by striking ‘‘section’’ and inserting 
‘‘sections’’. 

(d)(1) Section 413 (42 U.S.C. 613) is amended 
by striking subsection (g) and redesignating sub-
sections (h) through (j) and subsections (k) and 
(l) (as added by sections 112(c) and 115(a) of this 
Act, respectively) as subsections (g) through (k), 
respectively. 

(2) Each of the following provisions is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘413(j)’’ and inserting ‘‘413(i)’’: 

(A) Section 403(a)(5)(A)(ii)(III) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(A)(ii)(III)). 

(B) Section 403(a)(5)(F) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(F)). 

(C) Section 403(a)(5)(G)(ii) (42 U.S.C. 
603(a)(5)(G)(ii)). 

(D) Section 412(a)(3)(B)(iv) (42 U.S.C. 
612(a)(3)(B)(iv)). 

TITLE II—ABSTINENCE EDUCATION 
SEC. 201. EXTENSION OF ABSTINENCE EDU-

CATION PROGRAM. 

(a) EXTENSION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Section 
510(d) (42 U.S.C. 710(d)), as amended by section 
6 of the Welfare Reform Extension Act of 2003 
(Public Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 837), is amended 
by striking ‘‘2003’’ and inserting ‘‘2008’’. 

(b) ALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 510(a) (42 
U.S.C. 710(a)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘an application for the fiscal year 
under section 505(a)’’ and inserting ‘‘, for the 
fiscal year, an application under section 505(a), 
and an application under this section (in such 
form and meeting such terms and conditions as 
determined appropriate by the Secretary),’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), to read as follows: 
‘‘(2) the percentage described in section 

502(c)(1)(B)(ii) that would be determined for the 
State under section 502(c) if such determination 
took into consideration only those States that 
transmitted both such applications for such fis-
cal year.’’. 

(c) REALLOTMENT OF FUNDS.—Section 510 (42 
U.S.C. 710(a)) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(e)(1) With respect to allotments under sub-
section (a) for fiscal year 2004 and subsequent 
fiscal years, the amount of any allotment to a 
State for a fiscal year that the Secretary deter-
mines will not be required to carry out a pro-
gram under this section during such fiscal year 
or the succeeding fiscal year shall be available 
for reallotment from time to time during such 
fiscal years on such dates as the Secretary may 
fix, to other States that the Secretary deter-
mines—

‘‘(A) require amounts in excess of amounts 
previously allotted under subsection (a) to carry 
out a program under this section; and 

‘‘(B) will use such excess amounts during such 
fiscal years. 

‘‘(2) Reallotments under paragraph (1) shall 
be made on the basis of such States’ applica-
tions under this section, after taking into con-
sideration the population of low-income chil-
dren in each such State as compared with the 
population of low-income children in all such 
States with respect to which a determination 
under paragraph (1) has been made by the Sec-
retary. 

‘‘(3) Any amount reallotted under paragraph 
(1) to a State is deemed to be part of its allot-
ment under subsection (a).’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall be effective with respect to 
the program under section 510 for fiscal years 
2004 and succeeding fiscal years. 

TITLE III—CHILD SUPPORT 
SEC. 301. DISTRIBUTION OF CHILD SUPPORT COL-

LECTED BY STATES ON BEHALF OF 
CHILDREN RECEIVING CERTAIN 
WELFARE BENEFITS. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF RULE REQUIRING AS-
SIGNMENT OF SUPPORT RIGHTS AS A CONDITION 
OF RECEIVING TANF.—Section 408(a)(3) (42 
U.S.C. 608(a)(3)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(3) NO ASSISTANCE FOR FAMILIES NOT ASSIGN-
ING CERTAIN SUPPORT RIGHTS TO THE STATE.—A 
State to which a grant is made under section 403 
shall require, as a condition of paying assist-
ance to a family under the State program fund-
ed under this part, that a member of the family 
assign to the State any right the family member 
may have (on behalf of the family member or of 
any other person for whom the family member 
has applied for or is receiving such assistance) 
to support from any other person, not exceeding 
the total amount of assistance so paid to the 
family, which accrues during the period that the 
family receives assistance under the program.’’. 

(b) INCREASING CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO 
FAMILIES AND SIMPLIFYING CHILD SUPPORT DIS-
TRIBUTION RULES.—

(1) DISTRIBUTION RULES.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 457(a) (42 U.S.C. 

657(a)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsections (d) 

and (e), the amounts collected on behalf of a 
family as support by a State pursuant to a plan 
approved under this part shall be distributed as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) FAMILIES RECEIVING ASSISTANCE.—In the 
case of a family receiving assistance from the 
State, the State shall—

‘‘(A) pay to the Federal Government the Fed-
eral share of the amount collected, subject to 
paragraph (3)(A); 

‘‘(B) retain, or pay to the family, the State 
share of the amount collected, subject to para-
graph (3)(B); and 

‘‘(C) pay to the family any remaining amount. 
‘‘(2) FAMILIES THAT FORMERLY RECEIVED AS-

SISTANCE.—In the case of a family that formerly 
received assistance from the State: 

‘‘(A) CURRENT SUPPORT.—To the extent that 
the amount collected does not exceed the current 
support amount, the State shall pay the amount 
to the family. 

‘‘(B) ARREARAGES.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in an election made under section 454(34), 
to the extent that the amount collected exceeds 
the current support amount, the State—

‘‘(i) shall first pay to the family the excess 
amount, to the extent necessary to satisfy sup-
port arrearages not assigned pursuant to section 
408(a)(3); 

‘‘(ii) if the amount collected exceeds the 
amount required to be paid to the family under 
clause (i), shall—

‘‘(I) pay to the Federal Government the Fed-
eral share of the excess amount described in this 
clause, subject to paragraph (3)(A); and 

‘‘(II) retain, or pay to the family, the State 
share of the excess amount described in this 
clause, subject to paragraph (3)(B); and 

‘‘(iii) shall pay to the family any remaining 
amount. 

‘‘(3) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(A) FEDERAL REIMBURSEMENTS.—The total of 

the amounts paid by the State to the Federal 
Government under paragraphs (1) and (2) of 
this subsection with respect to a family shall not 
exceed the Federal share of the amount assigned 
with respect to the family pursuant to section 
408(a)(3). 

‘‘(B) STATE REIMBURSEMENTS.—The total of 
the amounts retained by the State under para-
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection with respect 
to a family shall not exceed the State share of 
the amount assigned with respect to the family 
pursuant to section 408(a)(3). 

‘‘(4) FAMILIES THAT NEVER RECEIVED ASSIST-
ANCE.—In the case of any other family, the 
State shall pay the amount collected to the fam-
ily. 
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‘‘(5) FAMILIES UNDER CERTAIN AGREEMENTS.—

Notwithstanding paragraphs (1) through (3), in 
the case of an amount collected for a family in 
accordance with a cooperative agreement under 
section 454(33), the State shall distribute the 
amount collected pursuant to the terms of the 
agreement. 

‘‘(6) STATE FINANCING OPTIONS.—To the extent 
that the State’s share of the amount payable to 
a family pursuant to paragraph (2)(B) of this 
subsection exceeds the amount that the State es-
timates (under procedures approved by the Sec-
retary) would have been payable to the family 
pursuant to former section 457(a)(2)(B) (as in ef-
fect for the State immediately before the date 
this subsection first applies to the State) if such 
former section had remained in effect, the State 
may elect to have the payment considered a 
qualified State expenditure for purposes of sec-
tion 409(a)(7). 

‘‘(7) STATE OPTION TO PASS THROUGH ADDI-
TIONAL SUPPORT WITH FEDERAL FINANCIAL PAR-
TICIPATION.—

‘‘(A) FAMILIES THAT FORMERLY RECEIVED AS-
SISTANCE.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2), a 
State shall not be required to pay to the Federal 
Government the Federal share of an amount col-
lected on behalf of a family that formerly re-
ceived assistance from the State to the extent 
that the State pays the amount to the family. 

‘‘(B) FAMILIES THAT CURRENTLY RECEIVE AS-
SISTANCE.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding paragraph 
(1), in the case of a family that receives assist-
ance from the State, a State shall not be re-
quired to pay to the Federal Government the 
Federal share of the excepted portion (as de-
fined in clause (ii)) of any amount collected on 
behalf of such family during a month to the ex-
tent that—

‘‘(I) the State pays the excepted portion to the 
family; and 

‘‘(II) the excepted portion is disregarded in de-
termining the amount and type of assistance 
provided to the family under such program. 

‘‘(ii) EXCEPTED PORTION DEFINED.—For pur-
poses of this subparagraph, the term ‘excepted 
portion’ means that portion of the amount col-
lected on behalf of a family during a month that 
does not exceed $400 per month, or in the case 
of a family that includes 2 or more children, 
that does not exceed an amount established by 
the State that is not more than $600 per month. 

‘‘(8) STATES WITH DEMONSTRATION WAIVERS.—
Notwithstanding the preceding paragraphs, in 
the case of a State that, on the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph, has had in effect since 
October 1, 1997, a waiver under section 1115 per-
mitting passthrough payments of child support 
collections—

‘‘(A) the State may continue to distribute such 
payments to families without regard to the expi-
ration date of such waiver; and 

‘‘(B) the requirement under paragraph (1) to 
pay to the Federal Government the Federal 
share of the amount collected on behalf of a 
family shall not apply to the extent that—

‘‘(i) the State distributes such amount to the 
family; and 

‘‘(ii) such amount is disregarded in deter-
mining the amount and type of assistance paid 
to the family.’’. 

(B) STATE PLAN TO INCLUDE ELECTION AS TO 
WHICH RULES TO APPLY IN DISTRIBUTING CHILD 
SUPPORT ARREARAGES COLLECTED ON BEHALF OF 
FAMILIES FORMERLY RECEIVING ASSISTANCE.—
Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654) is amended—

(i) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph 
(32); 

(ii) by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (33) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iii) by inserting after paragraph (33) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(34) include an election by the State to apply 
section 457(a)(2)(B) of this Act or former section 
457(a)(2)(B) of this Act (as in effect for the State 
immediately before the date this paragraph first 
applies to the State) to the distribution of the 

amounts which are the subject of such sections 
and, for so long as the State elects to so apply 
such former section, the amendments made by 
section 301(d)(1) of the Personal Responsibility 
and Individual Development for Everyone Act 
shall not apply with respect to the State, not-
withstanding section 301(e) of that Act.’’. 

(C) APPROVAL OF ESTIMATION PROCEDURES.—
Not later than the date that is 6 months after 
the date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Health and Human Services, in consultation 
with the States (as defined for purposes of part 
D of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 651 et seq.)), shall establish the proce-
dures to be used to make the estimate described 
in section 457(a)(6) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
657(a)(6)). 

(2) CURRENT SUPPORT AMOUNT DEFINED.—Sec-
tion 457(c) (42 U.S.C. 657(c)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(5) CURRENT SUPPORT AMOUNT.—The term 
‘current support amount’ means, with respect to 
amounts collected as support on behalf of a fam-
ily, the amount designated as the monthly sup-
port obligation of the noncustodial parent in the 
order requiring the support.’’. 

(c) STATE OPTION TO DISCONTINUE OLDER 
SUPPORT ASSIGNMENTS.—Section 457(b) (42 
U.S.C. 657(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) CONTINUATION OF ASSIGNMENTS.—
‘‘(1) STATE OPTION TO DISCONTINUE PRE-1997 

SUPPORT ASSIGNMENTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any rights to support obli-

gations assigned to a State as a condition of re-
ceiving assistance from the State under part A 
and in effect on September 30, 1997 (or such ear-
lier date on or after August 22, 1996, as the State 
may choose), may remain assigned after such 
date. 

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTION OF AMOUNTS AFTER ASSIGN-
MENT DISCONTINUATION.—If a State chooses to 
discontinue the assignment of a support obliga-
tion described in subparagraph (A), the State 
may treat amounts collected pursuant to such 
assignment as if such amounts had never been 
assigned and may distribute such amounts to 
the family in accordance with subsection (a)(4). 

‘‘(2) STATE OPTION TO DISCONTINUE POST-1997 
ASSIGNMENTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any rights to support obli-
gations accruing before the date on which a 
family first receives assistance under part A 
that are assigned to a State under that part and 
in effect before the implementation date of this 
section may remain assigned after such date. 

‘‘(B) DISTRIBUTION OF AMOUNTS AFTER ASSIGN-
MENT DISCONTINUATION.—If a State chooses to 
discontinue the assignment of a support obliga-
tion described in subparagraph (A), the State 
may treat amounts collected pursuant to such 
assignment as if such amounts had never been 
assigned and may distribute such amounts to 
the family in accordance with subsection 
(a)(4).’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 409(a)(7)(B)(i) (42 U.S.C. 

609(a)(7)(B)(i)), as amended by section 103(c), is 
amended— 

(A) in subclause (I)(aa), by striking 
‘‘457(a)(1)(B)’’ and inserting ‘‘457(a)(1)’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(VI) PORTIONS OF CERTAIN CHILD SUPPORT 

PAYMENTS COLLECTED ON BEHALF OF AND DIS-
TRIBUTED TO FAMILIES NO LONGER RECEIVING AS-
SISTANCE.—Any amount paid by a State pursu-
ant to clause (i) or (ii) of section 457(a)(2)(B), 
but only to the extent that the State properly 
elects under section 457(a)(6) to have the pay-
ment considered a qualified State expenditure.’’. 

(2) Section 6402(c) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 (relating to offset of past-due sup-
port against overpayments) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘the So-
cial Security Act.’’ and inserting ‘‘of such Act.’’; 
and 

(B) by striking the third sentence and insert-
ing the following: ‘‘The Secretary shall apply a 
reduction under this subsection first to an 

amount certified by the State as past due sup-
port under section 464 of the Social Security Act 
before any other reductions allowed by law.’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

this section shall take effect on October 1, 2007, 
and shall apply to payments under parts A and 
D of title IV of the Social Security Act for cal-
endar quarters beginning on or after such date, 
and without regard to whether regulations to 
implement such amendments (in the case of 
State programs operated under such part D) are 
promulgated by such date. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO ACCELERATE EFFECTIVE 
DATE.—In addition, a State may elect to have 
the amendments made by this section apply to 
the State and to amounts collected by the State 
(and such payments under parts A and D), on 
and after such date as the State may select that 
is after the date of enactment of this Act and be-
fore October 1, 2007. 
SEC. 302. MANDATORY REVIEW AND ADJUSTMENT 

OF CHILD SUPPORT ORDERS FOR 
FAMILIES RECEIVING TANF. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(a)(10)(A)(i) (42 
U.S.C. 666(a)(10)(A)(i)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘parent, or,’’ and inserting 
‘‘parent or’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘upon the request of the State 
agency under the State plan or of either par-
ent,’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2005. 
SEC. 303. REPORT ON UNDISTRIBUTED CHILD 

SUPPORT PAYMENTS. 
Not later than 6 months after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall submit to the Committee 
on Ways and Means of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate a report on the procedures that the States 
use generally to locate custodial parents for 
whom child support has been collected but not 
yet distributed. The report shall include an esti-
mate of the total amount of undistributed child 
support and the average length of time it takes 
undistributed child support to be distributed. To 
the extent the Secretary deems appropriate, the 
Secretary shall include in the report rec-
ommendations as to whether additional proce-
dures should be established at the Federal or 
State level to expedite the payment of undistrib-
uted child support. 
SEC. 304. USE OF NEW HIRE INFORMATION TO AS-

SIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PRO-
GRAMS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 453(j) (42 U.S.C. 
653(j)) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(7) INFORMATION COMPARISONS AND DISCLO-
SURE TO ASSIST IN ADMINISTRATION OF UNEM-
PLOYMENT COMPENSATION PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If, for purposes of admin-
istering an unemployment compensation pro-
gram under Federal or State law, a State agency 
responsible for the administration of such pro-
gram transmits to the Secretary the name and 
social security account number of an individual, 
the Secretary shall disclose to the State agency 
information on the individual and the individ-
ual’s employer that is maintained in the Na-
tional Directory of New Hires, subject to the 
succeeding provisions of this paragraph. 

‘‘(B) CONDITION ON DISCLOSURE BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary shall make a disclosure 
under subparagraph (A) only to the extent that 
the Secretary determines that the disclosure 
would not interfere with the effective operation 
of the program under this part. 

‘‘(C) USE AND DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION BY 
STATE AGENCIES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A State agency may not use 
or disclose information provided under this 
paragraph except for purposes of administering 
a program referred to in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(ii) INFORMATION SECURITY.—A State agency 
to which information is provided under this 
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paragraph shall have in effect data security and 
control policies that the Secretary finds ade-
quate to ensure the security of information ob-
tained under this paragraph and to ensure that 
access to such information is restricted to au-
thorized persons for purposes of authorized uses 
and disclosures. 

‘‘(iii) PENALTY FOR MISUSE OF INFORMATION.—
An officer or employee of a State agency who 
fails to comply with this subparagraph shall be 
subject to the sanctions under subsection (l)(2) 
to the same extent as if such officer or employee 
was an officer or employee of the United States. 

‘‘(D) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS.—A State 
agency requesting information under this para-
graph shall adhere to uniform procedures estab-
lished by the Secretary governing information 
requests and data matching under this para-
graph. 

‘‘(E) REIMBURSEMENT OF COSTS.—A State 
agency shall reimburse the Secretary, in accord-
ance with subsection (k)(3), for the costs in-
curred by the Secretary in furnishing the infor-
mation requested under this paragraph.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2004. 
SEC. 305. DECREASE IN AMOUNT OF CHILD SUP-

PORT ARREARAGE TRIGGERING 
PASSPORT DENIAL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 452(k)(1) (42 U.S.C. 
652(k)(1)) is amended by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ and 
inserting ‘‘$2,500’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 454(31) 
(42 U.S.C. 654(31)) is amended by striking 
‘‘$5,000’’ and inserting ‘‘$2,500’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by this section shall take effect on October 1, 
2004. 
SEC. 306. USE OF TAX REFUND INTERCEPT PRO-

GRAM TO COLLECT PAST-DUE CHILD 
SUPPORT ON BEHALF OF CHILDREN 
WHO ARE NOT MINORS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 464 (42 U.S.C. 664) is 
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2)(A), by striking ‘‘(as 
that term is defined for purposes of this para-
graph under subsection (c))’’; and 

(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) by striking ‘‘(1) Except as provided in para-

graph (2), as used in’’ and inserting ‘‘In’’; and 
(ii) by inserting ‘‘(whether or not a minor)’’ 

after ‘‘a child’’ each place it appears; and 
(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 

by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2005. 
SEC. 307. GARNISHMENT OF COMPENSATION 

PAID TO VETERANS FOR SERVICE-
CONNECTED DISABILITIES IN 
ORDER TO ENFORCE OBLIGATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 459(h)(1)(A)(ii)(V)) 
(42 U.S.C. 659(h)(1)(A)(ii)(V)) is amended by 
striking all that follows ‘‘Armed Forces’’ and in-
serting ‘‘, except that such compensation shall 
not be subject to withholding pursuant to this 
section for payment of alimony unless the 
former member to whom it is payable is in re-
ceipt of retired or retainer pay and has waived 
a portion of such pay in order to receive such 
compensation;’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2005. 
SEC. 308. IMPROVING FEDERAL DEBT COLLEC-

TION PRACTICES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3716(h)(3) of title 31, 

United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), in applying this subsection with respect to 
any debt owed to a State, subsection (c)(3)(A) 
shall not apply. 

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply with 
respect to payments owed to an individual 
under title II of the Social Security Act, for pur-
poses of an offset under this section of such 

payments against past-due support (as defined 
in section 464(c) of the Social Security Act, 
without regard to paragraphs (2) and (3) of such 
section 464(c)) that is being enforced by a State 
agency administering a program under part D of 
title IV of that Act.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment made 
by subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2004. 
SEC. 309. MAINTENANCE OF TECHNICAL ASSIST-

ANCE FUNDING. 
Section 452(j) (42 U.S.C. 652(j)) is amended by 

inserting ‘‘or the amount appropriated under 
this paragraph for fiscal year 2002, whichever is 
greater’’ before ‘‘, which shall be available’’. 
SEC. 310. MAINTENANCE OF FEDERAL PARENT 

LOCATOR SERVICE FUNDING. 
Section 453(o) (42 U.S.C. 653(o)) is amended—
(1) in the first sentence, by inserting ‘‘or the 

amount appropriated under this paragraph for 
fiscal year 2002, whichever is greater’’ before ‘‘, 
which shall be available’’; and 

(2) in the second sentence, by striking ‘‘for 
each of fiscal years 1997 through 2001’’. 
SEC. 311. IDENTIFICATION AND SEIZURE OF AS-

SETS HELD BY MULTISTATE FINAN-
CIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—Section 452(l) 
(42 U.S.C. 652(l)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(l) IDENTIFICATION AND SEIZURE OF ASSETS 
HELD BY MULTISTATE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through the 
Federal Parent Locator Service, is authorized—

‘‘(A) to assist State agencies operating pro-
grams under this part and financial institutions 
doing business in 2 or more States in reaching 
agreements regarding the receipt from such in-
stitutions, and the transfer to the State agen-
cies, of information that may be provided pursu-
ant to section 466(a)(17)(A)(i) or 469A(a); 

‘‘(B) to perform data matches comparing in-
formation from such State agencies and finan-
cial institutions entering into such Agreements 
with respect to individuals owing past-due sup-
port; and 

‘‘(C) to seize assets, held by such financial in-
stitutions, of individuals identified through 
such data matches who owe past-due support, 
by—

‘‘(i) issuing a notice of lien or levy to such fi-
nancial institutions requiring them to encumber 
such assets for 30 calendar days and to subse-
quently transfer such assets to the Secretary 
(except that the Secretary shall promptly release 
such lien or levy within such 30-day period 
upon request of the State agencies responsible 
for collecting past-due support from such indi-
viduals); and 

‘‘(ii) providing notice to such individuals of 
the lien or levy upon their assets and informing 
them—

‘‘(I) of their procedural due process rights, in-
cluding the opportunity to contest such lien or 
levy to the appropriate State agency; and 

‘‘(II) in the case of jointly owned assets, of 
the process by which other owners may secure 
their respective share of such assets, according 
to such policies and procedures as the Secretary 
may specify with respect to seizure of such as-
sets. 

‘‘(2) TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO STATES.—Assets 
seized from individuals under paragraph (1)(C) 
shall be promptly transferred by the Secretary to 
the State agencies responsible for collecting 
past-due support from such individuals for dis-
tribution pursuant to section 457. 

‘‘(3) RELATIONSHIP TO STATE LAWS.—Notwith-
standing any provision of State law, an indi-
vidual receiving a notice under paragraph (1)(C) 
shall have 21 calendar days from the date of 
such notice to contest the lien or levy imposed 
under such paragraph by requesting an admin-
istrative review by the State agency responsible 
for collecting past-due support from such indi-
vidual. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT OF DISCLOSURES.—For pur-
poses of section 1113(d) of the Right to Financial 

Privacy Act of 1978, a disclosure pursuant to 
this subsection shall be considered a disclosure 
pursuant to a Federal statute.’’. 

(b) STATE DUTIES.—
(1) INDIVIDUALS WITH ASSETS SUBJECT TO FED-

ERAL SEIZURE.—Section 454 (42 U.S.C. 654), as 
amended by section 301(b)(1)(B)(iii), is amend-
ed—

(A) in paragraph (33), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (34), by striking the period 
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(C) by inserting after paragraph (34), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(35) provide that the State shall—
‘‘(A) upon furnishing the Secretary with in-

formation under section 452(l) with respect to 
individuals owing past-due support, provide no-
tice to such individuals that their assets held in 
financial institutions shall be subject to seizure 
to pay such past-due support, and shall—

‘‘(i) instruct such individuals of the steps 
which may be taken to contest the State’s deter-
mination that past-due support is owed or the 
amount of the past-due support; and 

‘‘(ii) include, in the case of jointly owned as-
sets, a description of the process by which other 
owners may secure their share of such assets, in 
accordance with such policies and procedures as 
the Secretary may specify with respect to seizure 
of such assets; 

‘‘(B) promptly resolve cases in which such in-
dividuals contest the State’s determination with 
respect to past-due support, and provide for ex-
pedited refund of any assets erroneously seized 
and transferred to the State under such section 
452(l); and 

‘‘(C) except as otherwise specified under this 
paragraph or by the Secretary, ensure that the 
due process protections afforded under this 
paragraph to individuals whose assets are sub-
ject to seizure under section 452(l) are generally 
consistent with, and to the extent practicable 
conform to, the due process protections afforded 
by the State to individuals subject to offset of 
tax refunds under section 464.’’. 

(2) REIMBURSEMENT OF FEDERAL COSTS.—Sec-
tion 453(k)(3) (42 U.S.C. 653(k)(3)) is amended—

(A) in the paragraph heading, by inserting 
‘‘AND ENFORCEMENT SERVICES’’ after ‘‘INFORMA-
TION’’

(B) by inserting ‘‘or enforcement services’’ 
after ‘‘that receives information’’; 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or section 452(l)’’ after ‘‘pur-
suant to this section’’; and 

(D) by striking ‘‘in furnishing the informa-
tion’’ and inserting ‘‘in furnishing such infor-
mation or enforcement services’’. 

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) STATE LAW REQUIREMENTS.—Section 

466(a)(17) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)(17)) is amended—
(A) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘pursuant to sec-

tion 452(l)’’ after ‘‘and the Federal Parent Loca-
tor Service’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by inserting ‘‘issued by the 
State agency or by the Secretary under section 
452(l)’’ after ‘‘in response to a notice of lien or 
levy’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (C)—
(i) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or to the Fed-

eral Parent Locator Service’’ after ‘‘to the State 
agency’’; and 

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘issued by the 
State agency’’. 

(2) NON LIABILITY FOR FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS.—Section 469A(a) (42 U.S.C. 669a(a)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘section 452(l) or’’ before 
‘‘section 466(a)(17)(A)’’. 
SEC. 312. INFORMATION COMPARISONS WITH IN-

SURANCE DATA. 
(a) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—Section 452 

(42 U.S.C. 652) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(m) COMPARISONS WITH INSURANCE INFORMA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through the 
Federal Parent Locator Service, is authorized—
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‘‘(A) to compare information concerning indi-

viduals owing past-due support with informa-
tion maintained by insurers (or their agents) 
concerning insurance claims, settlements, 
awards, and payments, and 

‘‘(B) to furnish information resulting from 
such data matches to the State agencies respon-
sible for collecting child support from such indi-
viduals. 

‘‘(2) LIABILITY.—No insurer (including any 
agent of an insurer) shall be liable under any 
Federal or State law to any person for any dis-
closure provided for under this subsection, or for 
any other action taken in good faith in accord-
ance with the provisions of this subsection.’’. 

(b) STATE REIMBURSEMENT OF FEDERAL 
COSTS.—Section 453(k)(3) (42 U.S.C. 653(k)(3)), 
as amended by section 312(b)(2), is amended by 
striking ‘‘section 452(l)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (l) or (m) of section 452’’.

SEC. 313. TRIBAL ACCESS TO THE FEDERAL PAR-
ENT LOCATOR SERVICE. 

Section 453(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 653(c)(1)) is 
amended by inserting ‘‘or Indian tribe or tribal 
organization’’ after ‘‘any agent or attorney of 
any State’’. 

SEC. 314. REIMBURSEMENT OF SECRETARY’S 
COSTS OF INFORMATION COMPARI-
SONS AND DISCLOSURE FOR EN-
FORCEMENT OF OBLIGATIONS ON 
HIGHER EDUCATION ACT LOANS 
AND GRANTS. 

Section 453(j)(6)(F) (42 U.S.C. 653(j)(6)(F)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘additional’’. 

SEC. 315. TECHNICAL AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS BE-
TWEEN STATES AND INDIAN TRIBES. 

Section 454(33) (42 U.S.C. 654(33)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘that receives funding pursuant to 
section 428 and’’. 

SEC. 316. CLAIMS UPON LONGSHORE AND HAR-
BOR WORKERS’ COMPENSATION FOR 
CHILD SUPPORT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 17 of the Longshore 
and Harbor Workers’ Compensation Act (33 
U.S.C. 917) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘LIENS ON COMPENSATION; CHILD SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT 

‘‘SEC. 17. (a) LIENS.—Where a trust fund 
which complies with section 302(c) of the Labor 
Management Relations Act, 1947 (29 U.S.C. 
186(c)) established pursuant to a collective-bar-
gaining agreement in effect between an em-
ployer and an employee covered under this Act 
has paid disability benefits to an employee 
which the employee is legally obligated to repay 
by reason of the employee’s entitlement to com-
pensation under this Act or under a settlement, 
the Secretary shall authorize a lien on such 
compensation in favor of the trust fund for the 
amount of such payments. 

‘‘(b) CHILD SUPPORT.—Compensation or bene-
fits due or payable to an individual under this 
Act (other than medical benefits) shall be sub-
ject, in like manner and to the same extent as 
similar compensation or benefits under a work-
ers’ compensation program if established under 
State law—

‘‘(1) to withholding in accordance with State 
law enacted pursuant to subsections (a)(1) and 
(b) of section 466 of the Social Security Act and 
regulations under such subsections; and 

‘‘(2) to any other legal process brought, by a 
State agency administering a program under a 
State plan approved under part D of title IV of 
the Social Security Act or by an individual obli-
gee, to enforce the legal obligation of the indi-
vidual to provide child support or alimony.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 16 of 
the Longshore and Harbor Workers’ Compensa-
tion Act (33 U.S.C. 916) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘No’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as 
provided by this Act, no’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘, except as provided by this 
Act,’’ after ‘‘under this Act’’. 

SEC. 317. STATE OPTION TO USE STATEWIDE 
AUTOMATED DATA PROCESSING AND 
INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEM 
FOR INTERSTATE CASES. 

Section 466(a)(14)(A)(iii) (42 U.S.C. 
666(a)(14)(A)(iii)) is amended by inserting before 
the semicolon the following: ‘‘(but the assisting 
State may establish a corresponding case based 
on such other State’s request for assistance)’’. 
SEC. 318. INTERCEPTION OF GAMBLING 

WINNINGS FOR CHILD SUPPORT. 
(a) INTERCEPTION OF GAMBLING WINNINGS FOR 

CHILD SUPPORT.—Section 452 (42 U.S.C. 652), as 
amended by section 313, is amended by adding 
at the end the following: 

‘‘(n) INTERCEPTION OF GAMBLING WINNINGS 
FOR PAST-DUE SUPPORT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary, through the 
Federal Parent Locator Service, is authorized, 
in accordance with this subsection, to intercept 
gambling winnings of an individual owing past-
due support being enforced by a State agency 
with a plan approved under this part, and to 
transmit such winnings to the State agency for 
distribution pursuant to section 457. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENTS FOR GAMBLING ESTABLISH-
MENTS.—A gambling establishment subject to 
this subsection shall not pay to any individual 
gambling winnings (as defined in paragraph (6)) 
meeting the criteria for reporting to the Internal 
Revenue Service pursuant to section 6041 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 until the estab-
lishment—

‘‘(A) has furnished to the Secretary—
‘‘(i) the information required to be so reported 

with respect to such individual and such 
winnings; and 

‘‘(ii) the net amount of such gambling 
winnings (hereafter in this subsection referred 
to as the ‘net gambling winnings’) after with-
holding of amounts for Federal taxes as required 
pursuant to section 3402(q) of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986; and 

‘‘(B) has complied with the Secretary’s in-
structions pursuant to paragraph (3). 

‘‘(3) DATA MATCH AND WITHHOLDING.—The 
Secretary shall—

‘‘(A) compare information furnished pursuant 
to paragraph (2)(A) with information on indi-
viduals who owe past-due support; 

‘‘(B) direct the gambling establishment to 
withhold from an individual’s net gambling 
winnings all amounts not exceeding the total 
past-due support owed by the individual; 

‘‘(C) authorize the gambling establishment, in 
reimbursement of its costs of complying with this 
subsection, to withhold and retain from such 
net gambling winnings an amount equal to 2 
percent of the amount to be withheld pursuant 
to subparagraph (B), which amount shall be 
taken first from any excess of such net winnings 
above the amount withheld pursuant to sub-
paragraph (B), with any balance to be taken 
from the amount so withheld; and 

‘‘(D) require the gambling establishment to 
furnish written notice to the individual whose 
gambling winnings are withheld pursuant to 
this subsection, that includes—

‘‘(i) the amounts withheld pursuant to sub-
paragraphs (B) and (C); 

‘‘(ii) the reason and authority for the with-
holding; and 

‘‘(iii) an explanation of the individual’s proce-
dural due process rights, including the right to 
contest such withholding to the responsible 
State agency and information necessary to con-
tact such State agency. 

‘‘(4) TRANSFER OF WITHHELD AMOUNTS.—Net 
amounts withheld for past-due support pursu-
ant to subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(3) shall—

‘‘(A) be transferred by the gambling establish-
ment to the Secretary at the same time and in 
the same manner as amounts withheld under 
section 3402(q) of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 would be transferred to the Internal Rev-
enue Service, together with the information de-
scribed in paragraph (2)(A)(i) with respect to 

the individuals whose winnings were withheld 
under this subsection; and 

‘‘(B) be promptly transferred by the Secretary 
to the appropriate State agency. 

‘‘(5) NONLIABILITY OF GAMBLING ESTABLISH-
MENTS.—A gambling establishment shall not be 
liable under any Federal or State law to any 
person—

‘‘(A) for any disclosure of information to the 
Secretary under this subsection; 

‘‘(B) for withholding or surrendering gam-
bling winnings in accordance with this sub-
section; or 

‘‘(C) for any other action taken in good faith 
to comply with this subsection. 

‘‘(6) DEFINITION OF GAMBLING WINNINGS.—In 
this subsection, the term ‘gambling winnings’ 
means the proceeds of a wager that are subject 
to reporting under section 6041 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR STATE LAWS.—Section 
466(a) (42 U.S.C. 666(a)) is amended by inserting 
after paragraph (19) the following: 

‘‘(20) INTERCEPTION OF GAMBLING WINNINGS.—
Procedures under which—

‘‘(A) gambling establishments subject to the 
laws of the State are required to comply with 
the provisions of section 452(n), and are subject 
to sanctions for failure to comply, which shall 
include liability in an amount equal to the 
amount the establishment would have withheld 
if it so complied; 

‘‘(B) noncustodial parents owing past-due 
support are provided with written notice that 
gambling winnings may be subject to with-
holding for past-due support under section 
452(n); and 

‘‘(C) cases where such noncustodial parents 
contest the State’s determination with respect to 
past-due support are promptly resolved, and ex-
pedited refund is made of any amounts erro-
neously seized under such section 452(n).’’. 

(c) STATE REIMBURSEMENT OF FEDERAL 
COSTS.—Section 453(k)(3) (42 U.S.C.653(k)(3)), as 
amended by section 313(b), is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘or (m)’’ and inserting ‘‘(m), or (n)’’. 

(d) REQUIREMENT FOR PARTICIPATING INDIAN 
TRIBES.—Section 455(f) (42 U.S.C. 655(f)) is 
amended in the first sentence by striking ‘‘and 
location of absent parents’’ and inserting ‘‘loca-
tion of absent parents, and interception of gam-
bling winnings consistent with the requirements 
of sections 452(n) and 466(a)(20)’’. 
SEC. 319. STATE LAW REQUIREMENT CON-

CERNING THE UNIFORM INTER-
STATE FAMILY SUPPORT ACT 
(UIFSA). 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 466(f) (42 U.S.C. 
666(f)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and as in effect on August 22, 
1996,’’; and 

(2) by striking ‘‘adopted as of such date’’ and 
inserting ‘‘adopted as of August, 2001’’. 

(b) FULL FAITH AND CREDIT FOR CHILD SUP-
PORT ORDERS.—Section 1738B of title 28, United 
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (d) and inserting the 
following: 

‘‘(d) CONTINUING EXCLUSIVE JURISDICTION.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), a 

court of a State that has made a child support 
order consistent with this section has con-
tinuing, exclusive jurisdiction to modify its 
order if the order is the controlling order and—

‘‘(A) the State is the child’s State or the resi-
dence of any individual contestant; or 

‘‘(B) if the State is not the residence of the 
child or an individual contestant, the contest-
ants consent in a record or in open court that 
the court may continue to exercise jurisdiction 
to modify its order. 

‘‘(2) REQUIREMENT.—A court may not exercise 
its continuing, exclusive jurisdiction to modify 
the order if the court of another State, acting in 
accordance with subsections (e) and (f), has 
made a modification of the order.’’; 

(2) in subsection (e)(2)—
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(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘be-

cause’’ and all that follows through the semi-
colon and inserting ‘‘pursuant to paragraph (1) 
or (2) of subsection (d);’’ and 

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘with 
jurisdiction over at least 1 of the individual con-
testants or that is located in the child’s State’’ 
after ‘‘another State’’; 

(3) in subsection (f)—
(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 

‘‘RECOGNITION OF’’ and inserting ‘‘DETERMINA-
TION OF CONTROLLING’’; 

(B) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), by 
striking ‘‘shall apply’’ and all that follows 
through the colon and inserting ‘‘having per-
sonal jurisdiction over both individual contest-
ants shall apply the following rules and by 
order shall determine which order controls:’’

(C) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘must be’’ 
and inserting ‘‘controls and must be so’’; 

(D) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘must be rec-
ognized’’ and inserting ‘‘controls’’; 

(E) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘must be rec-
ognized’’ each place it appears and inserting 
‘‘controls’’; 

(F) in paragraph (4)—
(i) by striking ‘‘may’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’; 

and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘must be recognized’’ and in-

serting ‘‘controls’’; and 
(G) by striking paragraph (5); 
(4) by striking subsection (g) and inserting the 

following: 
‘‘(g) ENFORCEMENT OF MODIFIED ORDERS.—If 

a child support order issued by a court of a 
State is modified by a court of another State 
which properly assumed jurisdiction, the issuing 
court—

‘‘(1) may enforce its order that was modified 
only as to arrears and interest accruing before 
the modification; 

‘‘(2) may provide appropriate relief for viola-
tions of its order which occurred before the ef-
fective date of the modification; and 

‘‘(3) shall recognize the modifying order of the 
other State for the purpose of enforcement.’’; 

(5) in subsection (h)—
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and (3)’’ 

and inserting ‘‘, (3), and (4)’’; 
(B) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘the com-

putation and payment of arrearages, and the 
accrual of interest on the arrearages,’’ after 
‘‘obligations of support,’’; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(4) PROSPECTIVE APPLICATION.—After a court 

determines which is the controlling order and 
issues an order consolidating arrears, if any, a 
court shall prospectively apply the law of the 
State issuing the controlling order, including 
that State’s law with respect to interest on ar-
rears, current and future support, and consoli-
dated arrears.’’; and 

(6) in subsection (i), by inserting ‘‘and sub-
section (d)(2) does not apply’’ after ‘‘issuing 
State’’. 
SEC. 320. GRANTS TO STATES FOR ACCESS AND 

VISITATION PROGRAMS. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO MAKE GRANTS TO INDIAN 

TRIBES.—Section 469B (42 U.S.C. 669b) is amend-
ed—

(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘AND 
INDIAN TRIBES’’ after ‘‘STATES’’; and 

(2) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘and Indian 
tribes or tribal organizations’’ after ‘‘to enable 
States’’. 

(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—Section 469B(b) (42 
U.S.C. 669b(b)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF GRANTS.—
‘‘(1) GRANTS TO STATES.—The amount of the 

grant to be made to a State under this section 
for a fiscal year shall be an amount equal to the 
lesser of—

‘‘(A) 90 percent of State expenditures during 
the fiscal year for activities described in sub-
section (a); or 

‘‘(B) the allotment of the State under sub-
section (c) for the fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) GRANTS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—An Indian 
tribe or tribal organization operating a program 

under section 455 that has operated such pro-
gram throughout the preceding fiscal year and 
has an application under this section approved 
by the Secretary shall receive a grant under this 
section for a fiscal year in an amount equal to 
the allotment of such Indian tribe or tribal orga-
nization under subsection (c)(2) for the fiscal 
year.’’. 

(c) ALLOTMENTS.—Section 469B(c) (42 U.S.C. 
669b(c)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(c) ALLOTMENTS.—
‘‘(1) ALLOTMENTS TO STATES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the subpara-

graph (C), the allotment of a State for a fiscal 
year is the amount that bears the same ratio to 
the amount specified in subparagraph (B) for 
such fiscal year as the number of children in the 
State living with only 1 parent bears to the total 
number of such children in all States. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR ALLOTMENT.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A), the amount 
specified in this subparagraph is the following 
amount, reduced by the total allotments to In-
dian tribes or tribal organizations in accordance 
with paragraph (2): 

‘‘(i) $12,000,000 for fiscal year 2004. 
‘‘(ii) $14,000,000 for fiscal year 2005. 
‘‘(iii) $16,000,000 for fiscal year 2006. 
‘‘(iv) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2007 and each 

succeeding fiscal year. 
‘‘(C) MINIMUM STATE ALLOTMENT.—The Sec-

retary shall adjust allotments to States under 
subparagraph (A) as necessary to ensure that 
no State is allotted less than—

‘‘(i) $120,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(ii) $140,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(iii) $160,000 for fiscal year 2006; and 
‘‘(iv) $180,000 for fiscal year 2007 and each 

succeeding fiscal year. 
‘‘(2) ALLOTMENTS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph 

(C), the allotment of an Indian tribe or tribal or-
ganization described in subsection (b)(2) for a 
fiscal year is an amount that bears the same 
ratio to the amount specified in subparagraph 
(B) for such fiscal year as the number of chil-
dren in the Indian tribe or tribal organization 
living with only 1 parent bears to the total num-
ber of such children in all Indian tribes and 
tribal organizations eligible to receive grants 
under this section for such year. 

‘‘(B) AMOUNT AVAILABLE FOR ALLOTMENT.—
For purposes of subparagraph (A), the amount 
available under this subparagraph is an 
amount, deducted from the amount specified in 
paragraph (1)(B), not to exceed—

‘‘(i) $250,000 for fiscal year 2004; 
‘‘(ii) $600,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(iii) $800,000 for fiscal year 2006; and 
‘‘(iv) $1,670,000 for fiscal year 2007 and each 

succeeding year. 
‘‘(C) MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM TRIBAL ALLOT-

MENT.—The Secretary shall adjust allotments to 
Indian tribes and tribal organizations under 
subparagraph (A) as necessary to ensure that 
no Indian tribe or tribal organization is allotted, 
for a fiscal year, an amount which is less than 
$10,000 or more than the minimum State allot-
ment for such fiscal year.’’. 

(d) ADMINISTRATION.—Section 469B(e) (42 
U.S.C. 669b(e)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(e) ADMINISTRATION.—
‘‘(1) GRANTS TO STATES.—Each State to which 

a grant is made under this section—
‘‘(A) may administer State programs funded 

with the grant, directly or through grants to or 
contracts with courts, local public agencies, or 
nonprofit private entities; and 

‘‘(B) shall not be required to operate such pro-
grams on a statewide basis. 

‘‘(2) GRANTS TO STATES OR INDIAN TRIBES.—
Each State or Indian tribe or tribal organization 
to which a grant is made under this section 
shall monitor, evaluate, and report on such pro-
grams in accordance with regulations prescribed 
by the Secretary.’’. 

SEC. 321. TIMING OF CORRECTIVE ACTION YEAR 
FOR STATE NONCOMPLIANCE WITH 
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 409(a)(8) (42 U.S.C. 
609(a)(8)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) in the matter preceding clause (i)(I), by 

striking ‘‘in a fiscal year’’ and inserting ‘‘for a 
fiscal year’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii)—
(i) in the matter preceding subclause (I), by 

striking ‘‘that, with respect to the succeeding 
fiscal year—’’ and inserting ‘‘that, with respect 
to the period described in subparagraph (D)’’; 
and 

(ii) in the matter following subclause (II), by 
striking ‘‘the end of such succeeding fiscal 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘the end of the period de-
scribed in subparagraph (D)’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(D) PERIOD DESCRIBED.—Subject to subpara-

graph (E), for purposes of this paragraph, the 
period described in this subparagraph is the pe-
riod that begins with the date on which the Sec-
retary makes a finding described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) with respect to State performance 
in a fiscal year and ends on September 30 of the 
fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the 
Secretary makes such a finding. 

‘‘(E) NO PENALTY IF STATE CORRECTS NON-
COMPLIANCE IN FINDING YEAR.—The Secretary 
shall not take a reduction described in subpara-
graph (A) with respect to a noncompliance de-
scribed in clause (i) of that subparagraph if the 
Secretary determines that the State has cor-
rected the noncompliance in the fiscal year in 
which the Secretary makes the finding of the 
noncompliance.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made 
by subsection (a) shall be effective with respect 
to determinations of State compliance for fiscal 
year 2002 and succeeding fiscal years. 

(c) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001.—
Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the 
Secretary shall not take against amounts other-
wise payable to a State, a reduction described in 
section 409(a)(8)(A) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 609(a)(8)(A)) with respect to a non-
compliance described in such section occurring 
in fiscal year 2001 if the Secretary determines 
that the State has corrected such noncompliance 
in fiscal year 2002 or 2003. 

TITLE IV—CHILD WELFARE 
SEC. 401. EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY TO AP-

PROVE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS. 
Section 1130(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9(a)(2)), as 

amended by section 5 of the Welfare Reform Ex-
tension Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 
Stat. 837) is amended by striking ‘‘2003’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2008’’. 
SEC. 402. REMOVAL OF COMMONWEALTH OF 

PUERTO RICO FOSTER CARE FUNDS 
FROM LIMITATION ON PAYMENTS. 

Section 1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)), as 
amended by section 116(b)(2), is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Paragraph (1)’’ and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (1)’’; 
(2) in subparagraph (A) (as added by para-

graph (1)), by striking ‘‘or 418(a)(4)(B)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘418(a)(4)(B), or, subject to clause (ii) of 
subparagraph (B), payments to Puerto Rico de-
scribed in clause (i) of that subparagraph’’ be-
fore the period; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) CERTAIN PAYMENTS TO PUERTO RICO.—
‘‘(i) PAYMENTS DESCRIBED.—For purposes of 

subparagraph (A), payments described in this 
subparagraph are payments made to Puerto 
Rico under part E of title IV with respect to the 
portion of foster care payments made to Puerto 
Rico for fiscal year 2005 or any fiscal year there-
after that exceed the total amount of such pay-
ments for fiscal year 2002. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—The total amount of pay-
ments to Puerto Rico described in clause (i) that 
are disregarded under subparagraph (A) may 
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not exceed $6,250,000 for each of fiscal years 2005 
through 2008.’’. 
SEC. 403. TECHNICAL CORRECTION. 

Section 1130(b)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1320a–9(b)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘422(b)(9)’’ and inserting 
‘‘422(b)(10)’’. 

TITLE V—SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY 
INCOME 

SEC. 501. REVIEW OF STATE AGENCY BLINDNESS 
AND DISABILITY DETERMINATIONS. 

Section 1633 (42 U.S.C. 1383b) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(e)(1) The Commissioner of Social Security 
shall review determinations, made by State 
agencies pursuant to subsection (a) in connec-
tion with applications for benefits under this 
title on the basis of blindness or disability, that 
individuals who have attained 18 years of age 
are blind or disabled as of a specified onset date. 
The Commissioner of Social Security shall re-
view such a determination before any action is 
taken to implement the determination. 

‘‘(2)(A) In carrying out paragraph (1), the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall review—

‘‘(i) at least 20 percent of all determinations 
referred to in paragraph (1) that are made in 
fiscal year 2004;

‘‘(ii) at least 40 percent of all such determina-
tions that are made in fiscal year 2005; and 

‘‘(iii) at least 50 percent of all such determina-
tions that are made in fiscal year 2006 or there-
after. 

‘‘(B) In carrying out subparagraph (A), the 
Commissioner of Social Security shall, to the ex-
tent feasible, select for review the determina-
tions which the Commissioner of Social Security 
identifies as being the most likely to be incor-
rect.’’. 

TITLE VI—TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE 

SEC. 601. EXTENSION AND SIMPLIFICATION OF 
THE TRANSITIONAL MEDICAL AS-
SISTANCE PROGRAM (TMA). 

(a) OPTION OF CONTINUOUS ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 
MONTHS; OPTION OF CONTINUING COVERAGE FOR 
UP TO AN ADDITIONAL YEAR.—

(1) OPTION OF CONTINUOUS ELIGIBILITY FOR 12 
MONTHS BY MAKING REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
OPTIONAL.—Section 1925(b) (42 U.S.C. 1396r–
6(b)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘, at the 
option of a State,’’ after ‘‘and which’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘Subject 
to subparagraph (C):’’ after ‘‘(A) NOTICES.—’’; 

(C) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting ‘‘Subject 
to subparagraph (C):’’ after ‘‘(B) REPORTING RE-
QUIREMENTS.—’’; 

(D) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(C) STATE OPTION TO WAIVE NOTICE AND RE-

PORTING REQUIREMENTS.—A State may waive 
some or all of the reporting requirements under 
clauses (i) and (ii) of subparagraph (B). Insofar 
as it waives such a reporting requirement, the 
State need not provide for a notice under sub-
paragraph (A) relating to such requirement.’’; 
and 

(E) in paragraph (3)(A)(iii), by inserting ‘‘the 
State has not waived under paragraph (2)(C) 
the reporting requirement with respect to such 
month under paragraph (2)(B) and if’’ after ‘‘6-
month period if’’. 

(2) STATE OPTION TO EXTEND ELIGIBILITY FOR 
LOW-INCOME INDIVIDUALS FOR UP TO 12 ADDI-
TIONAL MONTHS.—Section 1925 (42 U.S.C. 1396r–
6) is further amended—

(A) by redesignating subsections (c) through 
(f) as subsections (d) through (g), respectively; 
and 

(B) by inserting after subsection (b) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(c) STATE OPTION OF UP TO 12 MONTHS OF 
ADDITIONAL ELIGIBILITY.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this title, each State plan approved 
under this title may provide, at the option of the 
State, that the State shall offer to each family 
which received assistance during the entire 6-

month period under subsection (b) and which 
meets the applicable requirement of paragraph 
(2), in the last month of the period the option of 
extending coverage under this subsection for the 
succeeding period not to exceed 12 months. 

‘‘(2) INCOME RESTRICTION.—The option under 
paragraph (1) shall not be made available to a 
family for a succeeding period unless the State 
determines that the family’s average gross 
monthly earnings (less such costs for such child 
care as is necessary for the employment of the 
caretaker relative) as of the end of the 6-month 
period under subsection (b) does not exceed 185 
percent of the official poverty line (as defined 
by the Office of Management and Budget, and 
revised annually in accordance with section 
673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act 
of 1981) applicable to a family of the size in-
volved. 

‘‘(3) APPLICATION OF EXTENSION RULES.—The 
provisions of paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5) of 
subsection (b) shall apply to the extension pro-
vided under this subsection in the same manner 
as they apply to the extension provided under 
subsection (b)(1), except that for purposes of 
this subsection—

‘‘(A) any reference to a 6-month period under 
subsection (b)(1) is deemed a reference to the ex-
tension period provided under paragraph (1) 
and any deadlines for any notices or reporting 
and the premium payment periods shall be modi-
fied to correspond to the appropriate calendar 
quarters of coverage provided under this sub-
section; and 

‘‘(B) any reference to a provision of sub-
section (a) or (b) is deemed a reference to the 
corresponding provision of subsection (b) or of 
this subsection, respectively.’’. 

(b) STATE OPTION TO WAIVE RECEIPT OF MED-
ICAID FOR 3 OF PREVIOUS 6 MONTHS TO QUALIFY 
FOR TMA.—Section 1925(a)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1396r–
6(a)(1)) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘A State may, at its option, also apply 
the previous sentence in the case of a family 
that was receiving such aid for fewer than 3 
months, or that had applied for and was eligible 
for such aid for fewer than 3 months, during the 
6 immediately preceding months described in 
such sentence.’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF SUNSET FOR TMA.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (g) of section 1925 

(42 U.S.C. 1396r–6), as so redesignated under 
subsection (a)(2)(A), and as amended by section 
7 of the Welfare Reform Extension Act of 2003, 
is further redesignated as subsection (i) and is 
amended by striking ‘‘2003’’ and inserting 
‘‘2008’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1902(e)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(e)(1)(B)), as so 
amended, is amended by striking ‘‘September 30, 
2003’’ and inserting ‘‘the last date (if any) on 
which section 1925 applies under subsection (f) 
of that section’’. 

(d) CMS REPORT ON ENROLLMENT AND PAR-
TICIPATION RATES UNDER TMA.—Section 1925 
(42 U.S.C. 1396r–6), as amended by subsections 
(a)(2)(A) and (c)(1), is amended by inserting 
after subsection (f) the following: 

‘‘(g) ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS.—
‘‘(1) COLLECTION AND REPORTING OF PARTICI-

PATION INFORMATION.—Each State shall—
‘‘(A) collect and submit to the Secretary, in a 

format specified by the Secretary, information 
on average monthly enrollment and average 
monthly participation rates for adults and chil-
dren under this section; and 

‘‘(B) make such information publicly avail-
able.

Such information shall be submitted under sub-
paragraph (A) at the same time and frequency 
in which other enrollment information under 
this title is submitted to the Secretary. Using 
such information, the Secretary shall submit to 
Congress annual reports concerning such 
rates.’’. 

(e) COORDINATION OF WORK.—Section 1925(g) 
(42 U.S.C. 1396r–6(g)), as added by subsection 

(d), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH ADMINISTRATION FOR 
CHILDREN AND FAMILIES.—The Administrator of 
the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, 
in carrying out this section, shall work with the 
Assistant Secretary for the Administration for 
Children and Families to develop guidance or 
other technical assistance for States regarding 
best practices in guaranteeing access to transi-
tional medical assistance under this section.’’. 

(f) ELIMINATION OF TMA REQUIREMENT FOR 
STATES THAT EXTEND COVERAGE TO CHILDREN 
AND PARENTS THROUGH 185 PERCENT OF POV-
ERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1925 (42 U.S.C. 1396r–
6) is amended by inserting after subsection (g), 
as added by subsection (d), the following: 

‘‘(h) PROVISIONS OPTIONAL FOR STATES THAT 
EXTEND COVERAGE TO CHILDREN AND PARENTS 
THROUGH 185 PERCENT OF POVERTY.—A State 
may meet (but is not required to meet) the re-
quirements of subsections (a) and (b) if it pro-
vides for medical assistance under section 1931 
to families (including both children and care-
taker relatives) the average gross monthly earn-
ing of which (less such costs for such child care 
as is necessary for the employment of a care-
taker relative) is at or below a level that is at 
least 185 percent of the official poverty line (as 
defined by the Office of Management and Budg-
et, and revised annually in accordance with sec-
tion 673(2) of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1981) applicable to a family of the 
size involved.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 1925 
(42 U.S.C. 1396r–6) is amended, in subsections 
(a)(1) and (b)(1), by inserting ‘‘, but subject to 
subsection (h),’’ after ‘‘Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this title,’’ each place it ap-
pears. 

(g) REQUIREMENT OF NOTICE FOR ALL FAMI-
LIES LOSING TANF.—Subsection (a)(2) of section 
1925 (42 U.S.C. 1396r–6) is amended by adding at 
the end the following flush sentences:

‘‘Each State shall provide, to families whose aid 
under part A or E of title IV has terminated but 
whose eligibility for medical assistance under 
this title continues, written notice of their ongo-
ing eligibility for such medical assistance. If a 
State makes a determination that any member of 
a family whose aid under part A or E of title IV 
is being terminated is also no longer eligible for 
medical assistance under this title, the notice of 
such determination shall be supplemented by a 
1-page notification form describing the different 
ways in which individuals and families may 
qualify for such medical assistance and explain-
ing that individuals and families do not have to 
be receiving aid under part A or E of title IV in 
order to qualify for such medical assistance. 
Such notice shall further be supplemented by in-
formation on how to apply for child health as-
sistance under the State children’s health insur-
ance program under title XXI and how to apply 
for medical assistance under this title.’’. 

(h) EXTENDING USE OF OUTSTATIONED WORK-
ERS TO ACCEPT APPLICATIONS FOR TRANSI-
TIONAL MEDICAL ASSISTANCE.—Section 
1902(a)(55) (42 U.S.C. 1396a(a)(55)) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘and under section 1931’’ after 
‘‘(a)(10)(A)(ii)(IX)’’. 

(i) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in this 

subsection, the amendments made by this sec-
tion shall apply to calendar quarters beginning 
on or after October 1, 2003, without regard to 
whether or not final regulations to carry out 
such amendments have been promulgated by 
such date. 

(2) NOTICE.—The amendment made by sub-
section (g) shall take effect 6 months after the 
date of enactment of this Act. 

(3) DELAY PERMITTED FOR STATE PLAN AMEND-
MENT.—In the case of a State plan for medical 
assistance under title XIX of the Social Security 
Act which the Secretary of Health and Human 
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Services determines requires State legislation 
(other than legislation appropriating funds) in 
order for the plan to meet the additional re-
quirements imposed by the amendments made by 
this section, the State plan shall not be regarded 
as failing to comply with the requirements of 
such title solely on the basis of its failure to 
meet these additional requirements before the 
first day of the first calendar quarter beginning 
after the close of the first regular session of the 
State legislature that begins after the date of en-
actment of this Act. For purposes of the pre-
vious sentence, in the case of a State that has 
a 2-year legislative session, each year of such 
session shall be deemed to be a separate regular 
session of the State legislature. 
SEC. 602. PROHIBITION AGAINST COVERING 

CHILDLESS ADULTS WITH SCHIP 
FUNDS. 

(a) PROHIBITION ON USE OF SCHIP FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 2107 (42 U.S.C. 

1397gg) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(f) LIMITATION ON WAIVER AUTHORITY.—Not-
withstanding subsection (e)(2)(A) and section 
1115(a), the Secretary may not approve a waiv-
er, experimental, pilot, or demonstration project, 
or an amendment to such a project that has 
been approved as of the date of enactment of 
this subsection, that would allow funds made 
available under this title to be used to provide 
child health assistance or other health benefits 
coverage to childless adults. For purposes of the 
preceding sentence, a caretaker relative (as such 
term is defined for purposes of carrying out sec-
tion 1931) shall not be considered a childless 
adult.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
2105(c)(1) (42 U.S.C. 1397ee(c)(1)) is amended by 
inserting before the period the following: ‘‘and 
may not include coverage of childless adults. 
For purposes of the preceding sentence, a care-
taker relative (as such term is defined for pur-
poses of carrying out section 1931) shall not be 
considered a childless adult.’’. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section or the amendments made by this section 
shall be construed to— 

(1) authorize the waiver of any provision of 
title XIX or XXI of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1396 et seq., 1397aa et seq.) that is not 
otherwise authorized to be waived under such 
titles or under title XI of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
1301 et seq.) as of the date of enactment of this 
Act; or 

(2) imply congressional approval of any waiv-
er, experimental, pilot, or demonstration project 
affecting the medicaid program under title XIX 
of the Social Security Act or the State children’s 
health insurance program under title XXI of 
such Act that has been approved as of such date 
of enactment. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the 
amendments made by this section take effect on 
the date of enactment of this Act and apply to 
proposals to conduct a waiver, experimental, 
pilot, or demonstration project affecting the 
medicaid program under title XIX of the Social 
Security Act or the State children’s health in-
surance program under title XXI of such Act, 
and to any proposals to amend such projects, 
that are approved or extended on or after such 
date of enactment. 

TITLE VII—EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 701. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b) 
and except as otherwise provided, the amend-
ments made by this Act take effect on the date 
of enactment of this Act. 

(b) EXCEPTION.—In the case of a State plan 
under part A or D of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act which the Secretary determines requires 
State legislation in order for the plan to meet 
the additional requirements imposed by the 
amendments made by this Act, the effective date 
of the amendments imposing the additional re-
quirements shall be 3 months after the first day 

of the first calendar quarter beginning after the 
close of the first regular session of the State leg-
islature that begins after the date of enactment 
of this Act. For purposes of the preceding sen-
tence, in the case of a State that has a 2-year 
legislative session, each year of the session shall 
be considered to be a separate regular session of 
the State legislature.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The distinguished Senator from 
Nevada is recognized. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the chair-
man of the Finance Committee will not 
be here until about 1:30. We should not 
start the bill until he arrives. I have 
spoken to Senator BAUCUS. He agrees. I 
think until then perhaps we should be 
in a period of morning business until 
1:30. 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, why don’t 
we have morning business. I ask unani-
mous consent that there be a period of 
morning business with the time divided 
accordingly until 1:30 today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
10 minutes as in morning business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator from 
Oregon yield for a question? 

Mr. WYDEN. I am happy to. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized for 10 minutes following the Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RISING GAS PRICES 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I rise to 
reiterate how important it is that Con-
gress and the administration act to 
protect the American people from ris-
ing gas prices. I call on the Bush ad-
ministration to stop its campaign of 
inaction on this critical consumer 
issue. 

This week the Organization of Petro-
leum Exporting Countries, OPEC, will 
vote on whether to cut their cartel’s 
production by 1 million barrels a day. 
This vote comes at a time when the 
American Automobile Association tells 

us that the national average price of 
gasoline is the highest it has ever been. 
Of course, we know it is not yet the 
peak driving season. In California, con-
sumers consistently pay over $2 a gal-
lon. In my home State, it is $1.80, and 
in some towns, $1.85, such as Eugene 
and Medford. Consumers in Oregon are 
getting clobbered. 

The vote OPEC will be making comes 
at a time when according to the Asso-
ciated Press private gasoline inven-
tories are already down by 2.5 million 
barrels. The vote comes at a time 
when, in spite of these very low sup-
plies, the Bush administration stub-
bornly persists in filling the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve instead of steps 
that I and others favor, which are to 
put more oil on the market. 

In my view, it is imperative that the 
United States push OPEC in every pos-
sible way not to cause further harm to 
our already injured gasoline market 
and to vote against any further produc-
tion cuts. The Lundberg Survey tells 
us that even if OPEC were to agree this 
week not to cut production, we would 
still face skyrocketing prices. Here is 
how I read that: If OPEC doesn’t agree 
not to cut production, the problem will 
be that much worse. 

When oil prices were high in Sep-
tember of 2000, then-candidate George 
W. Bush blasted former President Clin-
ton for not pushing OPEC to increase 
production. Prices at that time were 
not as high as they are today. And at 
least the administration at that time 
was making some efforts to wring some 
relief out of OPEC. But still then Texas 
Governor Bush said:

We need to be mindful of the power of 
strong and consistent diplomacy. We need to 
start playing with chips we have earned in 
the past on behalf of American consumers.

If anybody has chips to play now in 
order to get a fair shake for the con-
sumer, it is this President. Certainly 
he has chips to play with the domestic 
oil producers who enjoy the tax breaks 
he favors and environmental breaks 
and help when those companies are 
having difficulty supplying their refin-
eries. 

With regard to the OPEC vote, we 
ought to be clear. I hope the President 
of the United States will follow the ad-
vice he gave years ago. I hope he will 
do everything possible to push those 
OPEC countries now, telling them they 
should not allow the gas problem in 
this country to worsen with yet an-
other production cut. Pushing OPEC to 
stop a planned production cut is the 
very least this administration could do 
for the gasoline consumer. It would be 
the least that could be done, but at 
least it would be something. At least it 
would end the weeks’ long, months’ 
long campaign of inaction that this ad-
ministration has waged as gasoline 
prices have crept higher and higher and 
clobbered consumers in every part of 
the United States. 

For several weeks now OPEC’s per 
barrel price has been well above their 
target per barrel price range of $22 to 
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$28. OPEC committed to keeping prices 
in this range. They long ago discarded 
that commitment, and yet nobody has 
heard anything from the administra-
tion until just in the last week or so, 
as I and others started calling for an-
swers. 

We sure heard from the White House 
last week when OPEC prices dropped to 
$35.51 per barrel. They said: Well, we 
are making progress. But the fact is, 
that amount is more than $7 higher 
than the top of OPEC’s target price 
range. So any pressure this administra-
tion has put on OPEC is a day late and 
more than $7 short. Taking credit after 
the fact for a pittance of accommoda-
tion from OPEC is not going to solve 
this Nation’s gasoline price problems, 
and it certainly is not going to provide 
the consumer any real relief. 

I will tell you what else is not going 
to help American consumers. That is 
for the administration to continue to 
turn a blind eye to the rampant anti-
competitive and anticonsumer prac-
tices that are plaguing our country’s 
gasoline markets. Scores of commu-
nities, including those in my State, 
have few if any choices for the gasoline 
consumer. Nationwide the gas market 
in Oregon and at least 27 other States 
is considered tight oligopolies where 
four companies control more than 60 
percent of the gasoline at the pump. In 
these tightly concentrated markets, 
numerous studies have found oil com-
pany practices have driven the inde-
pendent wholesalers and detailers com-
pletely out of the market. They use red 
lining and zone pricing. The fact is, 
with these and other practices, the 
independent stations can’t compete. 
They go out of business, and the oil 
companies can widen their net to grab 
even more cash from the consumers. 

The Federal Trade Commission, when 
they have looked at these practices in 
the past, have admitted that they are 
anticompetitive and drive prices high-
er. They just say they don’t have the 
power to do much about it. I don’t 
think that is true. To be fair, the past 
administration didn’t do a whole lot ei-
ther when it came to going to bat for 
the consumer to stop these oil com-
pany anticompetitive practices. But 
this administration has proven that if 
they want to make something happen 
administratively, they certainly can do 
it. They have done that in area after 
area. 

It seems to me that if the adminis-
tration will end its campaign of inac-
tion to stop the price-pumping shenani-
gans of private oil companies, they 
could certainly take steps now to help 
the American consumer. 

In December of 2002, they stepped in 
to stop filling the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve to keep more oil on the mar-
ket, when the oil companies couldn’t 
keep their refineries full. But now 
when American consumers are paying 
$2 a gallon at the pump, we don’t see 
any effort to stop filling the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. So the fact is, 
what this administration is unwilling 

do for the driving public, they are will-
ing to do for big oil. 

What ought to be done in the face of 
this campaign of inaction? Certainly, 
you can make a start by having con-
gressional action. I sponsored S. 1737, 
which would give the Federal Trade 
Commission additional tools to pro-
mote competition in these very tight 
markets. They would have the power to 
issue cease and desist orders to prevent 
companies from gouging consumers. 
That is a vehicle that can be used right 
now to help the American consumer. 
We are certainly going to have prob-
lems in the days ahead. And even the 
oil companies admit that the market 
won’t solve the problems on its own. 

Last August a report by the Rand 
Corporation revealed that even oil in-
dustry officials are predicting more 
price volatility in the future. Last No-
vember the Energy Information Ad-
ministration also issued a report on 
the causes of last summer’s record high 
gas prices.

They said—and this is the position of 
the Federal Government—‘‘There is 
continuing vulnerability to future gas-
oline price spikes.’’ 

The Congress needs to act now before 
gasoline rises to $3 per gallon, and we 
are hearing that from some inde-
pendent oil industry analysts. 

The administration, however, has the 
power to act now. They need to be on 
the phone. They need to be pushing 
OPEC today. They need to get off the 
dime at the Federal Trade Commission, 
where action can be taken administra-
tively. Rising gas prices don’t just hit 
families in the pocket during the week-
ly fill-up; those rising gasoline prices 
are producing a disturbance and caus-
ing ripples throughout our economy. 
There are huge consequences of this 
price manipulation. 

When gasoline costs more, busi-
nesses’ transportation costs go up. 
Their profits go down. So either the 
price of the goods they sell to con-
sumers has to go up, or the number of 
people they employ must plummet. So 
higher gas prices either mean bigger 
costs for consumer goods, or fewer jobs 
in an economy that certainly cannot 
afford to lose any more. 

Let me close by saying that I hope 
my legislation, S. 1737, will pass in the 
days ahead. Right now, consumers are 
getting socked at the pumps in person. 
That is not acceptable to me and 
should not be acceptable to any Mem-
ber of the Senate. It is time to stand up 
to the status quo. 

It is time for the Bush administra-
tion to take the lead. They ought to do 
it with OPEC and with the Federal 
Trade Commission. If the administra-
tion doesn’t support the proposals I 
offer today, they ought to end their 
campaign of inaction and offer their 
own. I hope we will have a chance to 
debate this on the floor of the Senate. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 

NATIONAL SEX OFFENDER 
REGISTRY ACT OF 2004 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, last De-
cember, there were news reports 
around the country about the dis-
appearance of a young student at the 
University of North Dakota whose 
name was Dru Sjodin. 

I am sorry to tell you that Dru 
Sjodin has never been found. It is like-
ly that she has been murdered. The 
person who allegedly committed that 
murder is now under lock and key in a 
North Dakota jail, awaiting a trial. 
And, as is too often the case, the man 
that apparently committed this crime 
had earlier been released from prison 
for committing similar offenses. 

Let me talk for a moment about this 
case and about some legislation I have 
introduced in the Senate—bipartisan 
legislation—to respond to it. 

Dru Sjodin was a student at the Uni-
versity of North Dakota. On a Decem-
ber afternoon, she was abducted in a 
parking lot at the shopping center in 
Grand Forks, ND. 

The suspect who was arrested for 
that disappearance was a man named 
Alfonso Rodriguez, Jr. Law enforce-
ment has released some details, saying 
that a knife with blood of the type of 
Dru Sjodin’s blood was found in the 
automobile of Mr. Alfonso Rodriguez. 

Mr. Rodriguez had only been released 
6 months earlier from a 23-year sen-
tence that he served in a prison for a 
previous rape and sexual assault in 
Minnesota. In fact, the Minnesota De-
partment of Corrections had rated Mr. 
Rodriguez a ‘‘type 3’’ sexual offender, 
meaning that he was at the highest 
risk for reoffending. 

In an evaluation conducted in Janu-
ary 2003, a little over a year ago, a pris-
on psychiatrist wrote that Mr. 
Rodriguez had demonstrated ‘‘a will-
ingness to use substantial force, in-
cluding the use of a weapon, in order to 
gain compliance from his victims.’’

Yet Mr. Rodriguez was released in 
May of 2003—not yet a year ago—by the 
Minnesota Department of Corrections. 
He had served 23 years; he had served 
his full sentence, and the Department 
of Corrections released him and im-
posed no further supervision for his re-
lease. 

The Minnesota Department of Cor-
rections could have recommended that 
the State Attorney General seek what 
is known as a civil commitment. That 
means a State court would have re-
quired Rodriguez to be confined in pris-
on as long as he posed a significant 
threat to the public, even if he had al-
ready served his original sentence. But 
the Attorney General was not notified 
of Mr. Rodriguez’s release, and so no 
action was taken there. 

Upon his release, Mr. Rodriguez went 
to live in Crookston, MN, unsupervised, 
just a short distance from the Grand 
Forks, ND, shopping mall where Dru 
Sjodin was abducted. Mr. Rodriguez 
was listed on a list of sexual predators 
in Minnesota. But each State has list-
ings of sexual predators. If concerned 
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citizens in Grand Forks, ND, wanted to 
know whether there was a sexual pred-
ator living nearby, they would have 
accessed the North Dakota sexual pred-
ator list and would not have found Mr. 
Rodriguez’s name, despite the fact that 
he lived just a short distance from that 
Grand Forks shopping center, across 
the state line. 

In my judgment, we have to do much, 
much better than that. A recent study 
found that 72 percent of the highest 
risk sexual offenders commit another 
sexual assault within 6 years of being 
released. And the Bureau of Justice 
statistics tell us that sex offenders re-
leased from prison are over 10 times 
more likely to be arrested for a sexual 
crime than individuals who have no 
record of sexual assault at all. 

We just cannot continue to release 
sexual predators from prison with no 
supervision whatsoever and let them 
prey on an unsuspecting public. So I 
have offered legislation that I hope will 
deal with some of the breakdowns that 
have occurred in this case. The legisla-
tion I have offered is cosponsored by 
Senator COLEMAN and Senator DAYTON 
from Minnesota, and by my colleague, 
Senator CONRAD, from North Dakota. 

I ask unanimous consent to add as a 
cosponsor Senator Johnston from 
South Dakota. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I will 
define what the bill does. First, it di-
rects the Department of Justice to cre-
ate a national registry of sex offenders, 
which would be accessible to the pub-
lic. This isn’t difficult. You just aggre-
gate the State lists so you have a na-
tional list. All Americans who live near 
State borders will be able to access 
that list. 

Second, this legislation will try to 
ensure that the highest risk sex offend-
ers are not released at all. The bill re-
quires that States provide automatic 
and timely notification to the States’ 
attorneys of the planned release of any 
high-risk sex offender. Before the re-
lease, the State’s attorney shall be for-
mally notified. That will give them 
time to pursue civil commitment cases 
for those who are the most dangerous, 
in order to continue to keep them in 
prison. They are able to do that under 
current law. My bill doesn’t change 
current State laws, but it requires no-
tification of the States’ attorneys 
when somebody who is a type 3 high-
risk sexual predator is about to be re-
leased from prison. 

Third, the bill provides that for those 
high-risk sexual predators who are re-
leased after serving their full sen-
tences, there will be intensive State su-
pervision for a period of not less than 
one year. 

Mr. President, in developing this 
piece of legislation, we have worked 
with the National Center for Missing 
and Exploited Children, the Vanished 
Children’s Alliance, the National Coun-
cil of Cities, and many others. A com-
panion bill to my legislation has been 

offered in the House by PAUL GILLMOR 
from Ohio and EARL POMEROY of North 
Dakota. That, too, is a bipartisan piece 
of legislation. 

Dru Sjodin, was, by all accounts, a 
wonderful person. I visited with her 
family and with her roommate in col-
lege. It is a tragedy the likes of which 
we see very seldom in our part of the 
country. Dru Sjodin has been missing 
since December. They have had search 
parties, the National Guard has 
searched, and her family is still out 
searching even after the formal law en-
forcement search has discontinued. 

This young woman walked out of a 
shopping center in the town of Grand 
Forks, ND, and was abducted by some-
one who had just been released after 23 
years in prison as a sexual predator. 

We have to do a lot better than that 
to protect the American people. This is 
a tragedy. It is heartbreaking just to 
talk about this, but in the name of Dru 
Sjodin and so many other victims of 
crime, this Congress needs to do better. 

One way to do better is to create and 
require the creation of a national reg-
istry of sexual predators so that we 
know where they are and where they 
live, not just by State, but where they 
are across this country, so one can 
identify them by sorting ZIP Codes or 
any other definition one wants. That is 
important. 

And when the highest risk sexual 
predators are about to be released from 
American prisons, I believe States’ at-
torneys must be notified so they can 
properly take action for civil commit-
ment in cases where they believe it is 
necessary. Mr. Rodriguez, in my judg-
ment, should have been in prison, not 
walking the streets of Grand Forks, 
ND. 

It is easy, perhaps, to suggest criti-
cism of those who did not do their job. 
But that is not the point. The point is 
to try to protect others in the future. I 
hope in the future, whether it is in 
Grand Forks, ND, or along the streets 
of any other American city, that no 
one—no one—has to confront a sexual 
predator who was just released from 
prison, and who we knew was violent. 
We should anticipate such cases, and 
make use of civil commitment laws. I 
hope this legislation moves us in that 
direction. 

Mr. President, I thank the bipartisan 
cosponsors of this legislation and hope 
we can take action on this legislation 
in the Congress soon.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed. 

f 

PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY AND 
INDIVIDUAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 
EVERYONE ACT—Continued 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senate will continue consid-
eration of H.R. 4.

The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 

today we begin debate on what the pub-
lic at large would refer to as a welfare 
reform bill, a bill that would build 
upon very major changes that were 
made after 60 years of the previous wel-
fare legislation that did not accom-
plish its goals to one now where we 
have had an opportunity since 1996 to 
move people from welfare to work. 

The public at large and sometimes 
even I refer to this legislation as wel-
fare reform, but our legislation is enti-
tled ‘‘The Personal Responsibility and 
Individual Development for Everyone 
Act.’’ If you hear us use the acronym 
P-R-I-D-E, PRIDE, this is the legisla-
tion that is before the Senate. I am 
very happy that we are finally able to 
consider this legislation. 

Going back to 1996, after years of de-
bate and even after two vetoes by 
President Clinton, we finally had a Re-
publican Congress pass, and a Demo-
cratic President sign, the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996. I emphasize 
that because the issue of welfare is 
highly charged politically. When you 
are going to make major changes, as 
we did in 1996, it takes bipartisanship 
to accomplish those changes. That bi-
partisanship was between Democratic 
President Clinton and a Republican-
controlled Congress. 

The enactment of welfare reform 
ended the entitlement aspect of wel-
fare, the cash assistance part of it. The 
impetus for welfare reform was gen-
erated by a number of factors, includ-
ing public sentiment that the welfare 
system needed overhauling. When cam-
paigning for President, President Clin-
ton promised, in his words, ‘‘to end 
welfare as we know it.’’ For the Repub-
licans, during the campaign for Con-
gress in 1994 when the Contract With 
America was the watch word of Repub-
licans, welfare reform was a key part of 
that. So we had a President promising 
to end welfare as we know it, we had 
Republicans putting it in their Con-
tract With America, and, finally, after 
2 years, the legislation was passed at 
that time. 

I would categorize the PRIDE legisla-
tion as moving on and fine-tuning that 
basic underlying legislation which has 
sunset. The sunset was in the 1996 leg-
islation. When legislation sunsets, it 
must be reenacted by the Congress of 
the United States or that part of the 
code goes off the books. 

Quite honestly, there are Americans 
who have needs. There is still need for 
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assistance, but the goal of that assist-
ance is still as it has always been: to 
move people from welfare to work. 

In the years leading up to the enact-
ment of welfare reform in 1996, the 
AFDC roles soared and costs increased. 
From 1988 through 1992, welfare spend-
ing increased by billions of dollars. The 
welfare system was attributed by many 
to contributing to a culture of isola-
tion and dependence, persisting from 
one generation to another. Despite dire 
predictions to the contrary, the re-
forms in the 1996 act have produced 
very positive results. 

The welfare caseload has dropped 
dramatically. Between fiscal year 1997 
and fiscal year 2002, the average 
monthly number of welfare recipients 
fell by 5.8 million or 53 percent of the 
previous high. Child poverty has also 
been reduced. Between 1996 and 2001, 
the national child poverty rate fell by 
20 percent. This decline is even more 
marked for certain groups. We see the 
African-American children poverty 
rate dropping from nearly 40 percent to 
30 percent, the lowest rate on record. 

The Hispanic child poverty rate 
dropped from just slightly over 40 per-
cent to 28 percent, the largest 5-year 
drop on record. 

Employment rates of adult recipients 
has increased. In fiscal year 2001, 27 
percent of the adult recipients were 
employed, rising to about 2.4 times the 
1996 employment rate of 11 percent.

These reforms all stemmed from a 
work-first approach that emphasized 
an adult’s attachment to the work-
force. I believe we should continue and 
this legislation does build upon a work-
first approach, and yet the need for re-
form continues. 

There are key provisions in the 1996 
act which have not yielded the desired 
results. Additionally, there are further 
reforms which should be enacted, 
things that we have learned from the 
1996 act, and we are fine-tuning the 
present legislation through this legis-
lation before us. As an example, the 
1996 bill envisions a contingency fund 
which would provide additional match-
ing grants to needy States during eco-
nomic downturns. 

However, during the recent recession, 
the first real test of the contingency 
fund, no State was able to access the 
contingency fund. This is because 
States must raise their own spending 
considerably during a recession to 
meet the contingency fund State 
spending requirements. 

I am sure it was not the intent of the 
authors of the 1996 bill to make the 
contingency fund inaccessible. The 
PRIDE bill before the Senate includes 
provisions which would liberalize the 
contingency fund to make it more ac-
cessible to needy States and to help 
more citizens of their States who have 
the need. 

Another example would be the work 
participation rate. The 1996 welfare re-
form bill envisioned a participation 
rate of 50 percent by 2002. However, be-
cause of the way the caseload reduc-

tion credit has worked, many States 
have a marginal or even nonexistent 
work participation requirement, mean-
ing they are meeting the requirements 
of existing Federal law without putting 
one more person from the welfare rolls 
into the payrolls. The fact that the 
caseload reduction credit has effec-
tively neutralized the work participa-
tion rate requirement is then a funda-
mental flaw in this 1996 law that 
PRIDE corrects. 

The PRIDE bill does, in fact, correct 
this by replacing the caseload reduc-
tion credit with an employment credit. 
To ensure that the credit does not un-
dermine the work participation rate, 
the credit would have a phased-in cap. 
Many have advocated that there needs 
to be a stronger message sent to States 
on the value of education as a means of 
getting out of poverty. Some have also 
indicated the need for increased child 
care funding, as well as needed im-
provements to child support and en-
forcement policies. 

The PRIDE legislation before the 
Senate increases opportunities for edu-
cation, opportunities for training, as 
well as support for the families by in-
creased funding for child care. Addi-
tionally, the PRIDE bill provides child 
support enhancements with more child 
support going to families. These re-
forms are a critical means that help 
families get off and stay off of welfare. 

Two of the four purposes of the 1996 
welfare act dealt with strengthening 
two-parent families. So far, very few 
States have taken the opportunity to 
develop and to implement innovative 
programs and policies to address the 
issues of healthy two-parent marriages, 
even though the 1996 law is very flexi-
ble on how that is to be done—obvi-
ously too flexible from the standpoint 
of it being a requirement that the 
State ought to meet. 

I strongly support marriage pro-
motion activities as a means of im-
proving child well-being. Let nobody in 
this body or outside this body say there 
is anything in this language that has 
anything to do with forcing people into 
the institution of marriage. Well short 
of that, this legislation does and should 
do things to emphasize the importance 
of people who are in a married relation-
ship, that they are less apt to be on 
welfare than families who are single 
parent. 

This legislation provides funding for 
healthy marriage promotion activities, 
as well as research, demonstrations 
and technical assistance to States in 
developing effective programs. Thus, 
while the 1996 act made significant re-
forms, there remains more that should 
be done to strengthen the current wel-
fare delivery system. Those reforms are 
included in the PRIDE bill now before 
the Senate. 

Recognizing the improvements that 
the 1996 reforms made, our Senate Fi-
nance Committee began deliberations 
by working off of current law and im-
proving it with priorities identified by 
Senators on and off the Finance Com-

mittee, as well as ideas that are com-
ing from President Bush’s administra-
tion. 

The Senate Finance Committee de-
liberations in many ways continued 
the work done in the 107th Congress on 
the issues of welfare reform. As Mem-
bers know, the bill that then-Chairman 
BAUCUS produced in the second half of 
the 107th Congress, which went by the 
acronym WORK bill, was based on the 
so-called tripartisan agreement at that 
time. This tripartisan agreement was a 
series of policy agreements reached by 
Senators BREAUX, ROCKEFELLER, LIN-
COLN, and JEFFORDS from the Demo-
cratic caucus, and Senators HATCH and 
SNOWE from the Republican caucus. 
These Members, along with then-Chair-
man BAUCUS, continued to play strong 
and important leadership roles on the 
Finance Committee relative to welfare 
reform. 

I had a chance to review the work of 
the last Congress, which was the 
tripartisan agreement, and I noted sim-
ilarities between what the tripartisan 
group proposed, what the PRIDE Act 
before us has in it, and also the House-
passed bill that passed early last year. 
That House-passed bill is largely based 
upon President Bush’s proposal for wel-
fare reform. I refer my colleagues to 
the various charts that I am going to 
put before them now, which highlight 
the many areas of common ground be-
tween last year’s WORK bill and the 
House bill, and the PRIDE bill by 
which the present title is before the 
Senate. Admittedly, not all the details 
are exactly the same, but as my col-
leagues will see from these charts, 
there is a great deal of common ground 
between these three bills. I think it is 
important to emphasize the similar-
ities because too often on the Senate 
floor we have emphasis upon disagree-
ments. 

This common ground is building upon 
the bipartisanship that took place in 
1996 to move us to the present program. 

There is common ground regarding 
keeping what works from the 1996 re-
form bill. Going down the chart from 
top to bottom, all three bills maintain 
the basic block grant, continue the pol-
icy of no individual entitlement to as-
sistance, and retain the lifetime 5-year 
time limit.

Both the bill of Senator BAUCUS, of 
last session, and the legislation now 
before the Senate would maintain cur-
rent sanction policy. The PRIDE bill 
continues to allow for 12 months of 
education and training, while the 
House bill scales that back to 4 months 
and the bill of Senator BAUCUS would 
have increased that to 24 months. 

Additionally, both the WORK bill and 
the PRIDE bill would maintain the 
current list of core work and work 
readiness activities, although the 
WORK bill would allow 8 weeks to be 
spent in job research. 

Now we have a chart that deals with 
improving State flexibility. Before I 
describe what is on this chart, we have 
had a great deal of emphasis upon let-
ting States use this Federal legislation 
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with some degree of flexibility. Frank-
ly, it is very difficult for us to pour a 
mold in Washington called welfare re-
form and have it fit all 50 States ex-
actly the same way. What it might 
take for the State of Iowa to meet the 
needs of a welfare family in Waterloo, 
IA, might be entirely different than in 
New York City. If you try to solve it in 
exactly the same way, you are prob-
ably going to waste money in New 
York or Waterloo or you might not ac-
complish as much in one city for that 
money as opposed to another. So let 
Albany, as the capital of New York, or 
let Des Moines, IA, as the capital of my 
State—let the legislators there and ad-
ministrators there fit this to meet 
their various needs. 

I want to point, though, to the com-
mon ground in terms of improving 
State flexibility. Again, I am referring 
to the three proposals: The Senate bill 
from the last Congress, the Senate bill 
from this Congress, and the House-
passed bill that is now in the Senate 
for our consideration. All three pro-
posals would allow for adults on assist-
ance, with barriers to work, to engage 
in activities designed to address those 
barriers and allow those barrier re-
moval activities to count toward a 
State work requirement for 3 months, 
provide for increased access to emer-
gency or contingency funds during an 
economic downturn, and allow States 
to use their unobligated balances or 
carryover funds for any welfare-related 
purpose. That would include child care, 
whereas currently States can only use 
these funds for cash assistance. We give 
States much more flexibility to meet 
their needs because they know their 
needs better than we do. 

Both the Senate bill of the 107th Con-
gress as well as the Senate bill of the 
108th Congress would allow for an addi-
tional 3 months of barrier removal ac-
tivities if combined with work. Both 
the WORK bill and the PRIDE bill in-
clude a provision allowing States to 
count longer duration postsecondary 
education towards their work require-
ment. This is a provision patterned 
after the State of Maine’s Parents as 
Scholars Program. 

We also have common ground be-
tween these three pieces of legislation 
on strengthening work requirements 
and leading people into the world of 
work. For 60 years we put welfare re-
cipients out of sight, out of mind, out 
to the edges of society, guaranteeing a 
life of poverty. What we started doing 
in 1996, and we intend to continue to do 
through this legislation, is move people 
from the world of welfare to the world 
of work. The motivation behind that is 
you have to be in the world of work to 
have a chance to move up the economic 
ladder. You cannot move up the eco-
nomic ladder in the world of welfare. 
But where there are 138 million Ameri-
cans in the world of work, that is 
where we need to have as many welfare 
recipients as we can so they can move 
out of poverty. 

No child should be sentenced to a life 
of poverty, and I think we are showing 

in the 1996 legislation, which we are 
now refining, that this helps people 
move up the economic ladder. At least 
there is opportunity to move up the 
economic ladder where there is no op-
portunity to do that if you are relying 
on a welfare check. 

I want to again emphasize there is 
common ground relative to strength-
ening the work requirement. All three 
bills would increase a State’s required 
participation rate, raise the time spent 
in core or priority activities, as well as 
assign partial credit for hours below 
the standard. The PRIDE bill and the 
House bill would raise the standard 
hour. The PRIDE bill and the WORK 
bill would replace the caseload reduc-
tion credit with an employment credit 
based on legislation introduced by the 
Senator from Arkansas, Mrs. LINCOLN. 

There is common ground on pro-
moting healthy families. All three bills 
would provide for universal engage-
ment of improved child support provi-
sions, healthy marriage grants, as well 
as for responsible fatherhood grants. 
Both the WORK and the PRIDE bills 
would extend transitional medical as-
sistance for 5 years, with program sim-
plification that was authored by Sen-
ator BREAUX of Louisiana. 

It would allow for caregiving for a 
disabled child to count as work, and 
would require States to develop 
presanction review policies. 

I have worked very hard to make 
sure that this is a bipartisan product. I 
have also been continually mindful of 
concerns raised by Democratic col-
leagues that they have about this pro-
vision. In areas where we differ, I am 
more than happy to let the Senate 
work its will, and there are out-
standing issues. There are key dif-
ferences between last year’s Senate Fi-
nance Committee bill and this year’s 
Senate Finance Committee bill. In my 
opinion, the most significant ones are 
the level of child care funding available 
for States, about which there is going 
to be an amendment that we are going 
to be dealing with shortly. Another one 
would be 24 months versus 12 months of 
allowable education and training. An-
other one would be eligibility for legal 
immigrants, for welfare, Medicaid, and 
the children’s health insurance pro-
gram. Another one would be continu-
ation of the expired State aid to fami-
lies of dependent children waiver; and, 
fifth, the standard hours for calcu-
lating a State’s work participation 
rate. 

I am also aware there are Members 
who may wish to consider provisions 
increasing the work requirement by 
broadening the family’s account to-
ward the participation rate as well as 
increasing the standard hour. 

Additionally, I have had Members 
tell me they want to consider amend-
ments requiring States to pose a full 
check sanction on adults who fail to 
comply with their self-sufficiency 
plans. 

These are all things to which the 
Senate is entitled, guaranteed, to have 

a healthy debate on. These are things 
that will be settled on the floor of the 
Senate, if people want to pursue these 
differences of opinion. 

However, at this point I want to 
spend some time discussing the issues 
surrounding the work requirement in 
PRIDE, specifically the issue of work 
hours for individuals receiving assist-
ance. I want to clarify, first of all, 
something for the record. There is no 
Federal hour requirement on an adult 
receiving assistance.

I want to say that another way. 
The Federal Government cannot 

make an individual welfare recipient 
work 40 hours or 30 hours or 1 hour. 
Just as there is no longer an individual 
entitlement to welfare, there is no in-
dividual requirement for work hours. 
As the great baseball leader Casey 
Stengel used to say, Look it up. 

There is a Federal requirement on 
the States to engage welfare clients in 
a variety of meaningful activities in 
order to meet a Federal work partici-
pation rate, and there are severe pen-
alties on States for failure to meet the 
Federal work participation rate. 

Currently, in order for a State to 
count an adult recipient toward the 
calculation of that State’s work re-
quirement, that adult must be engaged 
in priority work or work-related activi-
ties for at least 30 hours. 

As you know, the majority of fami-
lies receiving welfare don’t want to be 
on welfare. A recent study by the 
Mathematica Policy Research Insti-
tute of low-income families in my 
State revealed that many of those who 
ask for assistance ‘‘felt that it sac-
rifices their independence and pride to 
do so.’’ 

In hearings as well as in townhall 
meetings in my State of Iowa, adults 
receiving assistance told me they de-
sire to work. I took at their word 
Iowans who spoke to me of their desire 
to work, and that is why I have worked 
so hard to bring a bill forward that 
would encourage States to redouble 
their efforts to engage adults receiving 
assistance in meaningful activities and 
better prepare them to enter the world 
of work. 

Consider the hypothetical case of 
Sara, a mom with two kids, who finds 
herself in a crisis. A victim of domestic 
abuse, Sara is trying to make a better 
life for herself and her children. To 
that end, she moves out of her abuser’s 
home and attempts to find a way to 
support her family. Lacking a number 
of basic skills as well as needing some 
counseling to deal with her history of 
abuse, Sara presents with a number of 
challenges and needs welfare to help 
support her family. 

Under current law, States have a lim-
ited capacity to deal with Sara’s issues 
and have those activities count toward 
a State work participation rate. Under 
current law, a State cannot count any 
domestic violence counseling that may 
be offered to Sara toward their work 
participation rate. 

Sara knows she must work to support 
her family, so she begins immediately 
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looking for work. She spends 6 weeks 
looking for a job and finally finds a 
part-time job as a waitress working 6 
hours a day for 4 days a week. She con-
tinues to look for a better paying job 
for an hour a day as well as spending 
another hour a day in counseling pro-
vided to her by her own State. 

I think many of us would agree that 
Sara is doing everything she can to try 
to move toward self-sufficiency and 
that her State by engaging her in coun-
seling is doing its part as well. How-
ever, under current law, because she is 
only part time and because a State 
cannot count her job search after 6 
weeks, and under current law domestic 
violence counseling can never count, 
Sara does not count toward that 
State’s participation rate, regardless of 
how hard she or the State make the ef-
fort for her to be in the work force. In 
other words, you either meet the 30-
hour standard and count or you don’t.

Currently, the States report that the 
majority of adults—57 percent—receiv-
ing assistance engage in 0 hours of ac-
tivity. Clearly, it is more difficult for 
States to work with adults who are not 
doing anything than to work with an 
adult working 29 hours and get her en-
gaged in meaningful activities for an-
other 5 hours. 

It can be argued as well that it is 
more meaningful to help an adult move 
from 0 to 20 hours of activity than to 
move an adult from 29 hours to 34 
hours of activity; but under current 
law, a State has no incentive to work 
with that particular individual. It 
doesn’t give them credit, to the Fed-
eral Government, for doing the State’s 
part under the welfare-to-work law re-
quirements 

The administration’s proposal for 
welfare reform reauthorization—last 
year’s Senate bill called the WORK bill 
and this year’s PRIDE bill—allows 
States to get partial credit for hours 
below that standard hour requirement. 

As my colleagues know, the standard 
hour is when an eligible parent or par-
ents count as ‘‘one family’’ for pur-
poses of calculating a State’s work par-
ticipation rate. Partial credit for hours 
below the standard would give States a 
very strong incentive to work with 
adults who may not be ready for full-
time employment. I think we can all 
agree it is better for these adults to be 
doing something rather than nothing, 
languishing on welfare rolls until the 
time limit kicks in and they have to go 
off assistance, having no skills to go 
get a job or skills to support their fam-
ily. 

I have another chart I would like to 
bring to your attention. 

Our PRIDE bill is unique, however, 
insomuch as the legislation would es-
tablish a series of ‘‘tiers’’ where partial 
credit is assigned along with a band of 
hours. 

For work or work-readiness activi-
ties in the 20–23 hour range, a State 
may claim credit for an adult with a 
child age 6 or older counting as .675 of 
an entire family. For hours of 24–29 

range, a State may claim credit for an 
adult counting as .75 of a family. And 
for hours in the 30–33 range, a State 
may claim credit for an adult counting 
as .875 of a family. 

The PRIDE bill, consistent with last 
year’s tripartisan proposal, establishes 
a separate lower standard hour for par-
ents with a child under the age of 6 be-
cause of the greater need for attention 
of that child. However, PRIDE sets a 
standard hour at 24, whereas the 
tripartisan proposal would have contin-
ued to set the standard hour for a par-
ent with a child under age 6 at 20 
hours. States can also capture a mod-
est amount of extra credit for hours 
above this standard. 

As a result of these provisions in the 
PRIDE Act, the Congressional Re-
search Service has calculated that 
overall, the nationwide work participa-
tion rate for States increases from a 
national average of 29 percent—with-
out waivers—to 41 percent under our 
PRIDE legislation. 

There are some States that have very 
low participation rates. I have included 
a number of provisions specifically in-
tended to help those States. Addition-
ally, I am willing to work with Mem-
bers representing those States on 
measures we can take to assist those 
States in making improvements in the 
way services are delivered and clients 
being engaged in those States. 

When we talk about the work hours 
as they relate to the PRIDE bill, I 
think it is important to bear in mind 
that the significant hour is not wheth-
er it is 34 or 40 or 37, but the significant 
number of hours is 20 because that is 
where the partial credit begins. 

Additionally, when we talk about the 
hours in the work requirement, the im-
portant hour again is not 30 or 40, but 
the important hour is 24 because that 
is the threshold for core work activi-
ties.

Once a client meets the 24-hour 
threshold for core work activities, 
States can count unlimited education, 
counseling, job search, or other bar-
rier-removal activities toward the 
State’s participation rate. 

So then, we go back to Sara, the 
young mother to whom I previously re-
ferred, who, under current law—even 
though she was working 24 hours, and 
in counseling, and even looking for an-
other job—did not count at all toward 
a State’s participation rate and, con-
sequently, would not get much atten-
tion from that State—the attention 
that is needed to improve people’s eco-
nomic growth. 

Under the legislation before the Sen-
ate this year, as opposed to what cur-
rent law has been since 1996, Sara 
would have up to 6 months allowed in 
barrier-removal activities, including 
domestic violence counseling and sub-
stance abuse counseling, that counts 
toward this State’s participation rate, 
meeting the requirements of Federal 
law. 

Once the 6 months are up, she has an 
additional 12 months that she can 
spend in education and training. 

Once those 12 months are up, if she 
works for 24 hours a week, spends an 
hour a day, 5 days a week, in domestic-
abuse counseling, and looks for a bet-
ter job for an hour a day, 5 days a 
week, she then has reached the point 
where she counts as one family, where 
the State recognizes her as a very sig-
nificant individual, where the State, by 
paying attention to her, is going to get 
some credit. In other words, under the 
legislation now before the Senate, Sara 
does count; whereas, under current 
law, Sara does not count. 

During the past 3 years of debate on 
the issue of welfare reform, I have 
heard a number of different perspec-
tives on the best approach to take for 
the next phase of welfare reform. 

Some have argued the way to go is to 
increase the time that adults receiving 
assistance spend engaged in meaning-
ful work activity. The correlation be-
tween full-time work and increased 
earnings is compelling. 

Some have suggested that increasing 
the amount of time allowed for edu-
cation and training is more important 
than increasing the time spent work-
ing. The correlation between increased 
education and increased earnings, of 
course, is compelling as well. 

Others believe that encouraging mar-
riage and reducing out-of-wedlock 
births would net the best result. 

Still others have suggested that in-
creasing State flexibility should be an 
integral part of any reform effort. 

I firmly believe that when it comes 
to welfare reform, there is, in fact, no 
such thing as ‘‘one size fits all.’’ While 
education may be the best approach for 
some, it may not be for others. Encour-
aging healthy family formation may be 
just what one family needs, but per-
haps that approach would not be in the 
best interest of another family under 
different circumstances. 

The PRIDE bill takes a blended ap-
proach to welfare reform and strives to 
find balance among all these perspec-
tives. 

The legislation before the Senate in-
creases the emphasis on work and 
work-readiness activities, as well as in-
creasing the flexibility for States to 
engage adults in education and train-
ing activities. The PRIDE legislation 
also provides resources to encourage 
States to develop innovative family 
formation programs, while making it 
clear that participation in those pro-
grams must be voluntary, and the pro-
gram must be developed with domestic 
violence professionals. 

I have a chart speaking to the factors 
that influence poverty rates. This ap-
proach is consistent with the latest re-
search; in other words, the approach of 
flexibility—‘‘one size fits all’’ not 
working. 

We have a recent policy brief that 
was released by the Brookings Institu-
tion, and it was drafted by Ron Haskins 
and Isabel Sawhill. It is entitled ‘‘Work 
and Marriage: The Way to End Poverty 
and Welfare.’’ The authors, using Cen-
sus data and simple modeling, simulate 
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the effects of various factors on the 
poverty rate for families with children. 

The poverty rate for families with 
children, in 2001, was 13 percent. Now, 
surely, everyone agrees that a central 
purpose of welfare reform is the reduc-
tion of poverty. As this chart clearly 
shows, the least effective factor in re-
ducing poverty was to double a fam-
ily’s welfare benefit. The most effec-
tive single way to reduce poverty was 
to work full time. Indeed, according to 
these authors of the Brookings Insti-
tute policy brief:

[F]ull-time work eliminates almost half of 
the poverty experienced by families with 
children.

However, the most effective approach 
to reducing poverty was a combination 
of work, marriage, education, and fam-
ily-size reduction. 

As colleagues can see from this 
chart, when the blended approach is 
adopted, poverty is reduced a stag-
gering 9.3 percent, going from 13 per-
cent down to 3.7 percent. 

I find these numbers to be quite com-
pelling. I am pleased that they rein-
force the approach taken in this legis-
lation before the Senate. 

I know there are colleagues who have 
many thoughts on these pieces of legis-
lation, and we are going to have a very 
lively debate. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2937 
Mr. President, I send an amendment 

to the desk for the Senator from 
Maine, Ms. SNOWE, and ask for its con-
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SUNUNU). The clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GRASSLEY], for 
Ms. SNOWE, for herself, Mr. DODD, Mr. HATCH, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. 
BOXER, Mr. CHAFEE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs. CLIN-
TON, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. COLEMAN, and Mr. 
SCHUMER, proposes an amendment numbered 
2937.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide additional funding for 

child care)
Beginning on page 255, strike line 18 and 

all that follows through page 257, line 2, and 
insert the following: 
SEC. 116. FUNDING FOR CHILD CARE. 

(a) INCREASE IN MANDATORY FUNDING.—Sec-
tion 418(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 618(a)(3)), as amended 
by section 4 of the Welfare Reform Extension 
Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 837), 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) $2,917,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

2005 through 2009.’’. 
(b) RESERVATION OF CHILD CARE FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 418(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 

618(a)(4)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(4) AMOUNTS RESERVED.—

‘‘(A) INDIAN TRIBES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

serve 2 percent of the aggregate amount ap-
propriated to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year for payments to Indian tribes and 
tribal organizations for such fiscal year for 
the purpose of providing child care assist-
ance. 

‘‘(ii) APPLICATION OF CCDBG REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Payments made under this subpara-
graph shall be subject to the requirements 
that apply to payments made to Indian 
tribes and tribal organizations under the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990. 

‘‘(B) TERRITORIES.—
‘‘(i) PUERTO RICO.—The Secretary shall re-

serve 1.5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under paragraph (5)(A)(i) for a fiscal year for 
payments to the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico for such fiscal year for the purpose of 
providing child care assistance. 

‘‘(ii) OTHER TERRITORIES.—The Secretary 
shall reserve 0.5 percent of the amount ap-
propriated under paragraph (5)(A)(i) for a fis-
cal year for payments to Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands of the United 
States, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands in amounts which bear 
the same ratio to such amount as the 
amounts allotted to such territories under 
section 658O of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 for the fiscal 
year bear to the total amount reserved under 
such section for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION OF CCDBG REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Payments made under this subpara-
graph shall be subject to the requirements 
that apply to payments made to territories 
under the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)), as amended by 
section 108(b)(3), is amended by striking ‘‘or 
413(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘413(f), or 418(a)(4)(B)’’. 

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 418(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 618(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (7); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(5) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) APPROPRIATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For supplemental grants 

under this section, there are appropriated—
‘‘(I) $700,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(II) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(III) $1,200,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(IV) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
‘‘(V) $1,700,000,000 for fiscal year 2009. 
‘‘(ii) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 

under clause (i) for a fiscal year shall be in 
addition to amounts appropriated under 
paragraph (3) for such fiscal year and shall 
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion. 

‘‘(B) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT.—In addition to 
the grants paid to a State under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) for each of fiscal years 2005 
through 2009, the Secretary, after reserving 
the amounts described in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (4) and subject to the 
requirements described in paragraph (6), 
shall pay each State an amount which bears 
the same ratio to the amount specified in 
subparagraph (A)(i) for the fiscal year (after 
such reservations), as the amount allotted to 
the State under paragraph (2)(B) for fiscal 
year 2003 bears to the amount allotted to all 
States under that paragraph for such fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(6) REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(A) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—A State 

may not be paid a supplemental grant under 
paragraph (5) for a fiscal year unless the 
State ensures that the level of State expend-
itures for child care for such fiscal year is 
not less than the sum of—

‘‘(i) the level of State expenditures for 
child care that were matched under a grant 
made to the State under paragraph (2) for 
fiscal year 2003; and 

‘‘(ii) the level of State expenditures for 
child care that the State reported as mainte-
nance of effort expenditures for purposes of 
paragraph (2) for fiscal year 2003. 

‘‘(B) MATCHING REQUIREMENT FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2008 AND 2009.—With respect to the 
amount of the supplemental grant made to a 
State under paragraph (5) for each of fiscal 
years fiscal year 2008 and 2009 that is in ex-
cess of the amount of the grant made to the 
State under paragraph (5) for fiscal year 2007, 
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (2) shall apply 
to such excess amount in the same manner 
as such subparagraph applies to grants made 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) for 
each of fiscal years 2008 and 2009, respec-
tively. 

‘‘(C) REDISTRIBUTION.—In the case of a 
State that fails to satisfy the requirement of 
subparagraph (A) for a fiscal year, the sup-
plemental grant determined under paragraph 
(5) for the State for that fiscal year shall be 
redistributed in accordance with paragraph 
(2)(D).’’. 

(d) EXTENSION OF MERCHANDISE PROCESSING 
CUSTOMS USER FEES.—Section 13031(j)(3) of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)), as 
amended by section 201 of the Military Fam-
ily Tax Relief Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–
121; 117 Stat. 1343), is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Fees’’ and inserting ‘‘(A) 
Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
fees’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) Fees may not be charged under para-

graphs (9) and (10) of subsection (a) after Sep-
tember 30, 2009.’’.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I begin 

by thanking the chairman of our com-
mittee, Senator GRASSLEY. He has 
worked very long and hard on this 
issue, and it has been very good to 
work with him. He has thought a lot 
about these issues. He has worked hard 
to try to find a middle ground. He 
wants to get things done, and I deeply 
appreciate that. 

We are here today to reauthorize the 
1996 welfare reform law. The 1996 law 
has actually worked pretty well. I 
think all commentators would agree 
with that statement. In fact, it has 
worked much better than people 
thought it would work. It is not bro-
ken. It is not broken at all. And I think 
we need to guard against ‘‘fixing’’ 
something that is not broken. You 
know the old saying: ‘‘If it ain’t broke, 
don’t fix it.’’ I think that applies to the 
1996 welfare statute. 

As we go forward, we might ask our-
selves whether we might do better sim-
ply extending the existing 1996 law. 
Yes, we could make some modifica-
tions. We would increase, for example, 
funding for child care to help parents 
get to work. But as the Senate con-
siders proposed changes, we might ask 
whether it would be better to stick 
with the 1996 act. 

I will spend a little time today talk-
ing about the House bill. The House 
bill does not stick with the 1996 bill. 
The House of Representatives has 
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made, frankly, some pretty dramatic 
changes—‘‘fixes’’ to a program that 
many of us believe is not broken. 

The Senate bill that Chairman 
GRASSLEY has crafted tries to chart a 
middle course. Thus, the bill before us 
presents an opportunity to reflect on 
the lessons we have learned since 1996, 
and to incorporate those lessons in the 
new bill. 

We accomplished what we set out to 
do in 1996, and I am proud to have 
played a role in passing that law. 

The 1996 welfare reform law was a 
landmark. The old system had failed.

We were spending billions, but we 
had little to show for it. So we tried 
something new. We tried, in the words 
of the introduction to the 1996 act ‘‘to 
end the dependence of needy parents on 
government benefits by promoting job 
preparation, work, and marriage.’’ 

At the same time, the 1996 act was 
very controversial. In retrospect, it is 
clear that by and large we were headed 
in the right direction. I call attention 
to the chart next to me. This chart es-
sentially tells the story. It is entitled 
‘‘Welfare Recipients as a Percentage of 
Population.’’ Hundreds of thousands of 
people have left welfare and left wel-
fare for work. The number of folks on 
welfare, as you can tell, as a percent-
age of the American population, begin-
ning in 1988, rose up to its peak in 
about 1994 and 1995. Then we passed the 
1996 statute, and it has plummeted dra-
matically. 

The next chart shows the changes in 
welfare recipient caseloads, from 1996 
to 2001. It shows that all States have 
shared in the success. The caseload re-
duction has been highest for those 
States in red, that is greater than a 70-
percent reduction. In States rep-
resented by orange, the reduction in 
welfare caseload has been between 50 
and 70 percent. And States represented 
in yellow have a caseload reduction of 
less than 50 percent but very signifi-
cant. My State of Montana is an or-
ange State. Montana reduced its wel-
fare caseload by 56 percent between 
1996 and 2001. 

The New York Times reported last 
week that even with the weak economy 
we have experienced lately, welfare 
rolls have declined in the past 3 years 
in most States. That is, caseloads have 
decreased even as unemployment, pov-
erty, and the number of food stamp re-
cipients have increased. 

For example, in the State of Illinois, 
the number of families on welfare fell 
45 percent since January 2001. In New 
York, the number of families on wel-
fare declined about 40 percent since 
January of 2001. And in Texas, the 
number of families on welfare has de-
clined 11 percent, again, in the last 3 
years. 

I would like now to show another 
chart. This is the child poverty rate. 
The child poverty rate has also de-
clined since 1996, overall by about 23 
percent. As you can see, the child pov-
erty rate in 1988 was roughly 20 per-
cent. It increased during the 1990s, 

through 1992, and peaked around 1993. 
It has declined very significantly since 
that peak in 1993. However, look at the 
end, 2000 to 2002. It looks as though it 
is starting to increase slightly. 

But despite our success, there is still 
more to be done. We are not out of the 
woods. Too many troubled families re-
main on the rolls. Too many families 
struggle to raise children in poverty. In 
2002, there were 34.6 million Americans 
below the official poverty level. For a 
family of two, poverty is $12,490. 34.6 
million Americans below that level. 
Thirty-seven percent of families in 
poverty are working. 

I have another chart. This is the pov-
erty rate. As this chart shows, 1 in 10 
Americans still live in poverty. That 
share has gone up in the last couple 
years with the recession, and close to 
17 percent of our children live in pov-
erty. In Montana, 19 percent of all chil-
dren live in poverty. Nationwide, 1 in 
10 Americans. 

Those numbers are simply too high. 
We must provide better opportunities 
for poor families to move off welfare, 
into the workforce, and out of poverty 
for good. As successful as the 1996 bill 
has been, these figures show there is 
more we have to do. 

In my view, doing more means focus-
ing more attention on the hardest 
cases; that is, on families who face 
complicated and difficult challenges. 
For example, children with disabilities, 
adults with little or no education or 
work skills, people with mental health 
issues or substance abuse problems. 
Those are the hardest cases. We also 
need to focus on the single mother with 
an autistic son who cannot care for 
himself after school when she is at 
work. 

We need to focus on families affected 
by mental health concerns that limit 
their ability to engage in continuous 
full-time employment, and families 
who have been hit by a health crisis 
and need help. Doing more means 
building on the partnership we estab-
lished with the States back in 1996. It 
means letting States maintain the 
flexibility they have used to design 
their current successful welfare-to-
work strategies. How does it best work 
for each State? All States are different, 
with different populations, different 
issues. It means giving States new op-
tions to address especially troubled 
families. And at the same time, it 
means maintaining and increasing help 
in building the work support system. 

We learned, with the major reform in 
1996, that getting a job is not always a 
ticket out of poverty. We helped to get 
people off the welfare rolls by a dra-
matic amount, an average of about 50 
percent, but still people who leave are 
having a very tough time finding jobs. 
They are in very dire straits. People 
find that the jobs pay too little. In 
Montana, we have the highest number 
of people working more than one job 
just to make ends meet because we 
have low wages and a poor economy. 
Those families who are just off of wel-

fare are struggling. They need access 
to education, to training. They need 
the opportunity to address many of the 
barriers that prevent them from get-
ting a job and keeping a job, and they 
need access to benefits such as food 
stamps, health care, and child care. 

Child care is a huge concern. If you 
want to make a lasting difference, we 
need to provide further help with child 
care, further help with health care, 
transportation, and other things that 
will help parents stay off welfare and 
thrive in the job market. 

The success of the 1996 bill should 
have meant a quick and simple reau-
thorization, because we all, both sides, 
can agree that the law works. But 
some want to leave the successful 1996 
law behind them and make dramatic 
changes. I call this a cut-and-run ap-
proach—leaving the States and, more 
importantly, low-income families be-
hind. The House-passed welfare reau-
thorization bill embodies this cut-and-
run attitude. The House bill would 
force States to use expensive 
workfare—or ‘‘make work’’—models of 
welfare reform, where welfare recipi-
ents would participate in large-scale, 
unpaid, make-work programs such as 
cleaning up trash. 

The House bill work requirements 
would force States to put welfare re-
cipients into make-work jobs. I men-
tioned trash pickup. There are many 
other examples. Cleaning the streets is 
good for the streets, but where does it 
leave the welfare recipient after the 
cleanup is over? At the end of a make-
work job, welfare recipients have 
learned no new skills, and they are no 
closer to having a real job. 

The House bill would push recipients 
into make-work programs instead of 
real private sector jobs that provide 
the meaningful work experience nec-
essary to survive in the job market. 
States mostly rejected this one-size-
fits-all workfare model years ago. 
States don’t like it. They know it 
doesn’t work. State and local adminis-
trators have told us they need, more 
than anything else, a full menu of 
strategies for the different needs of in-
dividual parents, families, and commu-
nities.

The House bill, however, makes it 
harder to design services and strategies 
that meet local needs. And it also fails 
to provide adequate funding. As welfare 
rolls have fallen, States have used 
freed-up TANF funds to support low-in-
come working families—often those 
who have left welfare to work in recent 
years. This is common sense and a 
proven strategy for success. It works. 

For a single mother, providing child 
care assistance can be the single most 
important factor for workplace suc-
cess. But the lack of funding in the 
House-passed bill means States would 
have little choice but to shift funds 
away from programs that help keep 
low-income parents working to much 
more expensive make-work programs 
for those still on welfare. 

This would be a mistake, as it would 
force working families to return to the 
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welfare rolls. It would mean cutting 
and running on those working families 
whose success we have been cele-
brating. 

It doesn’t make sense to abandon 
work supports to pay for make-work 
activities, but States report that the 
approach in the House bill would do 
just that: it would require States to 
cut funding for these successful work 
support services to pay for large, ex-
pensive, and unproven make-work pro-
grams for those remaining on the rolls. 

Education and training clearly are 
critical factors in getting people into 
jobs that pay more. In a rural State 
such as Montana, access to education 
and training represents a clear path 
out of poverty. We need to ensure that 
America’s needy families have access 
to such paths. And States need flexi-
bility so they can provide these pro-
grams. 

All States are different. In States 
such as mine, making welfare reform 
work means making it work for Amer-
ican Indians. More than a quarter of 
American Indians live in poverty—
more than twice the national average. 
In Montana, American Indians make 
up a full one-half of our welfare case-
load. We needed flexibility to address 
that. 

I appreciate that the chairman has 
included provisions to help Native 
Americans. But to make a real dif-
ference for welfare reform in Indian 
country will require real resources. 

Tribes need support to operate TANF 
for themselves and help with economic 
development. Our work is not done 
when there are still places in America 
where most adults don’t have jobs. 
Flexibility must be maintained. 

Back in 1996, we asked the States to 
design a welfare program to address 
their specific needs. Some States ap-
plied for waivers to do just that. Those 
waivers have been a vital aspect to wel-
fare reform’s success. It is important 
to allow States to continue with their 
waivers and to ensure States continue 
to have flexibility to make welfare re-
form work. Dictating prescriptive re-
quirements and unfunded mandates to 
States is unnecessary, particularly 
when so many parents are already par-
ticipating in work-related activities. 

In sum, the House bill is sure to un-
dermine the success of the 1996 law. It 
would effectively eliminate the ability 
of States to employ proven welfare-to-
work strategies, and it would virtually 
wipe out the progress made in the last 
6 years to use TANF and child care 
funds to ‘‘make work pay.’’ 

The House approach would force 
States to divert dollars to make-work 
programs. It would thus divert funds 
from child care, where funds are need-
ed. Future funding for child care and 
other work supports would be harder 
than ever to secure. 

It seems to me that the House pro-
gram is designed to fail. The House ap-
proach is difficult for would-be recipi-
ents to access. And States will have a 
hard time making it work. In the pro-

phetic words of one TANF adminis-
trator:

[The House approach] is part of a larger ef-
fort . . . to set unattainable goals for States, 
so that Washington can generate budget sav-
ings and say that social programs don’t 
work.

That would be irresponsible. That 
would be breaking something that is 
fixed. Whatever we do here, we need to 
ensure that TANF continues to work. 

I applaud Chairman GRASSLEY for 
trying to do better. Compared with the 
House-passed bill, chairman’s bill has 
fewer mandates and less need for 
States to adopt workfare programs, 
which I find so reprehensible in the 
House-passed bill. 

Yet I remain concerned that the bill 
before us doesn’t provide States with 
enough new flexibility in areas such as 
training and education, or in deter-
mining welfare-to-work strategies, par-
ticularly in States with specific needs 
like rural States. I am also concerned 
that it doesn’t provide enough child 
care funding. 

During this debate, Senators will 
offer amendments to address these 
shortcomings. An amendment will be 
offered to increase child care funding 
so that parents can go to work. Sen-
ators SNOWE and DODD will offer that 
amendment today. I believe the chair-
man already has offered that amend-
ment on behalf of Senators SNOWE and 
DODD. 

An amendment will be offered on this 
bill that will allow recipients to con-
tinue their education to gain job skills. 
Senators LEVIN and JEFFORDS will offer 
that amendment. 

Amendments will be offered making 
TANF work for immigrants. Senators 
GRAHAM and CLINTON will focus their 
efforts on these initiatives. Also, an 
amendment will seek to preserve the 
flexibility that States had under the 
1996 law. Senators BINGAMAN and 
WYDEN will be offering that one. 

Of course, we should also protect the 
civil rights of workers and of children 
in this law. We should make sure to get 
the balance right between State incen-
tives and accountability. 

Welfare reform is working. Let’s 
build on that success and build on our 
partnership with States. By continuing 
to work together, we can achieve a suc-
cessful bill. 

We can strengthen existing programs 
to address the needs of America’s 
struggling families. We can give fur-
ther support to those who have suc-
cessfully moved from welfare to work. 

Let us not cut and run. Let us not 
‘‘fix’’ what is not broken. Rather, let us 
build on the success of the 1996 law. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURNS). The Senator from Massachu-
setts is recognized. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see 
the prime sponsor of the amendment, 
the Senator from Maine. I ask unani-
mous consent to follow her when she 
completes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Maine is recognized. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to talk about an amendment 
that I know has already been offered to 
the Senate on the pending legislation, 
the Personal Responsibility and Indi-
vidual Development for Everyone Act, 
known as the PRIDE Act. 

I am proud to have authored this 
amendment along with my friend and 
colleague, Senator DODD. Without 
question, Senator DODD has been a 
fearless and unyielding champion in in-
creasing both the quality of and fund-
ing for child care in America. He has 
been a tremendous friend to families 
and children. I appreciate his dedica-
tion and advocacy to these causes. 

It is regrettable that Senator DODD 
could not be here today in person to 
offer this amendment. As our col-
leagues know too well, disasters do 
occur from time to time in our States, 
and they understandably take prece-
dent. He is in Connecticut today ad-
dressing issues related to a major high-
way accident that closed Interstate 95 
last Thursday. This accident had an 
enormous impact on the people of Con-
necticut but also other States that rely 
on the interstate for travel or com-
merce. It is a loss of billions of dollars. 
Senator DODD is working with State 
and Federal officials to restore travel 
in this vital transportation artery, and 
today he is where he should be—work-
ing on behalf of the people in his State. 
I look forward to hearing from him to-
morrow on this amendment. 

I also want to recognize and thank 
Senators HATCH, ALEXANDER, and CAR-
PER, who approached me sometime ago 
on this vital issue regarding child care 
in the welfare reauthorization and a 
strong desire to work together to en-
sure that this issue would be addressed 
and be given priority consideration in 
the Senate. I appreciate their efforts as 
well as the commitment and dedication 
of other cosponsors: Senators BINGA-
MAN, ROCKEFELLER, COLLINS, LANDRIEU, 
MURRAY, JEFFORDS, BOXER, CHAFEE, 
LINCOLN, CLINTON, and MIKULSKI. I ap-
preciate the fact that they have made 
it a broad bipartisan amendment. 

Before I explain the amendment be-
fore us and why it is such a critical 
component of this debate, I, too, want 
to recognize the work of the chairman 
of the Finance Committee, Senator 
GRASSLEY, who has been tireless in his 
perseverance, patience, and commit-
ment to ensuring that the reauthoriza-
tion of this legislation would be com-
pleted in this Congress. The fact that 
we have been able to report this legis-
lation out of the Finance Committee is 
in no small part due to his efforts to 
make sure it became a reality. I thank 
the majority leader, as well, for his 
commitment to this issue so that we 
were able to bring up this bill, finally, 
for consideration. 

Also, I want to recognize the Demo-
cratic leader, Senator DASCHLE, and 
the ranking member, Senator BAUCUS, 
for their work, along with the majority 
leader and Chairman GRASSLEY, who 
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scheduled this debate so that, hope-
fully, we can complete the work on this 
reauthorization.

It goes without saying that this day 
is long overdue regarding our actions 
for this reauthorization. We have had 
six extensions in 18 months after the 
original expiration of this law. 

As we well recall, in 2002, the Finance 
Committee did pass this legislation, 
but, regrettably, it was not brought up 
on the floor for Senate consideration. 
So we have had to repeatedly extend 
this legislation, and the States and the 
caseloads were left without any kind of 
specific blueprint for action in the fu-
ture. 

Today, hopefully, we begin the last 
leg of this journey toward giving the 
States their plan of action for the next 
5 years with respect to welfare reform 
and build upon the successes of the 
past, as well as addressing some of the 
remaining issues that certainly have 
manifest itself in the last 5 years with 
respect to what my amendment will be 
addressing. 

The bill before us today is predicated 
on the administration’s proposal which 
not only strengthens work require-
ments, but also allows States to con-
centrate on removing barriers to em-
ployment, giving TANF recipients up 
to 6 months during which time they 
can focus, without interruption, on be-
coming more employable, to remove 
those barriers that prevent them from 
being able to seek employment. So 
that means they can have the opportu-
nities for adult literacy, substance 
abuse treatment, or taking advantage 
of other educational opportunities, 
such as vocational education or tech-
nical training. 

Moreover, the bill rightly recognizes 
that some families have longer term 
barriers that they must also face and 
overcome. For example, this legisla-
tion includes provisions which ensure 
that under certain circumstances, care-
takers for disabled dependents meet 
the requirements for obtaining support 
as well. I thank Senator GRASSLEY for 
working with me to include these pro-
visions. 

Another example of how this bill will 
improve the employability and likeli-
hood of successful transition from wel-
fare to work, the bill before us today 
includes provisions based on a widely 
praised program that happens to be lo-
cated in my State of Maine, known as 
the Parents as Scholars Program. 

We should be able to agree that in-
creased education is another critical 
factor in whether a person will transi-
tion off welfare, be able to not only 
maintain a job, but to secure one that 
provides a decent income. That is why 
I have championed these provisions re-
peatedly which will allow a number of 
qualified, motivated welfare parents to 
take part in longer duration and post-
secondary education while on the case-
load. 

Parents as Scholars has been extraor-
dinarily successful in my State, with 
graduates averaging a 50-percent in-

crease in salaries, and with 90 percent 
of working graduates leaving welfare 
behind permanently. It is because of 
this record of success that I am very 
pleased that during the Finance Com-
mittee markup, my amendment giving 
all TANF parents across the Nation the 
benefit of accessing this education pro-
gram was accepted. 

This program, as I said, has been not 
only successful, but I think it also ulti-
mately will be widely available across 
the country because access to edu-
cation should not be a question of ge-
ography. 

This legislation also reflects our de-
sire to afford the States flexibility by 
providing partial credit toward a 
State’s work participation rate when 
there is partial compliance with hourly 
requirements by recipients. I believe 
this is a commonsense addition to cur-
rent law that will fuel this program’s 
success for years to come, while laying 
the groundwork for States to help cli-
ents become employed and stay em-
ployed, which, after all, was the origi-
nal goal of the landmark 1996 reform 
act. 

I thank Senator LINCOLN for offering 
this provision because I do think it 
goes a long way to addressing some of 
the issues that were raised in the last 
welfare reform act. 

I am very pleased this legislation be-
fore us also builds upon the tripartisan 
legislation on which many of us on the 
Finance Committee worked in 2002. 
Senator HATCH, Senator BREAUX, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, Senator LINCOLN, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER, and I included pro-
visions that now have also been incor-
porated in this legislation concerning 
child support distribution, the employ-
ment credit, education and training re-
quirements, and much of our universal 
engagement provisions and adjust-
ments to the contingency fund. 

At the same time, this bill also re-
flects a considerable good-faith effort 
to close some of the political and pol-
icy gaps that existed within the com-
mittee at the time of the markup. I 
know many of my Republican col-
leagues would have preferred addi-
tional workups similar to what the 
President had proposed—40 hours in-
stead of the 34—but we were willing to 
compromise in order to advance this 
benchmark legislation. 

It was in the spirit of that com-
promise that I supported the legisla-
tion in the Finance Committee, recog-
nizing that, yes, I would have preferred 
a significantly greater funding for 
child care, but at the same time I know 
there has been some disagreement on 
this side of the aisle as to how much we 
can even afford or should do with re-
spect to child care funding in the wel-
fare reauthorization. I refrained from 
offering that amendment in the com-
mittee so that we could have the op-
portunity to bridge these gaps on the 
floor of the Senate and to move this 
legislation forward. 

The amendment I am offering today 
will provide $6 billion in new manda-

tory child care funding which I think 
represents an attempt to guarantee 
that there will be no structural weak-
nesses in the PRIDE Act that may un-
dermine its ultimate effectiveness or 
success. 

I am very pleased that Chairman 
GRASSLEY gave me the opportunity to 
have priority recognition to offer this 
amendment today that was part of the 
agreement we reached in the Finance 
Committee because I hope it will set a 
bipartisan tone for the debate to come. 

This reauthorization is critical to al-
most 5 million people who are on wel-
fare today. I am convinced it is our 
duty and our obligation to do all that 
we can to clear the political barriers, 
the policy barriers, overcome all the 
obstacles that we ultimately engage in 
on the floor of the Senate, but, in the 
final analysis, we ought to be in a posi-
tion to vote on the welfare reauthoriza-
tion and extend this law. 

This $6 billion increase in new man-
datory child care certainly should 
move us in that direction. I am adding 
this today because I think this amount 
is commensurate with the real and cur-
rent needs. To understand how these 
needs developed and why this amount 
of funding is essential is important to 
understand because as we set out to re-
authorize the 1996 law, we have to reex-
amine some of the decisions and some 
of the choices that were made at the 
time that now has led us to this point 
that I think compels us to offer more 
money in terms of child care. 

One of the decisions that Congress 
made back in 1996 was to ensure that 
we would have the necessary support 
systems to allow welfare recipients, as 
they transition into the workplace and 
access full-time employment, to have 
all of the support that is going to be 
absolutely vital to make that employ-
ment a success, as well as accessible. 

These types of assistance to working 
parents who generally are employed at 
minimum-wage jobs allow them to 
make ends meet and to make a perma-
nent transition from welfare to work. 
One of the most critical types of work 
support we can offer these families is 
quality child care. Without good child 
care, a parent is left with only two 
choices: to leave a child in an unsafe 
and often unsupervised situation, or 
not to work, both of which are lose-lose 
situations. 

If the aim of welfare reform is to 
move people off the welfare rolls and 
on to the payrolls, providing support in 
the form of quality affordable child 
care is a prerequisite to realizing that 
goal. Of course, as with anything else, 
child care comes with a price. In some 
States, it can cost as much as a year’s 
tuition in a public college. Factor in 
additional costs of infant care or odd-
hour care, such as nights or weekends 
or care for children with special needs, 
and the challenge increases signifi-
cantly. So for a parent working toward 
financial independence, typically earn-
ing minimum wage, it is not hard to 
see how child care can be the budget 
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buster that compels a family to retreat 
back into welfare.

This battle was also fought by fami-
lies who are employed in full-time, 
lower wage jobs, families not receiving 
cash welfare assistance, but who only 
earn $15,000 to $20,000 per year. 

Almost 2 years ago, a constituent of 
mine came to Washington to testify be-
fore Senator DODD’s Subcommittee on 
Children and Families. Sheila 
Merkinson, a resident of Maine, testi-
fied her childcare costs absorbed al-
most 48 percent of her weekly income. 
Even though she is eligible for aid, she 
receives no childcare assistance be-
cause the need exceeds the income eli-
gibility requirements in our State. 

At that time, Sheila stated she had 
been on the waiting list for childcare 
subsidies 6 months, four of them while 
she was working, and sleeping on a 
couch during that entire time period 
because she could not afford to pay the 
rent on her $18,000 yearly income. 

I also remember reading several 
years ago about a mother in Maine 
whose only choice for a steady job was 
working the night shift at the local 
mill. Because she lived in a rural area 
with no family nearby, she was forced 
to choose between losing her job or 
tucking her elementary schoolage chil-
dren into bed at night, locking the 
doors behind her, and going to work. 
Affordable childcare was not a reality 
for her and so she did what she deemed 
was best, to go to work and earn the 
money she required to support her chil-
dren. In the end, the courts made a 
third choice for this mother. They took 
her children away from her. 

We have no rhyme or reason to put 
people who care about their own chil-
dren in untenable situations where 
they are compelled to make these 
unpalatable choices. This amendment 
will help ensure we can prevent these 
types of circumstances so many fami-
lies face in the real world today. 

These are but two of the life stories 
that bring me to the point of offering 
this amendment and providing the 
mandatory childcare funds of more 
than $6 billion for the next 5 years. 
These are families who really are the 
essence of what this debate is all 
about. 

Back in 1996, as this chart would il-
lustrate, Congress recognized when we 
created the TANF program, the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families, 
formed the childcare and development 
block grant, because we had a myriad 
of programs that provided various 
funding streams for childcare, we had a 
commitment to serve the families on 
welfare. That is why we consolidated 
more than four programs into the 
childcare and development block grant, 
so that we had a commitment to serve 
not only those who are on welfare, 
those who are transitioning off welfare, 
those who were not on welfare but were 
at the risk of falling onto welfare case-
loads. 

Finally we decided we should coordi-
nate and consolidate these programs to 

create this block grant with the intent 
of serving those low-income families 
that may be employed but still require 
some kind of assistance because of the 
high cost of childcare. We have this co-
ordinated development block grant on 
childcare that is aimed at serving the 
needs of each of these populations. 

While the Federal law sets the ceil-
ing, the States are able to determine 
their own eligibility requirements. Yet 
according to most estimates, only one 
in seven eligible children receives this 
kind of assistance. It is not surprising 
when one considers that in 2003 alone, 
nearly every State reduced childcare 
spending and 16 States reduced eligi-
bility levels so fewer children would 
qualify. 

Even when our eligibility guidelines 
are high, most States are unable to at-
tain them. In fact, according to the 
2004–2005 State plans in at least five 
States, a family is not eligible for the 
childcare development block grant if 
the family earns more than $20,000 per 
year. So clearly there remains a press-
ing need. 

While the focus of this debate is the 
TANF population, as well it should be, 
it cannot be to the exclusion of all of 
those lower income families who are 
not on welfare. I am convinced that ac-
cess to this critical work support 
makes all the difference in a successful 
transition from welfare to work, and to 
help ensure these families do not re-
treat back into welfare, and at the 
same time that we allow them to 
achieve self-sufficiency. That is the 
goal of any welfare reform act and that 
is what it should be. According to a 
2002 study, single mothers with young 
children who receive childcare assist-
ance are 40 percent more likely to be 
employed after 2 years than mothers 
who did not receive such assistance. 

The study goes on to say former wel-
fare recipients who receive childcare 
are 82 percent more likely to be em-
ployed after 2 years than those who do 
not receive such support. These find-
ings make sense, as far too often, for 
many single parents, unaffordable, un-
available, or unreliable childcare is the 
chief barrier to steady employment. 

Over the past few years, States have 
been experiencing unprecedented fiscal 
crises which are resulting in cutbacks 
to crucial services for low-income fam-
ilies and children. Severely limited re-
sources are driving States to make 
some difficult tradeoffs, when it comes 
to policies, among equally deserving 
groups of eligible families. It is not un-
reasonable for a State to conclude that 
TANF families subject to work require-
ments in a maximum 5-year time limit 
or families transitioning off TANF 
should get priority over families who 
have not received welfare. 

However, as a result of these deci-
sions many vulnerable low-income 
working families who require childcare 
assistance will not be able to support 
their families and remain off welfare. 
That is a reality. 

The worst-case scenario would be one 
in which limits on childcare subsidies 

for lower income working families 
begin to act as a disincentive. Families 
transitioning off welfare or low-income 
families struggling to stay off welfare 
rolls could easily deduce the effort sim-
ply was not worth it. 

In May of 2003, GAO issued a report 
that suggests this possibility may 
exist. It states that a change in pri-
ority status can result in families los-
ing benefits. 

For example, in two States, families 
who leave TANF lose all of their bene-
fits. In seven States, when a family 
comes to the end of a State’s transition 
period, this can result in their losing 
assistance altogether. 

Considering that childcare for a sin-
gle child can easily cost between $4,000 
and $10,000 yearly, it is not difficult to 
understand why a family affected in 
this way might have no other choice 
but to remain on welfare. 

Providing a firm foundation and the 
tools necessary to make a successful 
transition to independence was the 
promise we made and one we must 
honor. So the amendment we are offer-
ing to this pending legislation would 
fulfill our commitment to the States 
by increasing the amount of manda-
tory childcare funding that is author-
ized under this legislation. We can do 
that today by passing this bipartisan 
amendment. 

I know some would say there is an 
abundance of funding and that the esti-
mates of unmet needs are baseless. My 
response to those critics is this: Ask 
the more than 605,000 eligible children 
on waiting lists in 24 States and the 
District of Columbia if there is suffi-
cient funding. Many have argued since 
there are waiting lists in only less than 
half the States, then the rest of the 
States do not have unmet needs. Well, 
this is patently untrue. 

The truth of the matter is not every 
State keeps a waiting list. Again, they 
feel it is a fruitless endeavor, because 
they are elevating expectations know-
ing that those expectations simply can-
not be fulfilled because they do not 
have the funding for childcare. Many 
States cap the number of names al-
lowed to appear on the waiting list, 
again because they know they will not 
be able to fulfill their requirements. 
They do not want to create the kind of 
hope among people that they will get 
the support ultimately when they 
know it simply will not be possible. 

Consider that if one is a mother re-
siding in California and she went to the 
State’s welfare office and they told her 
get in line, she is No. 280,001. How like-
ly is it she will bother to put her name 
on the waiting list? If a counselor in 
New York City told a mother her child 
would be No. 46,001, would she take the 
time to sign up? And even if she did, 
would she ultimately get the childcare 
support she needed? Not likely. 

Another question is: How many 
childcare slots would be generated by 
the $6 billion included in our amend-
ment? We cannot say for certain, but if 
we do not provide this funding there 
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will be hundreds of thousands of chil-
dren without any support under this 
welfare reauthorization.

We currently have 2 million children 
receiving child care subsidies. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has estimated 
it would cost $4.5 billion to ensure that 
all 2 million children currently—I em-
phasize currently—receiving subsidies 
will be able to continue receiving that 
level of support over the next 5 years, 
during the course of this reauthoriza-
tion. The underlying legislation that is 
before the Senate includes $1 billion in 
mandatory childcare funding which, 
according to CBO, may well cover the 
estimated cost for the new work re-
quirements and the State participation 
rates of somewhere between $1 billion 
to $1.5 billion of increased child care as 
they relate to these expanded require-
ments under this legislation. 

Just to maintain exactly what is in 
current law for the 2 million children 
costs $4.5 billion, and the increase, the 
new increase under this legislation, 
would require another $1 billion to $1.5 
billion. 

What we are saying is, just given 
where we are today, we could have 
400,000 children removed from the case-
load without this kind of money—
400,000 if we do not support the pending 
amendment. 

It is imperative that we pass this 
amendment to ensure the States will 
be in a position to provide the level of 
support they are currently providing to 
these families—just to maintain the 
status quo. 

The legislation of the chairman pro-
vides a strong start by adding the $1 
billion to pay for these increased work 
requirements, but I believe, Senator 
DODD believes, and all the cosponsors 
of this amendment believe we should 
and must do more. The PRIDE Act 
seeks to build upon our very successful 
effort in 1996. We transformed the wel-
fare system as we know it. It is land-
mark legislation that was an unprece-
dented success. We were able to con-
vert an old entitlement system into a 
temporary program that helps our 
most fragile population take those 
critical first steps toward economic 
self-sufficiency. I believe our amend-
ment strengthens this effort by ensur-
ing that mothers struggling to move 
themselves off the welfare rolls will 
have the kind of assistance they need 
in order to succeed. 

The good news is we will be able to 
do this with the kind of support that is 
essential. We have an offset in this 
amendment that includes the Customs 
user fees on merchandise that is proc-
essed through Customs. It is obviously 
important so we don’t have a budget 
point of order. Some have said we have 
used this in the past and most specifi-
cally it is on the legislation that is 
also being currently considered by the 
Senate on the Foreign Sales Corpora-
tion Act for international tax relief for 
manufacturers. However, that legisla-
tion includes up to $130 billion in rev-
enue offsets. We are using $6 billion of 

the $17 billion that has been incor-
porated in that legislation regarding 
Customs fees. 

I believe there will be sufficient off-
sets to address both that legislation 
and this one as well. The amendment 
we are offering today builds on the 
work that has been incorporated in the 
underlying legislation that was re-
ported out of the Finance Committee. 
Like many of my colleagues on that 
committee, Chairman GRASSLEY, Sen-
ator DODD, and all of those who support 
this effort here today, we are trying to 
build upon the major steps that were 
taken in the 1996 Act, which I think 
has made great strides toward helping 
lower-income families achieving the 
American dream and ultimately 
achieving self-determination and self-
sufficiency. 

There is an important difference be-
tween giving someone a handout and 
offering them a hand up. I believe this 
amendment to the PRIDE Act builds 
upon that distinction. That is why I am 
so pleased to have the kind of bipar-
tisan support that has been given to 
this amendment. I do believe it is a 
strong step in the right direction. 
Granted, it is not going to address all 
the demands and needs across America, 
but certainly it will go a long way to-
ward understanding and recognizing 
the reality that if we don’t do this, we 
leave families and children in an un-
tenable situation. 

I happen to believe this amendment 
will strengthen our ability to pass this 
welfare reauthorization, that the 
States need to give guidance and direc-
tion for the future. We cannot allow 
States to live in statutory limbo and 
we can’t allow families to live in limbo 
as well. 

I hope this amendment will receive 
strong support here in the Senate, re-
flecting the strong bipartisan cospon-
sorship of this amendment. I urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I 
know the pending amendment is the 
Snowe-Dodd amendment. I join with 
the Senator from Maine and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut in hoping that 
the Senate will welcome and support 
this amendment. I pay tribute to the 
Senator from Maine for her long-
standing work in support of child care, 
and, of course, I commend my friend 
and colleague from Connecticut who 
unfortunately is not here today but 
wanted very much to be here today. He 
will be speaking in strong support of 

this amendment during its consider-
ation tomorrow. 

As we know, Senator DODD is the 
leader on children’s issues. A number 
of those issues go through the Health, 
Education, Labor and Pensions Com-
mittee, and all of us on that committee 
welcome his leadership on this issue as 
well many others. 

I commend our leaders, and I com-
mend the floor managers. 

This will be the first amendment 
that we will consider. And, hopefully, 
it will have strong support. I will take 
the time at another time to outline the 
extraordinary needs of child care in my 
own State. But I rise for a different 
purpose at this time. 

I see my friend and colleague from 
Iowa on his feet. I intend to speak 
briefly about the minimum wage issue, 
and then to offer it not as a substitute 
but to get in the queue for consider-
ation of amendments as we are consid-
ering this welfare reform program. 

The Senator from North Dakota was 
here a moment ago and desired the op-
portunity to be able to speak. I don’t 
know whether there is any reason to 
object. He wanted to have an oppor-
tunity to speak for up to 20 minutes, I 
believe, following my statement. Gen-
erally, I wanted to talk to the floor 
managers about that, but I didn’t have 
the opportunity to do so. If there is a 
Republican who wants to speak after I 
speak, then he could be the one who 
might be recognized after that. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
don’t think we have any objection to 
that. The only speaker I had on this 
side who wanted to speak was the Sen-
ator from Tennessee, Mr. ALEXANDER. 
He wanted to speak for a little while on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Maine. Other than that, I don’t have 
any requests on this side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that he be able to 
follow for up to 20 minutes. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to my friend and 
colleague from Iowa talking about this 
legislation. And one of the phrases he 
expressed was that no one who works 
in this country ought to live in pov-
erty. I agree with that. I think one of 
the best ways of doing it is to ensure 
that work pays. 

One of the best ways to make sure 
work pays is to make sure that those 
who are on the bottom rung of the eco-
nomic ladder—those who make the 
minimum wage—are going to have a 
livable wage. 

What we know is that we have not in-
creased the minimum wage for some 7 
years. As a result of the failure of in-
creasing the minimum wage in 7 years, 
the purchasing power of the minimum 
wage has decreased dramatically. If we 
are interested in making work pay, we 
have to make work pay, and that 
means an increase in the minimum 
wage. 

At the appropriate time during the 
course of this debate, we will have the 
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opportunity to vote on an increase in 
the minimum wage to make the min-
imum wage go up from $5.15 to $7 an 
hour for those families working 40 
hours a week, 52 weeks of the year. 

Let me share with the Members what 
has happened to the purchasing power 
of the minimum wage. If we go back to 
1968, the minimum wage today would 
be $8.50 an hour. It is now $5.15. If we 
look at the consistency, the purchasing 
value, it will be $4.98 in the next few 
years if we don’t act now. 

Look at this chart. The minimum 
wage no longer lifts a family out of 
poverty. Look at this red line indi-
cating what a family of three would 
need in order to be able to rise out of 
poverty. In 1968, we were able to—and, 
again, briefly around 1980—get the min-
imum wage up so families could live 
outside of poverty. 

If you look at the flat line, you will 
see that the lines are going down. The 
poverty line is here. People are work-
ing longer and harder and have dif-
ficulty making ends meet. 

Every day that we delay the min-
imum wage, workers fall farther and 
farther behind. All of the gains of 1996 
in minimum wage increases have al-
ready been lost. 

This welfare bill is about workers. It 
is about moving people from welfare 
into work. It is very interesting. Of 
those single mothers who moved off 
welfare into work before the recession 
began, one-half of those jobs have now 
been lost due to the recession. I don’t 
know what percentage of those people 
used up all their benefits, but a good 
chunk have. I don’t know what those 
individuals are doing, but we do know 
that the amount of poverty, child pov-
erty and hunger in the families across 
this country, is continuing to go up. 

We lose sight of the fact that over 
the history of the minimum wage, this 
has been a bipartisan effort. If you look 
back over the number of times this has 
been raised—10 or 11 times—go back to 
Franklin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, 
Dwight Eisenhower, President Ken-
nedy, Lyndon Johnson, and President 
Ford, President Carter, and then it was 
President Bush, then it was President 
Clinton, this has been a bipartisan ef-
fort. Republicans and Democrats alike 
understand if people are going to work 
hard, we ought to be able to make sure 
they are treated fairly. 

The increase in the minimum wage 
that we are talking about in this 
amendment would mean $3,800 in addi-
tional income once it’s fully phased in 
over the period of the 21⁄2 years. That 
would be more than 2 years of child 
care; it would be 2 years of health care. 
It would be full tuition to a community 
college for a child who is the son or 
daughter of a minimum-wage worker. 
It would be a year and a half of heat or 
electricity for a family. It would be 
more than a year of groceries, and 
more than 9 months of rent. That may 
not sound like much to many around 
here, but those are the facts. It would 
make an enormous difference to people 
who are working. 

What we see is 3 million more Ameri-
cans today are living in poverty. There 
were 31 million in the year 2000, and 
now it is 34.6 million, which means 3 
million more people are living in pov-
erty. 

We can do something about that by 
increasing the minimum wage. 

One of the saddest comments that I 
discovered as we looked through the 
various factual material in preparation 
for this debate is, according to the 
Families and Work Institute, three of 
the top four things children would like 
to change about their working parents 
is they wish their parents were less 
stressed out by work, less tired because 
of work, and could spend more time 
with them. 

This is a family issue. We hear a 
great deal in this body about family 
issues and family values. Increasing 
the minimum wage is a family issue. 

Who are these people? Who are these 
people who earn the minimum wage?

Well, first of all, they are the men 
and women who work in buildings all 
over this country at nighttime from 
which American commerce has their 
offices. In large buildings and small, 
they work in long, difficult, tough jobs, 
but they are men and women of pride. 
They are men and women of dignity. 
They take pride in doing a job well. 
They are not only cleaners, but they 
are also assistant teachers in many of 
the schools across this country. 

They also work in nursing homes 
helping to take care of parents—par-
ents who have served in the Armed 
Forces, fought in the Korean war, per-
haps even in Vietnam, and maybe 
going back to even World War II—men 
and women who brought this country 
out of the Depression, men and women 
who have suffered and sacrificed to 
benefit their children. Many minimum-
wage workers work in these nursing 
homes—men and women of dignity. 

Sixty-one percent of those who re-
ceive the minimum wage are women. 
This is a women’s issue because the 
great majority of recipients of the min-
imum wage are women. It is a chil-
dren’s issue because many of those 
women have children. They are single 
heads of households, and many of them 
have children. So it is a women’s issue, 
it is a children’s issue, and it is a civil 
rights issue because so many of those 
who work at the minimum wage are 
men and women of color. 

And, most of all, it is a fairness issue. 
The issue that is going to be before the 
Senate is whether we believe someone 
who works 40 hours a week, 52 weeks of 
the year, ought to have a living wage. 
And if there is one issue Americans un-
derstand, it is the issue of fairness. 

This is about fairness. This issue is 
about fairness. That is why we wel-
come the opportunity to offer this 
amendment. It should not be a partisan 
issue. We should not be denied the op-
portunity to have the vote, and we are 
going to stay after it until we have the 
vote. 

So I wanted to take a few moments 
on this issue because it is a matter of 

such importance. I am going to go over 
the statistics in greater degree about 
what has been happening to women and 
to children in poverty in this country. 
I am going to do that at a time when I 
will have the chance to have the full 
debate for the consideration of this 
amendment. 

I have the amendment. I indicated to 
the floor managers that I intended to 
offer it. I ask unanimous consent that 
after the consideration of the Snowe-
Dodd amendment, that the amendment 
which I send to the desk now, on behalf 
of myself and Senator DASCHLE, be con-
sidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Well, Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that it be con-
sidered within the first four amend-
ments that we have on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Well, Mr. President, 

we are beginning to see what we have 
seen at other times; that is, on the 
other side there is objection. We lis-
tened to them talk about how they 
wanted to have workers work in this 
country, and now, evidently, there is 
objection. And I do not consider this to 
be by my friend, the chairman of the 
Finance Committee, but there is clear-
ly an objection by the Republican lead-
ership to get a consideration. 

I ask unanimous consent that before 
we have final passage, we have a vote, 
up and down, on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Reserving the right 
to object, Mr. President—and I will ob-
ject—I want to take advantage of this 
opportunity to say that there are a lot 
of very important pieces of legislation 
that we have before this body that are 
bipartisan that need to be passed. 

Two weeks ago, we had a bill dealing 
with outsourcing and the efforts to cre-
ate manufacturing jobs in America by 
giving a tax advantage to manufactur-
ers that manufacture here. It is a bi-
partisan bill, voted out of the Senate 
Finance Committee with only two dis-
senting votes, and those were Repub-
lican votes. So, overwhelmingly, people 
on the other side of the aisle know that 
bill has to pass. 

But time after time we deal with 
nongermane amendments that distract 
from the efforts of this Senate to do 
things that create jobs in America and, 
in this particular instance, move peo-
ple from welfare to work. 

So I do not think it is wrong for some 
of us to take exception to the efforts to 
stall important pieces of legislation 
getting through this body, and that is 
why I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. 
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Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, since 

the Senator from Iowa has talked 
about delaying the legislation, I ask 
unanimous consent that the debate on 
the minimum wage amendment be no 
more than 20 minutes, with 10 minutes 
to each side, and that we have consent 
that we vote on this amendment up 
and down before final passage—that we 
have 20 minutes on the amendment, 
since there has been the thought that 
we are trying to delay this legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I re-

mind my good friend—and he is my 
friend—about the report from the Fi-
nance Committee. If we go to page 4: 
‘‘STRENGTHENS WORK’’—
‘‘STRENGTHENS WORK.’’ This bill is 
about work. And here we are asking for 
a minimum wage. To do what? To 
work. 

What is possibly the reason or the 
justification to object to us even con-
sidering increasing the minimum 
wage? What we have here is objection 
to even considering an increase in the 
minimum wage, which is at its lowest 
level in history, for 7 million Ameri-
cans. 

They are talking about getting 
Americans out of welfare into work. 
We are trying to make work pay, and 
there is objection. 

Look what it says on page 21:
The Committee bill recognizes that the 

success achieved by TANF and Work First 
programs are a result of a sustained empha-
sis on adult attachment to the workforce.

What more could be relevant to the 
workforce and strengthening work 
than an increase in the minimum 
wage? 

I do not know what this objection is. 
Why does the majority even refuse us 
the opportunity to vote? That is what 
I am asking. Call the ace an ace. What 
is the objection to having account-
ability, to find out if you are for it or 
against it? We are giving a 20-minute 
time limit, 10 minutes on each side. I 
will take 5 minutes. I will take 2 min-
utes. I will take 1 minute, then call the 
roll. 

What can possibly be the objection to 
calling the roll when we have increased 
it 11 times under Republican and 
Democratic administrations in the 
past? 

Where is the delay tactic? Where is 
the objection? Where is the fact that 
this is not relevant to the substance at 
hand? This, of course, is the substance 
at hand. Of course it is. It is about 
making sure that people who work 
hard—men and women of dignity—are 
going to be able to receive a livable 
wage. And we are denied—at least at 
the outset—the opportunity to even 
have this amendment considered. 

I say to the Senator, this amendment 
ought to be voice-voted this afternoon. 
That is what it should be: It should be 
voice-voted. Republicans, in the his-

tory of the minimum wage, have voted 
for increases in it, and now we have in-
structions—evidently, instructions—
not to permit even a short time limit 
on increasing the minimum wage: No, 
you can’t vote on that issue. We are 
not going to let you. We control the 
Senate. 

We heard from the Senator from 
Iowa: We want no one who works to 
have to live in poverty. I remember lis-
tening to the Senator from Iowa just 
about an hour and a half ago: No one 
who works ought to live in poverty. He 
gave that speech. Now he will not even 
let us do something about getting peo-
ple out of poverty. He objects to us 
having it within the next four amend-
ments—to even consider it prior to the 
time of passage, with a 20-minute time 
limit—refuses.

Talk about arbitrariness and the 
abuse of power. This is it. This body 
ought to be able to vote on questions 
affecting working families. We ought 
to be able to vote on the minimum 
wage. We ought to be able to vote on 
overtime. We ought to be able to vote 
on unemployment compensation. What 
in the world is wrong with the other 
side to try and prohibit this institution 
from taking positions on these issues 
and to vote up or down? What were we 
sent here for? 

I say to my friend—and he is my 
friend—this issue is just not going to 
go away. He has given his response that 
he is going to do everything that is 
parliamentarily possible to deny this 
institution considering an increase in 
the minimum wage. He just stated 
that. He made the point that it was not 
relevant, that it was somehow going to 
delay, that it was somehow not perti-
nent, even though we are talking about 
jobs and trying to get people to work. 
That is the thrust of the whole bill. 
And he would deny us the opportunity 
to consider this amendment for 15 min-
utes, 16 minutes, what we offered. 

I think we are on notice now. Are we 
supposed to assume the majority is 
only going to permit amendments 
which they approve? Is that going to be 
the new rule of the U.S. Senate? After 
230 years, we are only going to permit 
votes which we, the Republicans, ap-
prove? That is what we are saying. Is 
that the institution the American peo-
ple thought they had in the U.S. Sen-
ate? Is that what they thought we were 
doing here? Come on. Come on. That is 
not the Senate I was elected to or that 
I believe in and that the American peo-
ple do. 

We can either do this nicely and try 
to work out some kind of agreement 
and accommodation or we are going to 
use all of the other kinds of parliamen-
tary rules that we know how to use and 
do it in ways which will insist on a 
vote. But if the Republican leadership 
thinks that we are going to go on and 
on and on without an increase in the 
minimum wage, I want to clear them of 
that thought because this is coming at 
you. People have waited too long, 
worked too hard, and children are 
being disadvantaged. 

I listen to the speeches about chil-
dren. There are children out there, sons 
and daughters of minimum wage work-
ers, whose lives would be significantly 
and dramatically advanced. Maybe 
that parent would be able to buy a 
birthday present, take the child to a 
movie. 

But no, no, no, we are the Repub-
licans, and we are not going to let you 
vote. We are not going to let you vote 
in the Senate. That is what you are 
saying. Well, we are going to come 
back to it. 

I am going to speak to one other 
issue, and then I see others who want 
to address the Senate. I will then yield 
the floor.

WHITE HOUSE RESPONSIVENESS TO THE 9/11 
COMMISSION 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in my 
lifetime, there have been national ca-
tastrophes of such magnitude that they 
are seared in the collective American 
memory forever. In each case, the Na-
tion was able to draw on the strength 
of its institutions and its leaders to 
carry on with the strong support of our 
citizens. The attack on Pearl Harbor, 
for example, plunged us into war, but 
unified us as a people, and brought out 
the best in our elected leaders. 

In Watergate, on the other hand, the 
integrity of our most basic institutions 
was threatened by an executive run 
amok. But the legislative branch, act-
ing on a bipartisan basis, and the judi-
cial branch, led by a unanimous Su-
preme Court, vindicated the Framers’ 
trust that a nation based on checks and 
balances and the separation of powers 
could survive one branch’s abuse of 
power. 

Two and a half years ago we suffered 
another tragedy of historic dimensions. 
In one brief morning nearly 3,000 of our 
people were killed by an enemy who 
had openly declared war against us, 
had already struck at us in a variety of 
forms and places at home and abroad, 
and had put our government, if not our 
people, on notice that they would 
strike again. 

The families and friends of the dead 
and injured were not the only victims. 
We all suffered. Our peace of mind suf-
fered; our trust in our surroundings 
suffered; our liberty to move freely 
around the Nation and the world suf-
fered. And our confidence in the public 
institutions which protect and defend 
us suffered. 

The quality and integrity of our re-
sponse as a Nation and as individuals 
will determine how history views us as 
defenders of America’s ideals. Can we 
restore security without sacrificing lib-
erty? Can we identify and fill the gaps 
in our defense against known and un-
known enemies, without reducing the 
essential quality of life and freedom in 
our Nation? 

We in Congress have begun to answer 
those questions, and the 9/11 Commis-
sion is a key element of our answer. 
Over the initial objections of the exec-
utive branch, and with the help and 
support of the victims’ families, we 
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have delegated to that distinguished 
group of Commission members the con-
tinuation of the essential fact-finding 
process begun by our own Intelligence 
Committees. We have also asked the 
Commission to suggest solutions for 
the problems they identify. We have in-
vested extraordinary powers in that 
Commission to meet the extraordinary 
demands of their assignment. 

This Commission is as eminent and 
experienced a body as anyone could 
hope for. Some have complained that it 
is too ‘‘establishment.’’ 

It includes two former Republican 
governors, a former Republican Sen-
ator, a former Republican Secretary of 
the Navy, a former Reagan White 
House Counsel, a Navy veteran who 
was both a governor and Senator, a 
former General Counsel of the Depart-
ment of Defense and Deputy Attorney 
General who sits on a CIA advisory 
Committee, a former chairman of the 
House Foreign Relations Committee, a 
former member of the House Intel-
ligence committee, and a former Wa-
tergate investigator now at a distin-
guished law firm. Its executive director 
served on the National Security Coun-
cil under former President Bush and on 
the transition team for the current 
President Bush. 

The Commission is entitled to re-
spect and cooperation from everyone it 
deals with in all parts of the Govern-
ment, especially the White House. 

The Commission has properly chosen 
to operate in public to the fullest ex-
tent possible. Secrecy will only sow 
seeds of suspicion and dilute the Na-
tion’s confidence in its independence 
and its conclusions. It has done noth-
ing to suggest to anyone that it will 
not be fair and just and sensitive to the 
needs of the individuals and institu-
tions it deals with. On the other hand 
it is operating on an extremely tight, 
Congressionally mandated, time sched-
ule. 

It does not have the time or the incli-
nation, and should not have the need, 
to fight in the courts of law or in the 
court of public opinion to obtain the 
information it deserves and the public 
deserves. 

Thus the current controversy over 
the testimony of National Security Ad-
viser Condoleezza Rice can and should 
be resolved quickly. The public and the 
Congress should not stand for anything 
less than full and prompt cooperation 
from the White House. For a national 
tragedy of these proportions, the buck 
stops at the White House. Three thou-
sand people died on our shores and on 
their watch. There should not be the 
slightest question that any White 
House staff member asked by the Com-
mission to testify under oath and in 
public must do so.

As Colin Powell said yesterday, the 
presumption must be that everything 
be done in the open, so that sunshine 
can infuse the process. 

It is not a question of law; the law 
fully permits members of the White 
House staff to testify. 

It is not a question of precedent. As 
former Navy Secretary Lehman, a 
Commission member, said yesterday, 
many previous Presidents have per-
mitted such testimony on important 
matters, and the importance of the 
issue here makes clear that this Presi-
dent should do the same. Surely, 9/11 is 
more important than Richard 
Kleindienst’s confirmation, Billy 
Carter’s activities, or who said what to 
whom about an Arkansas bank. 

Yet in those cases, and many others, 
top White House officials testified in 
public and under oath. 

It is not a question of principle. That 
line was crossed in this case when the 
National Security Adviser went before 
the Commission in secret. If the White 
House genuinely believes that the Com-
mission is a creation of the legislature, 
she has already subjected herself to the 
legislature’s inquiries. 

As Secretary Lehman has said, it is 
‘‘self-defeating’’ for the White House to 
refuse to allow Condoleezza Rice to tes-
tify fully in public. That course leads 
to suspicion that they have something 
to hide. 

Mr. Lehman says there is no smoking 
gun in what she has said in secret, so 
unless the White House is afraid she 
may say something different in public 
under oath, why are they holding her 
back? 

It is an insult to Ms. Rice to deny her 
the chance she says she wants, to tes-
tify in public. She has proven herself 
an articulate spokesperson for the 
President over the past 3 years. Unless 
the White House fears that she will dis-
close some dire secret, she should be 
free to respond in public to the Com-
mission’s questions, as she has re-
sponded on numerous occasions in 
press interviews in recent days. Tele-
vision interviews are no substitute for 
answering the Commission’s questions 
under oath. 

There need be no compromise of ex-
ecutive privilege if she testifies, If she 
is asked a question that she thinks the 
President, rather than she, should an-
swer, she can and will say so, and leave 
it to him to do. But otherwise, as Colin 
Powell also said yesterday, the pre-
sumption ought to be for sunshine, 
openness, light. 

The Commission has also asked 
unanimously for an appearance by the 
President and Vice President in public 
under oath. They refused and offered in 
essence to meet in private for a brief 
conversation with the Chair and Vice 
Chair of the Commission. The public 
outcry at that minimal proposal led 
the White House to suggest some flexi-
bility on the time, but not on anything 
else. 

The President faces a difficult deci-
sion about whether to testify in public 
and under oath. He was our leader 
when 9/11 occurred. That may well turn 
out to be a benefit to him in the 
months to come, but with that benefit 
goes a heavy burden. It is his responsi-
bility to answer questions that only he 
can answer, admit failings if there were 

failings, apologize if apology is called 
for, and reassure us all that whatever 
was broken has been fixed. It will take 
courage and leadership for him to step 
forward, face the Commission, and risk 
the consequences. 

I urge President Bush, as the Nation 
focuses on the question of his own ap-
pearance, to remember the example of 
President Gerald Ford. 

One of the most difficult decisions he 
made as President was to pardon Presi-
dent Nixon. President Ford had the 
courage to defend that decision under 
oath and in public before a congres-
sional committee. His pardon was not 
popular at the time, and it may well 
have cost him the presidency in the 
1976 election. But he felt strongly that 
the public needed to hear from him per-
sonally about why he thought the par-
don was essential to the national inter-
est. So he made the truly unprece-
dented decision to come to the Hill to 
testify under oath himself. As he later 
said, ‘‘The bigger the issue, the greater 
the need for political courage.’’ 

The current White House political 
staff has chosen a different approach. 
They have pressed the attack button 
on their quick-response machine in an 
attempt to destroy Richard Clarke and 
destroy his credibility about the events 
leading up to 9/11 under both the Clin-
ton and Bush administrations, and the 
President’s Republican allies in Con-
gress are aiding and abetting this new 
and obscene example of the politics of 
personal destruction. 

It is sheer hypocrisy for the White 
House to encourage Condoleezza Rice 
to appear on television to dispute Mr. 
Clarke’s testimony to the Commission, 
and then prevent her from presenting 
her views to the Commission itself. 

Many of us in the Senate will propose 
a resolution tomorrow urging that Dr. 
Rice be permitted to testify in public 
and under oath. There will be ample 
opportunity after that for the Presi-
dent to decide whether he himself is 
willing to testify in public and under 
oath as well. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. The Senator from 

North Dakota wants to speak. First, I 
ask unanimous consent to speak for 5 
minutes before the Senator from North 
Dakota speaks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to 
object, and I will not object, I would 
like as part of that request that I be 
given an additional 10 minutes. I think 
they reserved 20 minutes for me before. 
I may not take it all, but I would like 
to have that amount of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

want to respond somewhat to the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

First of all, I hope he understands 
this is a Monday—not that Monday is 
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not just as important as any other day 
of the week. But it was announced last 
week there would be no votes today. 
His amendment doesn’t have anything 
to do with votes today, but there are a 
lot of Members not here who ought to 
have some input when a nongermane 
amendment comes up. So I object for 
the reasons of myself as well as others. 

Also, you can see from the debate of 
the Senator from Massachusetts that 
he feels very strongly about the impor-
tance of that amendment which he of-
fers on the minimum wage. There is 
nothing wrong with the issue of the 
minimum wage coming up. But for this 
Senator from Iowa, who is chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee, with 
issues I am trying to respond to in a bi-
partisan way, and to issues that are 
raised as much from the other side of 
the aisle as they are from this side of 
the aisle—I mentioned the FSC/ETI bill 
of 2 weeks ago. I mentioned the welfare 
reform bill this week. There is a bipar-
tisan consensus—maybe I should not 
say consensus—there is an agreement 
we ought to have the legislation before 
the Senate and passed. In the face of 
FSC/ETI, it was responding as much 
from the other side as this side that 
that legislation to encourage manufac-
turing in the United States, to create 
jobs in the United States ought to pass. 
When it comes to a vote, it will prob-
ably pass 90–10. But the legislation was 
held up 2 weeks ago by people on the 
other side of the aisle with nongermane 
amendments. 

Now we have welfare reform, sunset 
last October. We have extended it two 
or three times since then, so we have 
to continue the welfare reform pro-
grams. There is a consensus we ought 
to deal with this legislation and get 
some permanency to our welfare-to-
work legislation. What happened? 
Right out of the box, people from the 
other side of the aisle—legitimate 
issues or not—are trying to stop legis-
lation immediately in its tracks that 
will pass this body by a very wide mar-
gin. Have they ever thought maybe 
some of these pieces of legislation 
ought to stand on their own rather 
than hooking them onto bills unrelated 
to theirs? 

I don’t object to the issue of increas-
ing the minimum wage. What I object 
to is the constant harassment on the 
part of people on the other side of the 
aisle to keeping legislation from mov-
ing along very quickly that everybody 
knows needs to pass. This is just not 
Republican pieces of legislation dealing 
with welfare reform. It is just not Re-
publican legislation dealing with en-
couraging manufacturing and creating 
jobs in manufacturing in America. 
These pieces of legislation are doing 
what the Senate ought to be doing to 
get things done, working in a bipar-
tisan way. 

If you work in a bipartisan way to 
bring legislation to the floor of the 
Senate, why is the other side of the 
aisle always trying to slow down that 
legislation? It seems to me that is 

what we are dealing with. There are 
times to deal with pieces of legislation, 
but not in this way, harassing all the 
time. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-

GERALD). The Senator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Will the Senator allow me 

to ask him a question on the Senator’s 
time? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, is the Sen-

ator from North Dakota aware that on 
the 2 amendments that have been of-
fered on the last 2 pieces of legisla-
tion—overtime and now the Kennedy 
minimum wage amendment—on our 
side we would be willing to take 10 
minutes on each amendment, 10 for us 
and 10 for the other side, 10 for us and 
10 for the other side, for a total of 20 
minutes on our side of the aisle for 
these 2 pieces of legislation. Would the 
Senator agree the slowdown is not 
coming from us, but from them? We are 
asking for an additional 20 minutes on 
2 amendments and we can move on to 
the rest of the legislation. Will the 
Senator acknowledge that? 

Mr. CONRAD. Yes. I will go further 
than that and say I served on the Fi-
nance Committee with our distin-
guished chairman. I strongly supported 
the FSC/ETI bill that was previously 
before the Senate. An amendment was 
offered on overtime. It is entirely rea-
sonable to offer an amendment. Sen-
ators have a right to offer an amend-
ment on any bill at any time, other 
than on those bills that are privileged. 
They offered to do it on a short time 
agreement. Now, today, on the welfare 
reform bill, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts offered a very short time 
agreement on an amendment to in-
crease the minimum wage. It is en-
tirely reasonable and appropriate for 
Senators to offer amendments on pend-
ing legislation. 

I don’t think the Senator from Iowa, 
who is my friend, and whom I respect 
and work with closely on many issues, 
should feel harassed. It is not a matter 
of harassment. These are important 
issues that deserve to be voted on. 
There is no reason not to vote on them, 
either in the context of the welfare re-
form bill in the case of minimum wage, 
or in the context of the FSC/ETI bill, 
which some have called a jobs bill, with 
respect to the issue of overtime. Those 
issues are entirely in order and reason-
able to discuss. 

THE WAR IN IRAQ 
Mr. President, I asked for time today 

not to speak on this issue, but on the 
war against terror and the war in Iraq. 
These issues have come much more to 
the public attention as a result of the 
events of the last several weeks. As I 
have watched those events unfold, I 
have felt more strongly the need to 
come to this floor to speak up and to 
talk about where I believe we have 
taken a wrong path in the war on ter-
ror, where I believe we have gotten the 
priorities wrong. 

When we were attacked on Sep-
tember 11, 2001, we recognized we were 

at war with a terrorist organization 
that would stop at nothing, a terrorist 
organization that would turn civilian 
airliners into flying bombs that would 
kill nearly 3,000 innocent Americans. 
The President and the American people 
recognized al-Qaida posed an imme-
diate threat to this country. We agreed 
that defeating al-Qaida was our top na-
tional security priority, and we vowed 
to bring Osama bin Laden and his al-
Qaida terrorist organization to justice. 
As President Bush said in convening 
his cabinet at Camp David after the 9/
11 attacks: ‘‘There is no question that 
this act will not stand. We will find 
those who did it. We will smoke them 
out of their holes, we will get them 
running, and we will bring them to jus-
tice.’’ 

We had an outpouring of sympathy, 
good will, and cooperation from all 
over the world, as we began the war on 
terrorism. Today, it has now been 930 
days since the attacks of 9/11. And 
Osama bin Laden is still at large.

We have not found him. We have not 
smoked him out of his holes, and we 
have not brought this mass murderer 
of innocent Americans to justice after 
930 days. In fact, Osama bin Laden and 
his al-Qaida organization continue to 
mount attacks. Just 3 weeks ago, al-
Qaida claimed responsibility for the 
bombings in Madrid, Spain. Spanish 
authorities have arrested Islamic ter-
rorists in connection with that tragic 
attack, and al-Qaida continues to 
threaten further attacks against this 
country. 

When I saw the news footage of the 
bombings in Spain and when I heard al-
Qaida threatening more attacks on 
America, it deeply angered me. I be-
lieve it raises several questions. Most 
fundamentally, why have we not, to 
use the President’s words, smoked 
Osama bin Laden out, run him down 
and brought him to justice? Why is 
Osama bin Laden still able to threaten 
our country more than 2 years after we 
agreed that putting an end to his 
threats was our top priority? Why, if 
his organization has been disrupted and 
Osama bin Laden has been isolated, as 
some in the administration claim, are 
Islamic terrorists linked to al-Qaida 
able to organize and coordinate signifi-
cant synchronized attacks such as the 
ones in Madrid? How is he still able to 
produce and distribute these tapes and 
messages exhorting others to kill more 
Americans? 

As I asked these questions, it re-
minded that on April 30, 2001, less than 
5 months before the 9/11 attacks, CNN 
reported that the Bush administra-
tion’s release of the annual terrorism 
report contained a serious change from 
previous reports. Specifically, CNN re-
ported that ‘‘there was no extensive 
mention of alleged terrorist master-
mind Osama bin Laden,’’ as there had 
been in previous years. When asked 
why the administration had reduced 
the focus, ‘‘a senior Bush Department 
official told CNN the U.S. Government 
made a mistake in focusing so much 
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energy on Bin Laden.’’ In retrospect, 
that was a shocking misjudgment of 
the priorities in fighting terrorism. 
But I fear that even after 9/11, the ad-
ministration has continued its failure 
to focus on al-Qaida. 

A Newsweek article from last fall re-
ported:

. . . bin Laden appears to be not only alive, 
but thriving. And with America distracted in 
Iraq, and Pakistani President Pervez 
Musharraf leery of stirring up an Islamist 
backlash, there is no large-scale military 
force currently pursuing the chief culprit in 
the 9/11 attacks.

It is not just Newsweek. USA Today 
reported just this past weekend:

In 2002, troops from the 5th special forces 
group who specialize in the Middle East were 
pulled out of the hunt for Osama bin Laden 
in Afghanistan to prepare for their next as-
signment: Iraq. Their replacements were 
troops with expertise in Spanish cultures.

Mr. President, I want to repeat that 
because this to me does not add up. It 
does not make common sense.

In 2002, troops from the 5th special forces 
group who specialize in the Middle East were 
pulled out of the hunt for Osama bin Laden 
in Afghanistan to prepare for their next as-
signment: Iraq. Their replacements were 
troops with expertise in Spanish cultures. 

The CIA, meanwhile, was stretched badly 
in its capacity to collect, translate and ana-
lyze information coming from Afghanistan. 
When the White House raised a new priority, 
it took specialists away from the Afghani-
stan effort to ensure Iraq was covered.

I find these reports deeply disturbing. 
We know who attacked us on 9/11. It 
was al-Qaida. It was not Iraq. Yet we 
have top Pentagon and intelligence of-
ficials saying that we shifted resources 
away from al-Qaida to focus on Iraq. 
We have 130,000 U.S. troops in Iraq, but 
only 11,000 in Afghanistan. What Earth-
ly sense does this make? Al-Qaida at-
tacked America, not Iraq.

Those 11,000 troops are doing impor-
tant work in Afghanistan—keeping the 
peace and recently renewing efforts to 
mop up Taliban strongholds that have 
been gathering strength. And the ad-
ministration now has plans for a spring 
offensive to go after bin Laden. But ac-
cording to our own officials, for most 
of the past 2 years, we had no large-
scale military force dedicated to pur-
suing Osama bin Laden and al-Qaida. 

So I have to ask, why not? Why was 
there no large-scale military force pur-
suing bin Laden for most of the past 2 
years? Why did we allow our post-9/11 
focus on bin Laden to be distracted? 
Why have we let new al-Qaida organi-
zations grow up all around the world to 
attack us and our allies? 

It seems to me the administration’s 
priorities were misplaced. We allowed 
our attention to be diverted by Saddam 
Hussein and Iraq. 

Many of us did not believe there was 
sufficient evidence to justify a preemp-
tive attack on Iraq in the first place. 
We believed it was not in the national 
security interests of the United States 
to attack Iraq; that instead, we ought 
to keep our eye on the ball and keep 
the pressure on al-Qaida and Osama bin 

Laden because it was they—al-Qaida 
and Osama bin Laden—who attacked 
America on September 11, not Iraq. 

We feared attacking Iraq would leave 
us responsible for occupying and re-
building a country in a profoundly dan-
gerous and undemocratic region of the 
world, tying down resources we needed 
to meet other threats, including Iran, 
North Korea, and al-Qaida. 

We feared that attacking and occu-
pying Iraq would deepen and energize 
anti-American sentiment in the Is-
lamic world, helping to fuel recruit-
ment by al-Qaida and other radical 
Islamist terror organizations. 

And we feared that a war with Iraq 
would inevitably slow down our efforts 
to capture Osama bin Laden. 

In my statement on this Senate floor 
just minutes before the Senate voted to 
authorize the President to go to war in 
Iraq, I said:

I believe defeating the terrorists who 
launched the attacks on the United States 
on September 11 must be our first priority 
before we launch a new war on a new front. 
Yet today, the President asks us to take ac-
tion against Iraq as a first priority. Mr. 
President, I believe that has the priority 
wrong.

That is what I said moments before 
the vote authorizing the President to 
go to Iraq. I believe it was right then. 
I believe it is even more clearly right 
now. 

I also warned:
The backlash in the Arab nations could 

further energize and deepen anti-American 
sentiment. Al-Qaida and other terrorist 
groups could gain more willing suicide bomb-
ers.

I think we have seen, tragically, that 
this was true. Our troops in Iraq are 
constantly under attack. Our allies, in-
cluding most recently the Spanish peo-
ple, have been victimized by terrorists. 

I warned that the cost of invasion 
and occupation of Iraq could be ex-
tremely high, diverting resources from 
other national priorities. And that, 
too, has turned out to be accurate. CBO 
now estimates that the cost of the war 
and occupation in Iraq will total more 
than $300 billion. 

In just the last couple of days, the 
American people have learned that all 
of these concerns were shared at the 
very highest level of the White House. 
But the President ignored those warn-
ings. 

The top counter-terrorism adviser to 
President Bush, Richard Clarke, re-
cently published a book detailing his 
experiences with the war on terrorism. 
In it, Clarke writes that President 
Bush and other top officials urged him 
to find a link between 9/11 and Iraq, 
even though he told them that there 
was no such link. He writes that the 
shift of focus from al-Qaida to Iraq 
‘‘launched an unnecessary and costly 
war in Iraq that strengthened the fun-
damentalist, radical Islamic terrorist 
movement worldwide.’’ 

As Clarke put it on ‘‘60 Minutes’’ the 
weekend before last:

Osama bin Laden had been saying for 
years, ‘‘America wants to invade an Arab 

country and occupy it, an oil-rich Arab coun-
try.’’ He had been saying this as part of his 
propaganda. 

So what did we do after 9/11? We invaded an 
oil-rich and occupy an oil-rich Arab country 
which was doing nothing to threaten us. In 
other words, we stepped right into bin 
Laden’s propaganda. And the result of it is 
that al-Qaida and organizations like it, off-
shoots of it, second generation al-Qaida have 
been greatly strengthened.

These are the words of Mr. Clarke, 
the former Bush counter-terror official 
who has just published a book on the 
subject. I spent part of this weekend 
reading the book by Mr. Clarke. It is 
entitled ‘‘Against all Enemies.’’ I 
would urge my colleagues and those 
who might be listening or watching to 
get that book and read it. Whether one 
agrees with his conclusions or not, Mr. 
Clarke is warning and alerting us, 
based on a lifetime of experience in 
four different administrations over 30 
years fighting terrorists, of where we 
may have gone wrong. These are les-
sons that are absolutely essential for 
us to learn. 

Mr. Clarke was not only an official in 
this Bush White House. He was also an 
official, an anti-terror chief, in the 
Clinton administration. Before that, he 
was in the previous Bush administra-
tion at a high level of responsibility. 
Before that, he served in the Reagan 
administration. This is a man of credi-
bility. This is a man of qualifications. 
This is a man of deep experience who is 
attempting to warn us of mistakes that 
are being made. 

The charges he is making are serious 
charges. We know who attacked our 
country on 9/11. It was not Saddam 
Hussein or Iraq. It was Osama bin 
Laden and al-Qaida. But because the 
administration wanted to go to war in 
Iraq, Clarke suggests, we not only di-
verted resources from the hunt for 
Osama bin Laden and the al-Qaida 
leadership, we strengthened al-Qaida 
and gave it time and space to develop 
offshoots that will continue to threat-
en this country even if we do eventu-
ally capture bin Laden, which I pray 
we do. 

It is not just Mr. Clarke who is mak-
ing these assertions. Read the book by 
Secretary of the Treasury O’Neill. I 
have read that book, ‘‘The Price of 
Loyalty,’’ as well. He makes clear the 
Bush administration, in its earliest 
weeks, were focused on attacking Iraq. 

So I think we need to ask why we al-
lowed ourselves to be distracted by 
Saddam Hussein. We need to ask why 
we took the focus off of finding Osama 
bin Laden and bringing him to justice? 
And we need to ask why the President 
decided that going after Iraq not al-
Qaida and Osama bin Laden—was the 
priority, and see how that judgment 
has stood the test of time. 

The President and his top officials 
made two main arguments for going to 
war in Iraq: Iraq was allied with al-
Qaida, and Iraq had weapons of mass 
destruction that it could use to attack 
this country. That is what he told the 
American people when he was per-
suading the Congress and the American 
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people that we should launch a war 
against Iraq. 

In recent days and weeks, the evi-
dence shows we have been pursuing the 
wrong priorities. Let us look at what 
we know now. 

On the question of a link to al-Qaida, 
the polling shows that 70 percent of 
Americans believe Saddam Hussein was 
behind September 11. Over half believe 
that Iraqis were the hijackers of the 
planes. Let me repeat that. The polling 
shows 70 percent of Americans believe 
Saddam Hussein was behind September 
11. Fifty percent believe it was Iraqis 
on the planes that attacked the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon. 

The fact is, of course, not a single 
Iraqi was among the hijackers of the 
airliners that were turned into flying 
bombs. The vast majority of the 19 hi-
jackers were Saudi Arabians, as, of 
course, is Osama bin Laden. Fifteen of 
the 19 were Saudis. Two were from the 
United Arab Emirates, one from Egypt 
and the other from Lebanon. 

Not a single Iraqi was involved in the 
attack. That is the fact. 

However, the American people be-
lieve there is a link because again and 
again the President, the Vice Presi-
dent, the Secretary of Defense, and 
other top administration officials have 
done everything they could to link 
Saddam Hussein and al-Qaida in the 
minds of the American people. 

They offered up two specific asser-
tions to support this allegation: One, 
the Vice President and others in the 
administration said repeatedly that 
there was a link because one of the hi-
jackers, Mohammed Atta, had met 
with an Iraqi agent in Prague. But 
what does the most recent evidence 
show? 

The fact is, the CIA and the FBI have 
concluded this report was simply not 
true. It was not true because Moham-
med Atta was not in Prague; he was in 
the United States, in Virginia Beach, 
VA, preparing for the 9/11 attacks. 

As The Washington Post reported on 
September 29:

In making the case for war against Iraq, 
Vice President Cheney has continued to sug-
gest that an Iraqi intelligence agent met 
with a September 11, 2001, hijacker 5 months 
before the attacks, even as the story was 
falling apart under scrutiny by the FBI, CIA 
and the foreign government that first made 
the allegation.

Second, the President and other top 
officials said al-Qaida maintained a 
training camp in Iraq, but what they 
did not tell the American people was 
that the training camp was in a part of 
Iraq controlled by the Kurds, not by 
Saddam Hussein. The Kurds, by the 
way, are our allies. Once again, this is 
a disturbing bit of information used in 
a way that I believe fundamentally 
misled people. 

Yet Vice President CHENEY, as re-
cently as last fall, said that Iraq was 
‘‘the geographic base of the terrorists 
who have had us under assault for 
many years, but most especially on 9/
11.’’ 

President Bush himself was forced to 
correct the record just a few days later, 
when a reporter asked him about the 
Vice President’s statement. The Presi-
dent was very clear. He said there is no 
evidence that Saddam Hussein was in-
volved in the 9/11 attacks on this coun-
try. Here it is in the New York Times, 
September 18, 2003, ‘‘Bush Reports No 
Evidence of Hussein Tie to 9/11.’’ 

But that did not stop the administra-
tion from making statements over and 
over again linking Iraq with al-Qaida, 
and with terrorists more generally, to 
create the impression the war in Iraq 
was part of our response to the 9/11 at-
tacks and the war on terrorism. As 
Richard Clarke, the top counter-ter-
rorism official in the White House dur-
ing 2001 and 2002, puts it:

The White House carefully manipulated 
public opinion, never quite lied, but gave the 
very strong impression that Iraq did it. 

They did know better. We told them. The 
CIA told them. The FBI told them. They did 
know better. And the tragedy here is that 
Americans went to their death in Iraq think-
ing that they were avenging September 11, 
when Iraq had nothing to do with September 
11. I think for a commander in chief and vice 
president to allow that to happen is uncon-
scionable.

These, again, are the remarks of the 
top counter-terrorism official in the 
Bush administration. 

In fact, it is unlikely there would be 
any strong linkage between Iraq and 
al-Qaida because Saddam Hussein was 
secular, Osama bin Laden is a fun-
damentalist. In many ways, they are 
mortal enemies. 

I graduated from an American Air 
Force base high school in Tripoli, 
Libya—in North Africa—in 1966. Any-
body who has lived in that culture un-
derstands very well the deep divisions 
between those who are secular and 
those who are fundamentalists. It is a 
deep division. But it is as though our 
administration in Washington is un-
aware of it because, repeatedly, they 
have suggested the two were tightly 
linked. In fact, they were sworn en-
emies. Who do you think it is we are 
digging up in those graves in Iraq? 
They are, by and large, fundamental-
ists whom Saddam Hussein found pro-
foundly threatening to his secular re-
gime. 

I think it is time for America to 
think very carefully about the path we 
are going down and to think very care-
fully about whether the strategy this 
administration has adopted is a strat-
egy to secure our future, or whether 
there is a better strategy to be pur-
sued. 

What we do know is Osama bin Laden 
and al-Qaida organized the attack on 
the United States. That is who is re-
sponsible. That is who we should be 
going after. Instead, what we are hear-
ing is that military and intelligence re-
sources were shifted to Iraq, taking re-
sources away from the search for 
Osama bin Laden. I have to ask again, 
Why? Why are we spending time and 
energy trying to prove a link with Sad-
dam instead of spending the same time 

and energy trying to find Osama bin 
Laden and defeating al-Qaida? 

The other thing that was asserted re-
peatedly in making the case that Iraq 
should be the priority, rather than al-
Qaida, was that there were weapons of 
mass destruction in Iraq—nuclear 
weapons, chemical and biological weap-
ons. The President and top officials re-
peatedly warned of Saddam’s efforts to 
acquire weapons of mass destruction, 
and nuclear weapons in particular. 

We had rhetoric about nuclear holy 
wars and mushroom clouds, and the 
statements were assertions. The ad-
ministration did not say that Iraq 
might—or might not—have weapons of 
mass destruction. It asserted affirma-
tively that, without a doubt, Iraq had 
these weapons and that they posed an 
immediate threat to this country. 

This chart lists a few of the many ad-
ministration statements on Iraq’s nu-
clear weapons. The first one is a quote 
of the Vice President in a speech to the 
VFW National Convention. He said:

Simply stated, there is no doubt that Sad-
dam Hussein has weapons of mass destruc-
tion.

We have quote after quote from this 
administration. The President said:

The Iraqi regime is seeking nuclear weap-
ons. The evidence indicates that Iraq is re-
constituting its nuclear weapons program.

Ari Fleischer, the President’s press 
spokesman said:

We know for a fact there are weapons 
there.

It goes on and on. Secretary Powell 
said:

He has so determined that he has made re-
peated covert attempts to acquire high spec-
ification aluminum tubes from 11 different 
countries, even after inspections resumed.

And, again, Vice President CHENEY:
We know he is out trying once again to 

produce nuclear weapons. We believe Saddam 
has in fact reconstituted nuclear weapons.

These were the statements made over 
and over by this administration. On 
chemical and biological weapons, the 
story was the same. The administra-
tion repeatedly asserted that Saddam 
had revived his chemical and biological 
weapons program and had stockpiles of 
weapons that posed a grave, immediate 
danger to the United States. 

We all knew that Iraq had possessed 
and used chemical weapons in the 
1980s. And we all knew that intel-
ligence had not conclusively dem-
onstrated that all these weapons had 
been destroyed. But the administration 
went well beyond that consensus, sug-
gesting that there was new evidence of 
renewed chemical and biological weap-
on production. 

This next chart I have lists a few of 
the many administration statements 
on Iraq’s chemical and biological weap-
ons. Again, the President’s chief
spokesman said:

The President of the United States and the 
Secretary of Defense would not assert as 
plainly and bluntly as they have that Iraq 
has weapons of mass destruction if it was not 
true and if they did not have a solid basis for 
saying it.
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That was Ari Fleischer. 
Again, later the next year:
We know for a fact that there are weapons 

there.

Secretary Powell:
We know that Saddam Hussein is deter-

mined to keep his weapons of mass destruc-
tion, is determined to make more.

President Bush:
The Iraqi regime has actively and secretly 

attempted to obtain equipment needed to 
produce chemical, biological, and nuclear 
weapons.

Again, President Bush:
Intelligence gathered by this and other 

governments leaves no doubt that the Iraqi 
regime continues to possess and conceal 
some of the most lethal weapons ever de-
vised.

The President’s chief spokesman Ari 
Fleischer:

Well, there is no question that we have evi-
dence and information that Iraq has weapons 
of mass destruction, biological and chemical 
particularly . . . all this will be made clear 
in the course of the operation, for whatever 
duration it takes.

Mr. President, assertion after asser-
tion. These statements, and dozens 
more like them, painted a frightening 
picture of the threat posed to this 
country by Iraq. They created a mood 
in this country that built support for 
attacking a country that had not first 
attacked us or our allies, and to do so 
for the first time in our history. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. CONRAD. I ask for an additional 
5 minutes. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Again, these state-
ments did not suggest that ‘‘maybe’’ 
Saddam had weapons of mass destruc-
tion. They did not suggest that ‘‘prob-
ably’’ Saddam had weapons of mass de-
struction. They stated clearly and un-
equivocally that he had them. There 
was one only problem with these state-
ments. All the evidence that has 
emerged since the war suggests that 
they were wrong. All the evidence we 
have now shows the administration 
knew at the time the statements were 
made that its own intelligence under-
cut the statements it was making. 

What we know now is that we have 
occupied Iraq for 10 months. We have 
full, unrestricted access to the whole 
country, more than 1,000 investigators 
searching for illegal weapons, and they 
have found none. Saddam did not have 
nuclear weapons or any serious effort 
to acquire them in the near term. I 
think this quote from the January 28 
Washington Post sums up the most re-
cent finding:

‘‘U.S. weapons inspectors in Iraq found new 
evidence that Saddam Hussein’s regime 
quietly destroyed some stockpiles of biologi-
cal and chemical weapons in the mid-1990s,’’ 
former chief inspector David Kay said yes-
terday. 

The discovery means that inspectors have 
not only failed to find weapons of mass de-
struction in Iraq but also have found excul-
patory information . . . demonstrating that 

Saddam Hussein did make efforts to disarm 
well before President Bush began making the 
case for war . . . 

‘‘If weapons programs existed on the scale 
we anticipated,’’ Kay said, ‘‘we would have 
found something that leads to that conclu-
sion. Instead, we found other evidence that 
points to something else.

I think the attached graphic from the 
Washington Post sums up the gap be-
tween the statements and what we now 
know. On biological weapons, evidence 
since March of 2003? No. No weaponized 
agents found. 

On chemical weapons? 
No. No weapons found. Appears none 

were produced after 1991. 
On nuclear weapons? 
No. No evidence of any active pro-

gram. 
I do not fault the administration for 

thinking that there might be weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq. I myself 
thought it probable that Saddam pos-
sessed these weapons. But for me the 
real question was whether these weap-
ons posed such a serious, imminent 
threat that they justified a preemptive 
attack on Iraq. Did we have solid evi-
dence of an immediate danger? For me, 
at the time, the answer was no. Today, 
with the benefit of hindsight, with the 
Bush administration’s own top weap-
ons inspector acknowledging that the 
pre-war statements were wrong and 
that Saddam, in fact, was disarming 
before the war, the answer is even 
clearer: No. 

I am not the only one who has 
reached that conclusion. For example, 
former President Reagan’s Secretary of 
the Navy, James Webb, recently wrote:

Bush arguably has committed the greatest 
strategic blunder in modern memory. To put 
it bluntly, he attacked the wrong target. 
While he boasts of removing Saddam Hussein 
from power, he did far more than that. He 
decapitated the government of a country 
that was not directly threatening the United 
States and, in so doing, bogged down a huge 
percentage of our military in a region that 
never has known peace. Our military is being 
forced to trade away its maneuverability in 
the wider war against terrorism while being 
placed on the defensive in a single country 
that never will fully accept its presence. 

There is no historical precedent for taking 
such action when our country was not being 
directly threatened. The reckless course that 
Bush and his advisers have set will affect the 
economic and military energy of our Nation 
for decades. It is only the tactical com-
petence of our military that, to this point, 
has protected him from the harsh judgment 
that he deserves.

In my view, it was a clear alternative 
to a preemptive attack that had 
worked for us for more than half a cen-
tury—aggressive containment and iso-
lation. The Soviet Union had biological 
and chemical weapons. We never at-
tacked them. China had biological and 
chemical weapons. We didn’t attack 
them. Cuba had missiles. We didn’t at-
tack them. In every one of those cases 
we used containment, and it worked. 
But we did not use containment in 
Iraq. We broke with our history and 
launched a preemptive attack on a 
country that had not first attacked us 
or our allies. 

Now we have the responsibility for 
trying to occupy and rebuild Iraq. Now 
we have moved resources out of the 
hunt for Osama bin Laden to deal with 
the dangers of the occupation of Iraq, 
and we have not yet succeeded in cap-
turing bin Laden or shutting down al-
Qaida. 

I again must ask why have we not 
brought Osama bin Laden to justice? 
Why do we allow ourselves to be dis-
tracted by a war with Iraq when we 
have other, better options that allow 
us to keep the focus on al-Qaida? 

It has been more than 30 months. It 
has been 930 days since the 9/11 attacks 
on this country, but Osama bin Laden 
is still at large. We all hope he will 
soon be caught, but every day our at-
tention is diverted is another day 
America is at risk. That makes me 
question our policy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s additional 5 minutes have ex-
pired. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 5 minutes to 
conclude my remarks. 

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

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleagues for their patience. 

That makes me question our policy. 
It makes me question why for most of 
the last two years we have had no 
large-scale force hunting for bin Laden. 
It makes me question why our military 
and intelligence assets that could be 
hunting down al-Qaida have instead 
been diverted to Iraq. It makes me con-
cerned when intelligence experts tell 
us al-Qaida has used that breathing 
space to decentralize its operations so 
it will be harder to disrupt and destroy 
al-Qaida in the future, even if we do 
capture bin Laden. 

In the past few weeks, the adminis-
tration has announced it has stepped 
up the hunt for Osama bin Laden. 
Sending a few thousand troops now is 
certainly a positive step. But I must 
ask with all due respect, could we have 
captured Osama bin Laden months ago 
had we kept the focus on al-Qaida? 
Could we have prevented the Madrid 
attack had we kept the focus on dis-
mantling al-Qaida rather than going to 
war in Iraq? 

Where was the effort to find Osama 
bin Laden for the past two years? And 
why do we not have tens of thousands 
of troops rather than just a few thou-
sand to hunt him down so he does not 
remain free to plot against this coun-
try and our allies? 

As Flynt Leverett, former CIA ana-
lyst and National Security Council 
staffer for President Bush, observed in 
a Washington Post article this past 
Sunday:

We took the people out [of Afghanistan] 
who could have caught them. But even if we 
got bin Laden or [his top aide Ayman] 
Zawahiri now, it is two years too late. Al-
Qaeda is a very different organization now. 
It has had time to adapt. The administration 
should have finished this job.
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I can only reach one conclusion. We 

have been distracted. We have been di-
verted. We have taken our eye off the 
ball. We have lost focus on the real war 
on terrorism—the war on al-Qaida and 
the terrorists who viciously attacked 
our country. 

To put it bluntly, we have lost time 
and momentum and initiative in the 
war on the terrorists who actually at-
tacked us while we went after a dic-
tator—vicious and nasty as he was—
who posed little immediate threat to 
this country. 

If we look across the evidence, I be-
lieve in many ways the United States 
simply made a mistake of judgment on 
what was most important. The Presi-
dent and his advisers believed—and I 
believe they sincerely believed—the 
priority was to go after Iraq. But the 
evidence we now have suggests they 
were chasing red herrings rather than 
real evidence of a national security 
threat. 

Don’t get me wrong. The world is 
better off without Saddam Hussein in 
power in Iraq. But going to war with 
Iraq at the expense of our credibility 
and at the expense of our readiness to 
deal with other threats, at the expense 
of vigorously hunting down al-Qaida 
and bin Laden, has been the wrong pri-
ority. 

That is exactly what concerned this 
Senator, that a preemptive war against 
Iraq—a country that had a low-level 
threat against this country, according 
to our own intelligence agencies—has 
distracted us from going after the man 
and the organization that attacked 
this country. It was not Iraqis who at-
tacked this country. It was al-Qaida 
that attacked this country. Saddam 
Hussein was not the heart of that oper-
ation. Osama bin Laden was the leader 
of that operation. 

It was Osama bin Laden and al-Qaida 
that engineered the vicious attacks on 
America on September 11. It is unac-
ceptable that Osama bin Laden is still 
at large and broadcasting threats 
against this country 930 days after the 
attacks of September 11. 

So I ask a final time: Why? Why has 
bin Laden eluded capture for 930 days? 
Why are we not focusing our efforts on 
bringing him to justice and defeating 
his network of terror? 

I think the American people deserve 
an answer to that question. I think 
Members of this Chamber deserve an 
answer to that question. Holding 
Osama bin Laden and al-Qaida to ac-
count for this attack should be our top 
priority. It is time to refocus our prior-
ities and to win the war against al-
Qaida. Stopping bin Laden and al-Qaida 
before they can launch another attack 
that kills innocent Americans should 
be our highest national security pri-
ority. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Utah. 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding there is a unani-
mous consent agreement in place as to 

who might speak. I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be recognized for 5 minutes 
ahead of those in queue. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
no order. The Senator is recognized. 

Mr. BENNETT. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I listened with inter-

est to my friend Senator CONRAD. And 
he is my friend. We use that term 
around here loosely, but he is in fact a 
good friend. I differ with him very fun-
damentally. 

I have learned in the superheated at-
mosphere of the Senate that I must 
make this disclaimer: I do not chal-
lenge his patriotism, but I challenge 
his accuracy and his conclusions. 

I think we should also understand 
that as we differ on this, we are not at-
tacking someone’s patriotism. That ca-
nard has been thrown across the aisle 
at those of us who stand to defend the 
President and differ with our col-
leagues. 

I will return to the floor at a later 
time for more extensive comments on 
Senator CONRAD’s speech. But I want to 
make these points which I think get 
neglected over and over and were ne-
glected in his presentation. 

He quoted David Kay, the President’s 
arms inspector, as saying they are ad-
mitting now there are no weapons of 
mass destruction in Iraq. What he 
failed to quote from David Kay was the 
statement that after concluding his in-
spection in Iraq, David Kay came to 
the conclusion that Saddam Hussein 
was in fact more dangerous than we 
thought he was when we launched the 
war. I think that is the point that 
keeps being ignored and must be em-
phasized again. 

Senator CONRAD says we didn’t in-
vade Russia when they had weapons of 
mass destruction; that we didn’t invade 
China when they had weapons of mass 
destruction; and, why, therefore, did 
we invade Iraq when it turns out they 
didn’t have them? We did it because we 
thought he had the weapons of mass 
destruction, and we thought that made 
him dangerous. It is not the possession 
of the weapons that is the problem. It 
is the danger that is the problem. 

Great Britain has weapons of mass 
destruction, but they are in no sense 
dangerous. We thought Saddam Hus-
sein was. 

It is unfair to quote David Kay as 
saying there were no weapons and then 
not finish the quotation with his state-
ment that even without weapons Sad-
dam Hussein was more dangerous than 
we thought when we entered the war. 

If you are going to use David Kay as 
your authority, you must use David 
Kay’s entire conclusion. Saddam Hus-
sein was, according to David Kay, more 
dangerous than we thought. Yet some-
how he is being cited as to the source 
to say we should not have gone ahead. 

This next major thrust of his state-
ment was: Well, because we got dis-
tracted with Iraq, we have not dealt 
with al-Qaida and terrorism. That is 
the subject which I will address at 
some length when the Senator from 
Tennessee is finished. 

The fact is, you cannot single out al-
Qaida as a terrorist group as if it oper-
ates in a vacuum. I remember my high 
school history teacher saying, over and 
over to us: You cannot cut a seamless 
web of history. You cannot divide the 
threat of terror into neat little sec-
tions and say, we can deal with the one 
and the others do not really matter. 

I will be discussing and presenting on 
the floor here at a relatively close fu-
ture time the statement that appeared 
this morning in the Wall Street Jour-
nal that is a summary of the Kissinger 
lecture, given at the Library of Con-
gress, by George Shultz. I had the 
privilege and honor of hearing George 
Shultz present that lecture. In it he 
makes the clear point that the war on 
terror, the threat from terror, goes all 
the way back to his experience in the 
Reagan administration, when he was 
Secretary of State. And it manifests 
itself in a variety of places and in a va-
riety of ways. 

There is no distraction in the war on 
terror by virtue of what we are doing 
in Iraq. Saddam Hussein financed ter-
ror. Saddam Hussein countenanced ter-
ror. Saddam Hussein provided sanc-
tuary for terrorists. If we were going to 
launch a war on terror, and said we 
were going to rule out Iraq as part of 
that war, we would have been irrespon-
sible. 

Yes, the first attack went against al-
Qaida and al-Qaida’s sanctuary in Af-
ghanistan. But al-Qaida fled and 
sought sanctuary elsewhere. And one of 
the main places where terror found 
sanctuary and finance was in Iraq. And 
we thought Iraq was dangerous enough 
to invade, in fulfillment—as George 
Shultz points out—of the clear United 
Nations mandate that went back dec-
ades. We acted in accordance with that 
mandate. We enforced the United Na-
tions resolutions in full compliance 
with United Nations procedure and the 
vote of both Chambers of this Congress. 

It was not a distraction. It was part 
of the overall recognition on the part 
of the Bush administration that this 
was not a law enforcement problem 
where we needed to identify the crimi-
nal, arrest him, and prosecute him. 
This was, indeed, a true war, across a 
wide spectrum of challenge, where we 
had to deal with dangerous problems, 
the most dangerous of which, again, ac-
cording to David Kay—who has been 
quoted by those who are attacking the 
administration—was Saddam Hussein: 
more dangerous than we thought when 
we launched the war. 

I think we should keep that in mind 
as we go forward in this debate. 

I yield the floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2937 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be added as a co-
sponsor to the amendment offered by 
Senators DODD and SNOWE on childcare. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee. 
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Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, is 

there any limit on time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

not. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr. 

President. 
Mr. President, I have come to the 

floor this afternoon to speak on the 
welfare reform legislation that the Fi-
nance Committee has worked on. I 
compliment Chairman GRASSLEY and 
the Senator from Montana for their 
hard work in bringing this important 
piece of legislation forward. 

I am going to comment on two as-
pects of the bill. 

IRAQ 
Before I do that, Mr. President, I 

have been sitting here listening for a 
while. I think it is important to com-
plete the story of what the Senator 
from North Dakota was saying. 

Let me be specific about this. As I 
heard his remarks, he was basically 
saying the President of the United 
States made a mistake when he de-
cided the United States should use 
force to change the regime in Iraq. 

I suppose one could come to that con-
clusion. There were some in the Senate 
who did. But I think it is important, if 
we are going to begin to read 
quotations and comments from those 
who have come to that conclusion 
today, that we finish the story, as Paul 
Harvey said. 

Here is the rest of the story. Here is 
what others were saying, others were 
thinking, at the time President Bush 
had to look at the whole world and 
look at this different world that we are 
in and make a decision. 

It is true that it has been against the 
traditions of the United States to 
make a preemptive strike. That was a 
major discussion during the Cuban mis-
sile crisis. Bobby Kennedy brought 
that up in the councils. He was right to 
do that. And I am sure in President 
Bush’s councils that was discussed.

But, suddenly, we were facing a dif-
ferent kind of enemy. We were facing 
terrorists. And we had just experienced 
an unexpected attack. There are some 
even today who say that someone 
should have imagined that a handful of 
men would hijack two airplanes and fly 
them into the World Trade Center. 
Maybe someone should have. But I can 
assure you that during the 1990s, there 
was no one running for President of the 
United States who expressed that 
thought or who had that thought in the 
remotest back of his mind that such a 
thing like that could happen. Ter-
rorism, yes. But that kind of attack? 
No. 

So, suddenly, we are in this new envi-
ronment. And the President of the 
United States is doing what I would 
hope any President would do of either 
party when confronted with radically 
different circumstances. He asked some 
questions and he took some action. 

Now, it is important for us to remem-
ber that at the same time the Presi-
dent was making decisions about 
whether we should invade Iraq to de-

fend ourselves, to prevent a terrorist 
attack—because there was a threat 
there to American lives and American 
safety—there were others in our Gov-
ernment who also had a chance to con-
sider that information, and to talk 
about it, and to vote on it. 

We voted on it here. I was not here 
yet, but I remember the overwhelming 
majority—bipartisan majority—in this 
Senate that authorized the use of mili-
tary force against Iraq. And I can re-
member very well what was said. 

So if the issue is whether a prudent 
President—who is sworn to uphold the 
oath to defend the United States of 
America—made a wise judgment to 
challenge Saddam Hussein, whether he 
could have done that based upon the 
facts presented to him, let’s take a 
look at what other people, other well-
informed people were saying and think-
ing at the time. 

The distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota read some quotations. 
Let me read some more. Here is a mem-
ber of the Senate’s own Intelligence 
Committee, the Senator from West 
Virginia, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, one of our 
most distinguished and wisest Sen-
ators, a man who has been a Governor, 
with whom I have served, a man who is 
also on the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee. Here is what the Senator from 
West Virginia, speaking on the Senate 
floor, said on October 10 of the year 
2002, about the time the President of 
the United States was looking at this 
information. Senator ROCKEFELLER 
said:

There is unmistakable evidence that Sad-
dam Hussein is working aggressively to de-
velop nuclear weapons and will likely have 
nuclear weapons within the next 5 years. He 
could have it earlier if he is able to obtain 
fissile missile materials on the outside mar-
ket, which is possible—difficult but possible. 

We should also remember we have always 
underestimated the progress that Saddam 
Hussein has been able to make in the devel-
opment of weapons of mass destruction.

Now, that was not the Vice President 
of the United States. That was not Sec-
retary Rumsfeld. That was not Presi-
dent Bush. That was the Senator from 
West Virginia, a member of our Intel-
ligence Committee, a member of the 
Foreign Relations Committee, who was 
coming up with his own conclusions. 

Here is another quotation made on 
the Senate floor on October 9, 2002, 
about the same time. This came from 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Massachusetts, Senator JOHN KERRY:

I believe the record of Saddam Hussein’s 
ruthless, reckless breach of international 
values and standards of behavior, which is at 
the core of the cease-fire agreement, with no 
reach, no stretch, is cause enough for the 
world community to hold him accountable 
by the use of force if necessary.

That was Senator KERRY, at about 
the time that President Bush was hav-
ing to make this terrible decision. 

I want to move on to other issues. 
But I don’t think it serves our purpose 
as a country to dredge up comments 
that show some second-guessing, some 
second thoughts on one side, but not 

look back at what other distinguished, 
fairminded reasonable men and women 
were saying. 

Here is what Senator BIDEN said at 
about the same time on the Senate 
floor, October 9, 2002:

If the world decides it must use force for 
his failure to abide by the terms of sur-
render, then it is not preempting, it is en-
forcing. It is enforcing, it is finishing a war 
he reignited, because the only reason the war 
stopped is he sued for peace.

And finally, here is what the Senator 
from New York, Mrs. CLINTON, said on 
October 10, 2002:

In the 4 years since the inspectors left, in-
telligence reports show that Saddam Hussein 
has worked to rebuild his chemical and bio-
logical weapons stock, his missile delivery 
capability, and his nuclear program. It is 
clear, however, that if left unchecked, Sad-
dam Hussein will continue to increase his ca-
pability to wage biological and chemical 
warfare and will keep trying to develop nu-
clear weapons.

Those are the conclusions of the dis-
tinguished Members of the other side 
who know a lot about this, the same 
conclusion President Bush had. We 
don’t have to listen to what the admin-
istration tells us here. We have our 
committees. We travel the world. Some 
of us have been in other administra-
tions. We read. We listen. We talk. We 
come to our own conclusions. The con-
clusions of most Senators was the same 
as the conclusion of the President, that 
as terrible as it was, this was a time we 
needed to act. 

There is one other quotation I would 
like to mention before I turn to the 
Welfare Reform Act. This is a comment 
of a former President of the United 
States who has, to his great credit, not 
backed away insofar as I have heard 
from this remark. President Bill Clin-
ton said, on February 17, 1998, in an ad-
dress for the Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
Pentagon staff:

Now let us imagine the future. What if he 
fails to comply and we fail to act or we take 
some ambiguous third route which gives him 
yet more opportunities to develop this pro-
gram of weapons of mass destruction and 
continue to press for the release of the sanc-
tions and continue to ignore the solemn 
commitments that he made. Well, Saddam 
Hussein will conclude that the international 
community has lost its will. He will then 
conclude that he can go right on and do more 
to rebuild an arsenal of devastating destruc-
tion. And some day, some way, I guarantee 
you, he will use the arsenal. And I think 
every one of you who has really worked on 
this for any length of time believes that, too.

That was President Clinton in 1998 in 
an address to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Pentagon staff. 

The No. 1 issue on all of our minds is 
the war in Iraq. But I would hope we 
could look forward and not look back-
ward in recrimination. That is not too 
much to hope in a Presidential election 
year. I believe the people of this coun-
try want President Bush and Senator 
KERRY to say where do we go from 
here, how do we win the peace, how do 
we secure freedom, how do we get the 
men and women home from Iraq and 
Afghanistan, what can we do to help 
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their families. That is what the focus 
ought to be rather than reading long, 
incomplete lists of second-guessing 
quotations to try to pin the blame on a 
decision that was broadly and widely 
shared based upon information that 
had been piled up over 10 or 12 years. 
That does not serve our process well.

I came to the floor today on another 
matter. I am glad I had a chance to 
mention former President Clinton in 
terms of doing it. I remember well. In 
my second term as Governor in the 
mid-1980s, I was privileged to serve as 
chairman of the National Governors 
Association and created the first wel-
fare reform task force. I asked then-
Governors Pete DuPont and Bill Clin-
ton, who was vice chairman of that as-
sociation, to be the co-chairs, working 
with me to figure out something bet-
ter. And we did, and they did most of 
that work and that leadership. 

The work that the Governors started 
that year continued. Ten years later, 
when Bill Clinton was President in 1996 
and there was a Republican Congress, 
Congress passed the landmark welfare 
reform legislation which today we call 
TANF, Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families. 

That 1996 welfare-to-work legislation 
was very controversial at the time. It 
was controversial because it got us out 
of the rut that we had been in for 30 or 
40 years of creating a permanent class 
of welfare and caused us to rethink 
that. It is possible that it only could 
have been done with the President of 
one party who had immersed himself in 
the subject and who talked about it 
and believed in it and a Congress of an-
other party. It was that big a change. 

It changed the way we think about 
welfare, from a program that fosters 
dependence to a program that serves as 
temporary assistance, a program that 
restores dignity and encourages people 
to stand on their own two feet. That 
welfare-to-work program that Presi-
dent Clinton and the Republican Con-
gress created 10 years ago—many Mem-
bers of the House who were there at the 
time are now in the Senate—has been a 
very successful program and one in 
which they can take pride. 

From a high of 5 million in 1994, wel-
fare caseloads have dropped by over 50 
percent. But since 2000, the national 
caseload has leveled off at slightly 
above 2 million. In more than half the 
States, including my own of Tennessee, 
caseloads are growing. And in every 
State, the remaining 50 percent on the 
welfare rolls present a bigger chal-
lenge. 

There are some other warning signs. 
The number of families is rising who 
have exhausted their 60-month or 5-
year time limit for Federal aid under 
TANF. We have a 5-year limit. We 
don’t want permanent welfare. And a 
number of families have exceeded that 
5-year limit so they are off welfare. 

Another warning sign is the remain-
ing caseload holds a rising proportion 
of Black and Hispanic families. An-
other is that unemployment among 

single mothers, which declined sharply 
in the early years of our welfare-to-
work program, went back up in 2001 
and 2002. 

Finally, another warning signal is in 
response to their own fiscal crises—we 
can remember we had to send a $20 bil-
lion welfare check of our own to the 
States last year—some States have re-
cently had to restrict cash benefits and 
support services, spreading limited re-
sources even thinner. 

The President and the Congress rec-
ognized from the beginning that help-
ing people go from dependence to inde-
pendence would be expensive in the 
short run. It would take some money. 
If you are saying to somebody who is 
down and out and in the third genera-
tion of welfare dependence, we want 
you to change your lifestyle and we are 
going to offer in exchange for that 
childcare, education opportunities, job 
training, counseling, removal of bar-
riers to work, offering all that, that 
takes people, that takes work, and that 
takes money. 

We have provided money over a pe-
riod of time. One of the most successful 
of those programs has been the 
childcare voucher. Not everyone likes 
to call it a voucher because some peo-
ple don’t like vouchers. The Pell grant 
is a voucher for college students, the 
Stafford student loans is a voucher for 
college students, and the childcare 
grant is a voucher. It is money that 
goes through the States—I think it is 
about $8 billion or so—to more than 2 
million persons who are getting off 
welfare. As we say, largely to women 
who have children: We want you to go 
to work. They may say: What about 
our children? And we say: Here is a 
childcare grant that you may take to 
any accredited institution that you 
can. That is what we mean by voucher.

That has been a big success as well. 
That is the reason why even though the 
Senate committee, in my judgment, 
has done an excellent job of bringing to 
the Senate the reauthorization or re-
newal of this welfare reform bill and 
has increased the amount of money 
available for childcare, I agree with 
Senator SNOWE of Maine that we need 
to increase the money for childcare 
more. 

Senator SNOWE spoke about that 
today at great length, so I don’t feel 
the need to go into great length about 
it. Basically, the Snowe amendment, 
which I am glad to cosponsor, adds an 
additional $6 billion over 5 years for 
childcare. Both the House and the Sen-
ate versions of the welfare reform bills 
we are considering increase both the 
hours the parents are required to work 
each week and the number of welfare 
parents each week who are required to 
work. 

If we are going to require that the 
only parent who is at home go to work, 
and if that person is poor, and if that 
person is still on welfare after we have 
been working for 10 years to try to get 
as many people as possible off, we cer-
tainly are going to have to say as part 

of our deal we will help with childcare 
if you will go to work. That is the 
whole idea. 

Childcare is the linchpin between 
welfare and work. Studies show former 
welfare recipients who receive 
childcare assistance are 82 percent 
more likely to be employed after 2 
years than those who don’t; 65 percent 
of mothers with children under the age 
of 6 and 79 percent of mothers with 
children ages 6 to 13 are in the labor 
force in our country today. As I men-
tioned earlier, about 2.5 million chil-
dren receive our Federal childcare 
vouchers through the State. Childcare 
is expensive. It costs as much as a 4-
year college—between $4,000 and $10,000 
per child annually sometimes. 

I got a personal dose of learning 
about this in 1996 when I was under the 
mistaken impression the people of the 
United States wanted me to run for 
President of the United States. I got 
the message earlier that year that they 
preferred Bob Dole, the former major-
ity leader. I went home to Tennessee. I 
received a call from Major Werthy of 
the Salvation Army. He said, ‘‘I have 
been hearing what you had to say.’’ I 
had been saying a lot about personal 
responsibility. He said, ‘‘I am calling to 
draft you and put your feet where your 
mouth has been for the last few years.’’ 
So I went to work for the Salvation 
Army in Nashville and helped create 
something called the Red Shield Fam-
ily Initiative. This basically became 
Nashville’s way of implementing the 
Federal law. 

Congress and the President decided 
we are going to change things. If you 
will get off welfare, we will give you 
help, childcare, job training. We will 
knock barriers out of the way and 
counsel you about drugs and work with 
you. Then somebody has to actually do 
all that. In Nashville a whole group of 
people got together, led by the Salva-
tion Army. It included the metropoli-
tan government, the State of Ten-
nessee, all sorts of social services, and 
it included childcare centers. Down in 
the area of town where we have the 
most difficult circumstances, we had 
almost a mall, such as a shopping mall 
that exists to create a one-stop place 
for a mom on welfare who wanted to 
get off, so they could then be helped. 
There have been some wonderful sto-
ries that have come out of that Red 
Shield Family Initiative, but I can tell 
you they came out slowly, one by one. 

Tamika Payton was in the ninth 
grade. This is an example Major 
Werthy talked to me about. In the 
ninth grade, she was a ward of the 
State when she had her first child. She 
grew up with an abusive mother who 
was addicted to drugs. She was re-
moved from the care of her mother and 
placed in the care of her aunt, who was 
also abusive, so she ran away. This is 
Tamika’s story, but it is a story that 
occurs all over America. She had two 
more children before becoming con-
nected to the Family First Program, 
which is what we call Tennessee’s wel-
fare-to-work program. Because of the 
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childcare certificate, the vouchers she 
receives through the Tennessee Family 
First Program, the ones we pay for 
with Federal tax dollars, she now has a 
full-time job, she is working on her 
GED, her high school degree, and her 
children attend the McNealy Child 
Care Center, a nationally accredited 
childcare agency in the area where this 
Red Shield Family Initiative of the 
Salvation Army exists. 

In Tennessee, the State pays $105 a 
week for Tamika’s 1-year-old, $105 a 
week for her 2-year-old child, and $90 a 
week for her 4-year old child. In Nash-
ville, the average cost of a quality 
childcare center ranges between $100 
and $150 a week. These vouchers we are 
voting for come within that range. 
Tamika’s dream is to get her high 
school degree and then to attend Ten-
nessee State University. 

In other words, what is happening 
with Tamika Payton is exactly what 
the Republican Congress and President 
Clinton hoped would happen in 1996 
when this started. But as we consider 
the welfare reform legislation, I think 
it is very important that we remember 
in Washington, DC, while we may cre-
ate large frameworks and set standards 
and provide money, it is people such as 
the Red Shield Family Initiative in 
Nashville, in Portland, in Austin, in 
New York City, who are doing the 
work—they have got to work one by 
one by one. So I will support and vote 
for Senator SNOWE’s amendment to add 
an additional $6 billion over 5 years for 
child care, because if in this welfare re-
form authorization we are going to re-
quire the only parent in the house to 
work away from home—more work 
than we have required before—then we 
will have to pay more for more 
childcare. We cannot require more 
work without paying more for more 
childcare. 

There is one other concern I have. It 
will be the subject of an amendment I 
intend to introduce along with Sen-
ators NELSON, CARPER, and VOINOVICH 
later this week. We are working with 
the chairman and his staff to try to 
make certain it is consistent with the 
objectives of the general legislation, 
which we believe it is. This amendment 
would create a 10-State demonstration 
project designed to test the premise 
that if States had greater flexibility, 
States could do a better job getting 
people off welfare and becoming truly 
self-sufficient. Senators NELSON, CAR-
PER, VOINOVICH, and I are all former 
Governors. We know the importance of 
reducing welfare rolls. We all served as 
Governors of States in the AFDC days, 
when we had Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children. We all strongly sup-
port the welfare-to-work concept. But 
especially with this last group of men 
and women—mostly women—who are 
moving from welfare to work, we have 
the tougher cases. It will be harder for 
us to decide from here exactly how 
each of those persons we are trying to 
help can get from where they are to 
where we want them to go. We should 
not presume to have all of the answers. 

Here is how our demonstration 
project would therefore work. The Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
would approve plans for up to 10 
States. These plans would include what 
we call measurable outcome goals. In 
other words, in plain English, are we 
helping this person move toward self-
sufficiency, toward independence, to 
get on their own two feet and off wel-
fare? We would, in those 10 demonstra-
tion States, enforce the 60-month time 
limit for TANF benefits and require, as 
in the Senate bill, the self-sufficiency 
employment plan for each recipient. In 
other words, each individual would 
have a plan for that person’s progress. 

We agree with the idea of no perma-
nent welfare. While work continues to 
be at the heart of what we expect 
States to focus on, States will need to 
decide how best to meet each person’s 
need, is taking into consideration indi-
vidual circumstances. As wise as we 
may hope we are, each one of us is not 
going to be able to meet each Tamika 
Payton and make a judgment as to how 
Tamika can get on her two feet with 
her three children, succeed in life, and 
never receive a welfare check again. So 
in exchange for greater flexibility, we 
will ask the States to achieve better 
results and be measured against true 
outcome goals, a feature neither in the 
current law nor in the Senate and 
House bills. 

These are the kinds of goals that our 
legislation will include: One, work, em-
ployment, growth in the percent of re-
cipients employed in that State; two, 
removal of barriers to stable employ-
ment. By that I mean drug treatment 
success. That is a barrier to stable em-
ployment. Education level, that is a 
barrier to stable employment. Attain-
able marketable skills, that is a barrier 
to stable employment. 

I remember visiting a welfare human 
services office in my State in 2002. I 
asked them what worked best. What 
they told me was: Get them into 
school. If we get them into school, we 
never see them again. What the welfare 
office hopes for from its clients is they 
do not see them again, at least they do 
not see them again in terms of assist-
ance and checks. They want them to be 
on their own. 

Job retention is a measurable out-
come goal. Earnings is a measurable 
outcome goal. Child well-being—wheth-
er the children of that mom have pre-
natal care, and for the pregnant moth-
er—immunization rates of the children, 
the percent of children in child care, 
overall improvement in the children’s 
education, test results. 

Within those specific measurable 
outcomes—employment, removing bar-
riers to employment, job retention, 
earnings, and child well-being—a 
State’s plan would say: We believe we 
know better how to get to the goal of 
sufficiency; give us a chance to do that. 
Each State would be required to enter 
into a performance agreement with the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services to meet certain targets to co-

ordinate with other programs, to work 
with the Secretary to demonstrate 
that a reasonable workforce participa-
tion rate is being maintained, to have 
an evaluation plan that includes ac-
countability for the benchmarks. 

This will test the best way to help 
those on welfare today get off welfare 
for good. 

It would help some of those we now 
see in Tennessee who we were able to 
help because our State has unusual 
flexibility, but without that flexibility, 
we believe we would not have been able 
to serve them as successfully. 

Mr. President, there are many exam-
ples in my own experience, and I am 
sure in every State’s experience, of how 
local ingenuity, local caring, working 
with persons who are in trouble, one by 
one, has helped them succeed. 

I would like to see us take this next 
step with welfare reform. I believe 
since it had a bipartisan origin with a 
Democratic President of the United 
States who invested years in trying to 
understand it, and a new Republican 
Congress that made it a priority, that 
we owe this important legislation, this 
welfare reform bill, our full attention 
for a few days. We can surely put aside 
some of these other issues long enough 
to help men and women get on their 
own two feet in this great country of 
ours, particularly to continue a pro-
gram that for 10 years has worked so 
well. 

My goal will be to do what I can as 
one Senator to make sure we focus on 
welfare reform; No. 2, to support the 
Snowe amendment that makes sure 
that if we require more work, we pro-
vide for more child care; and, No. 3, to 
work with the committee to try to see 
if we can find a way so that a limited 
number of States during this 5-year pe-
riod can have somewhat more flexi-
bility in working with these difficult 
cases so when this comes back around 
again in 4, 5, or 6 years, we can see 
what we have learned. 

Too often as programs go on, the re-
strictions from Washington pile up. I 
would like to see a countervailing ef-
fort, countervailing movement within 
this legislation that continues to in-
crease flexibility because, after all, it 
is stated right at the beginning of the 
1996 law, giving States more flexibility 
is key to the success of welfare reform. 

I thank the Chair, and I yield the 
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CORNYN). The Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I will take 
a few moments at this time. Certainly 
the issue of welfare reform is critical. 
The Senator from Tennessee has out-
lined the phenomenal successes to date 
led by Republicans both in the House 
and the Senate and now, of course, the 
Finance Committee has come forward 
with a reauthorization that is critical 
to our country. But in talking about 
that issue, one of the things that all 
welfare reform runs subject to is the 
ability, as we ask people to leave wel-
fare, to find a job. 
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Something that frustrates me at this 

moment is what is occurring while the 
Congress of the United States refuses 
to act that will have a very real impact 
on the economy of our country and the 
ability to create jobs. 

Just this morning, as constituents 
across this country by all of the Sen-
ators pulled up in front of their gas 
pumps to fill their tanks, they paid the 
highest price for regular gas ever in the 
history of this country. Prices in Cali-
fornia have skyrocketed out of sight, 
and it is true across the Nation. 

That is a fact. That happened this 
morning, and gas people are telling us 
that it will happen morning after 
morning as gas prices ratchet up across 
this country. 

There is another fact out there. Con-
gress has searched for an agreement 
and debated what to do about this for 
well over 3 years. The House and the 
Senate passed energy bills in the past 
year and led the American people to 
believe that they could solve this prob-
lem. Those reports came back from the 
Senate and the House. The Senate 
passed theirs; the House passed theirs. 
The Senate could not get there for one 
reason or another and, as a result, a 
message was sent out to the American 
people that the Senate of the United 
States could not come to an agreement 
on an energy bill. That is a fact. 

Here is another fact. The reason en-
ergy prices continue to rise is that the 
Senate, not the House, failed to get the 
60 votes necessary to solve what is be-
coming a major national crisis in this 
country. Let me repeat that. The Sen-
ate of the United States failed to get 
cloture, a vote that is critical to mov-
ing beyond the 60-vote margin to allow 
a national energy policy to go forward. 

So if you grew a little angry this 
morning when you paid the highest 
price you have ever paid for gas at the 
pump, call your Senator. No, not your 
State Senator, call your United States 
Senator and ask he or she how they 
voted on a national energy bill last 
year, and ask them if they supported 
developing a national energy policy for 
this country. 

I do believe Americans are finally 
getting it. They are finally beginning 
to understand the crunch of high gas 
prices not only at the pump but nat-
ural gas prices and electricity prices. 
Americans, like I said, are paying more 
for all levels of energy ever in this 
country. 

Does that have an impact on job cre-
ation and the viability of our economy? 
You bet it does. Does it have an impact 
on welfare, people losing their jobs in-
stead of being able to get off welfare 
from a reform bill and get out into the 
economy and find jobs? You bet it does. 
Jobs, all kinds of opportunities in this 
country, recreational opportunities, all 
of these kinds of issues are impacted by 
the cost of energy in our country 
today. 

What about the cost of growing food 
in our country? I just had an Idaho 
banker in my office in the last week. 

He has called all of his bank branch 
managers together and said: Look at 
all your fine lines of credit to see 
whether we can afford to bump them 
up 25 or 30 percent because the average 
farmer is going to pay 25 or 30 percent 
more for input costs in production this 
year than they did last year, and it is 
all going to be as a result of the cost of 
energy, and it is all going to be because 
this Senate failed to act in a strong bi-
partisan way to solve this problem. 

America’s working men and women 
ought to be growing angry because 
their home heating bills this winter 
were the highest they ever paid in a 
pretty cold and drawn-out winter. They 
paid more for the gas to heat their 
home. They paid more for oil than they 
ever paid.

Why? Let me repeat that. Because 
the Senate of the United States failed 
to respond. Many on the other side are 
now saying we have a jobless recovery, 
that we are not creating all kinds of 
jobs we ought to create even though 
our economy is beginning to grow. 
Well, if the cost of production is forced 
to an alltime level and we have to com-
pete with goods and services from all 
over the world that may be being pro-
duced in a climate where energy is half 
the cost than it is in this country as re-
lates to natural gas, maybe there is a 
reason why the economy is sluggish 
and not moving as quickly as it should 
today. 

My State, an agricultural State, a 
high-tech State, is also a tourism and 
recreation State. What is going to hap-
pen this summer when mom and dad 
and the four, three, or two kids get in 
the motor home and fill it up and it is 
going to cost another $10, $15 or $20 
every time they stop to fill up their 
motor home? Well, they may not be 
traveling to my State of Idaho this 
year or other places in the Nation and 
spending their money and feeding the 
economy of the States that appreciate 
a recreational economy. 

I mentioned a few moments ago, av-
erage working men and women paid 
historic gas prices to heat their homes 
this year. Here is a very fascinating 
and very frustrating figure: Residen-
tial, commercial, and industrial con-
sumers have paid $130 billion more over 
the last 46 months, compared with 4 
years before, than ever in the history 
of our country. That is an 86-percent 
increase in approximately 4 years in 
the price of natural gas. Why? The Con-
gress of the United States, the Senate, 
did not pass a bill that would have al-
lowed greater exploration, that would 
allow the necessary kind of pipeline de-
velopment. 

The bill we would like to bring to the 
floor today would allow a gas pipeline 
to be brought down out of Alaska 
where we are pumping billions of cubic 
feet of natural gas back into the 
ground that could be coming to the 
Lower 48. That would not have caused 
this figure. 

The increased price of natural gas 
has cost industrial consumers $66 bil-

lion, residential consumers $39 billion, 
and commercial consumers $25 billion. 
Every penny of the $130 billion could 
have been prevented if the Congress of 
the United States had acted. 

We knew this perfect storm was com-
ing. We have looked at it for the last 5 
years. We knew that with the Clean Air 
Act we were going to push people to-
ward natural gas, and yet we closed our 
public lands, we made it much more 
difficult to certificate, and we slowly 
but surely walked away from produc-
tion at a time when Federal policy was 
increasing the use of natural gas to all-
time highs. 

What is the impact on the farmer of 
my State? Let me give a few figures. 
Everything from diesel fuel to the cost 
of fertilizer has gone up. It is sky-
rocketing. Some fertilizer costs will go 
up nearly 100 percent this year. It 
might mean less fertilizer is used. It 
may mean food production could flat-
ten out or even go down in this coun-
try. 

What about the profitability of the 
farmer? If the farmer is not profitable, 
if he is not making money, my guess is 
he is going to turn to his Senator or his 
Congressman and say, I have had a bad 
year; can you help me a little bit? 
Maybe the reason he had a bad year is 
because the Senate of the United 
States has refused for 5 years to look 
at a comprehensive energy policy.

Loss of manufacturing jobs, plant 
shutdowns, corporate bankruptcies—
some of these have been tied to the 
high cost of energy. Residential elec-
tric bills and certainly, as a result of 
that, higher food costs are all a part of 
it. 

We like to get people off welfare. We 
want them to have self-dignity and 
worth. We want them to have a job on 
their own and we are willing to help 
them get there. But we flatten out our 
economy through Federal rule and reg-
ulation in part because we will not de-
velop a national energy policy. 

What is the solution? Well, some of 
my friends on the other side, an attor-
ney general out in California, said it is 
time to investigate the big oil compa-
nies again; it is their fault. Now I 
would like to say: It ain’t their fault 
anymore. We are not letting them ex-
plore. We are not letting them develop. 
We are saying, this land is off; this 
land is off; you cannot go offshore; you 
cannot do this; you cannot do that. 
Slowly but surely we have ratcheted up 
our dependence on foreign providers, 
now teetering at around 60 percent. 
The Middle East, oh, well, we can 
blame OPEC; Venezuela, we can blame 
the politics of Venezuela. We sure do 
not want to blame ourselves for having 
failed to come together in the develop-
ment of a national energy policy. 

The Governor of Rhode Island said 
this recently: The high cost of natural 
gas is taking a toll on our economy 
across New England and across the Na-
tion. In today’s competitive world, 
manufacturers cannot raise prices to 
compensate for higher energy costs. 
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The only long-term solution is to in-
crease supply. 

My guess is that when we talk about 
increasing supply, the land offshore 
Rhode Island is off limits to explo-
ration and development. 

The vice president of the Oklahoma 
Farm Bureau put it this way: One of 
the industry’s highest dependence on 
natural gas as a feedstock and critical 
to American agriculture is the fer-
tilizer industry. Natural gas is the pri-
mary feedstock in the production of 
virtually all commercial nitrogen fer-
tilizers in the United States, account-
ing for nearly 90 percent of the farm-
ers’ total cost of anhydrous ammonia. 
Our domestic fertilizer production ca-
pacity has already experienced a per-
manent loss of 25 percent over the last 
4 years, and an additional increase in 
costs, recommending the potential of 
another 20 percent shutdown of that in-
dustry. 

Well, I could go on with quote after 
quote. I know I am not talking about 
reauthorization of the Welfare Reform 
Act at this time, but an economy that 
employs people is in direct relationship 
to getting people off welfare and get-
ting them into a good-paying job. That 
is what an economy that grows is all 
about. 

When this Senate refuses to pass a 
national energy policy and by that fail-
ure drives up energy costs, we drive 
jobs offshore, we drive jobs under-
ground, and most assuredly those who 
are out looking for a job for the first 
time in this economy are not going to 
find that job; they are going to want to 
come back to their Government and 
ask for help and assistance. 

I thought it was appropriate that we 
speak about a national energy policy, 
about a job-creating economy, when we 
are talking about welfare reform. I 
thank the chairman of the Finance 
Committee for the work he has done, 
the very bipartisan effort once again to 
do what is right and responsible in the 
area of welfare reform. 

Let me challenge this Senate, Demo-
crat and Republican alike, to do what 
is right when it comes to a national en-
ergy policy. Get this country back into 
the business of producing oil instead of 
using excuses that it is somebody else’s 
fault that the price of gas at the pump 
is now at a national alltime high. I will 
tell my colleagues whose fault it is: 
Call your U.S. Senator. It is his fault 
that gas is now high today. Do not let 
them duck and hide and blame big oil 
or blame OPEC or blame someone else. 
Blame your Senator. Call him today. It 
is his or her fault we do not have a na-
tional energy policy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa is recognized. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. I have two unani-

mous consent requests. The first one 
deals with tomorrow’s business and a 
vote on the Snowe amendment. I ask 
unanimous consent that the vote in re-
lation to Snowe amendment No. 2937 
regarding childcare occur at 12:15 on 

Tuesday March 30, provided further 
that no second degrees be in order to 
the amendment prior to the vote, with 
Senator CARPER to be recognized for up 
to 10 minutes prior to the vote, and 
that the time be counted against any 
Democrat-controlled time. 

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

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate now proceed to 
a period for morning business with 
Senators permitted to speak up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. LEVIN. Reserving the right to 

object, I wonder if as part of that 
agreement we could line up speakers as 
follows: That Senator DURBIN be recog-
nized in morning business for 15 min-
utes; followed by Senator BENNETT for 
20 minutes; followed by myself for 15 
minutes; followed by the Senator from 
Minnesota, Mr. DAYTON, for 15 minutes. 

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

f 

ENERGY POLICY 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Michigan. He has 
waited patiently all day. I didn’t real-
ize he had left for his office to come 
back. I thank him. It is generous of 
him to give me an opportunity to share 
some moments with reference to this 
bill and the issues raised on the floor. 

As I listened to the previous speaker, 
my colleague and friend from the State 
of Idaho, explain the energy problems 
of America, I certainly concur with his 
conclusion. The cost of energy is high. 
That is an input for business as well as 
for families. As those costs go up, it be-
comes more difficult for our businesses 
in America to be competitive. Frankly, 
families find themselves facing infla-
tion and heightened expenses just to 
drive a car to work or to use the car in 
a small business. As energy costs, like 
the cost of gasoline, go up, this conclu-
sion is inescapable. 

But I have to question the premise of 
the Senator from Idaho; that is, the 
problem is we are not drilling for 
enough oil in America. That certainly 
is one of the problems. Having an ade-
quate supply is essential. Those of us 
who believe we have to continue to 
look for environmentally responsible 
sources for oil and gas think that 
should be part of a national effort and 
a national energy policy. 

What is missing in the speech from 
the Senator from Idaho was any ref-
erence at all to the conservation of en-
ergy. Over the weekend in Chicago I 
bought a copy of Consumer Reports, 
the April issue on the 2004 automobiles. 
I went through it out of curiosity to 
find how many miles per gallon the 

most popular cars in America are get-
ting. You will find time and time again 
that you are lucky to find a fuel-effi-
cient car anywhere in the range of 20 
miles per gallon. Very few of them are 
getting more than 20 miles per gallon. 

If you put this in historic context it 
means that in the last 60 years we have 
decided, as a nation, in our buying hab-
its and in the production of auto-
mobiles, that we want heavier, less 
fuel-efficient cars, and that we are pre-
pared to be more reliant on foreign 
sources for fuel. 

We are paying the price for it. Now 
we are seeing shortages because we are 
not engaged in any discussion or com-
mitment to conservation of energy or 
the fuel efficiency of our energy-using 
vehicles and machinery. We are paying 
the price for it. 

We cannot drill enough oil and gas to 
take care of our profligate habits when 
it comes to energy. Let me add, as we 
burn this energy without any concern 
for conservation, we are undoubtedly 
adding to global warming, air pollu-
tion, and serious environmental prob-
lems that we visit on our children. 

The Energy bill to which the Senator 
from Idaho referred must include, I 
would assume, some provision for 
greater fuel efficiency for cars and 
trucks. But, lo and behold, it does not. 
There is nothing in that bill to deal 
with fuel efficiency. The original bill 
wanted to propose drilling for oil in the 
ANWR. That was defeated on the Sen-
ate floor. But, sadly, the bill that fi-
nally came to us for a vote had little or 
nothing in it that would move us to-
ward more fuel-efficient vehicles. 

My friend from Utah, who is seeking 
recognition at this point, is the model 
for the Senate. If you look at my tall, 
lanky friend from Utah, he goes out of 
this building, down the steps, and folds 
himself into a Prius, if I am not mis-
taken? 

Mr. BENNETT. It is an insight, and 
the question is whether or not the Sen-
ator wanted a ride in a car that 
throughout its history has a 53.1 miles-
per-gallon history. 

Mr. DURBIN. What a model Senator. 
I am happy to give him credit where it 
is due. I have watched him fold himself 
in and out of that car, and I have com-
mended him in the past and I will con-
tinue to commend him. But isn’t it 
ironic that you have to go to Japan to 
buy these hybrid vehicles? Finally, De-
troit, in a year or so, may be producing 
them. 

My response to the Senator from 
Idaho is, yes, let’s have a policy debate 
about energy in America. But for good-
ness’ sake, let’s not believe the key to 
America’s energy future is just finding 
more environmentally sensitive places 
to drill for oil—offshore, wilderness 
areas. Let’s also commit ourselves to 
conservation of energy. 

Let me address another issue. If we 
are talking about the competitiveness 
of American business, it is not just the 
input of energy costs. You will find 
many businesses resist hiring new em-
ployees because they don’t want to pay 

VerDate jul 14 2003 01:32 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00060 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G29MR6.062 S29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S3279March 29, 2004
for their health insurance. Health in-
surance has become a breaker for busi-
nesses large and small. 

Those good American companies, pa-
triotic companies, if you will, that pro-
vide health insurance for their employ-
ees, when they sell the product in com-
petition around the world, have to 
bring into the cost of that product the 
cost of health insurance for their em-
ployees. 

The obvious question is, What are 
you doing, Senator? What is the Senate 
or House or Congress or the President 
doing to deal with these skyrocketing 
health insurance costs? The answer is: 
Nothing. For at least 3 years and even 
longer we have been afraid to even dis-
cuss the issue, as this system has fallen 
apart in front of our eyes. 

So if you are talking about busi-
nesses being more competitive and jobs 
being created and making certain that 
our products have a chance in world 
commerce, energy cost is important 
but so is the cost of health insurance. 
This Congress has done nothing. 

I have introduced legislation with 
Senator BLANCHE LAMBERT LINCOLN of 
Arkansas and Senator TOM CARPER of 
Delaware that tries to create a system 
much like the Federal Employees 
Health Benefits Program so that small 
businesses have access to the same pri-
vate insurance pool as Federal employ-
ees across America. It would give them 
at least an opportunity for enrollment 
in a competitive atmosphere where 
prices could come down as a result. 

Let me address the bill before us, 
though, because it relates to this as 
well. Imagine the situation of the em-
ployees still working today—thank 
goodness many are and have not lost 
their jobs, or are in low-paying jobs—
and they happen to have children. One 
of the concerns, of course, is what hap-
pens to the kids when these employees 
go to work. This bill before us is wel-
fare reform. I voted for it when it first 
came out, but a lot of Democrats 
didn’t. 

My friend and mentor and one of my 
best influences in politics was the late 
Paul Simon of Illinois, and he thought 
it was a terrible bill. I disagreed with 
him. I didn’t very often, but I did on 
this bill, and I voted for welfare re-
form. Thank goodness the Clinton 
boom occurred right after we voted for 
welfare reform, and a lot of people 
came off welfare to find work. 

Now we are in the sad state of affairs 
under the Bush administration where 
we have lost more than 2.6 million 
manufacturing jobs since the President 
took office. We have lost manufac-
turing jobs for 43 consecutive months. 
Frankly, as a result of that, the jobs 
remaining are not paying as well. So 
now you have a person struggling to 
get by, they have a low-paying job, and 
children; they are worried about 
daycare. 

This bill, thank goodness, has a pro-
vision that is going to be added by the 
Senator from Maine in a bipartisan 
amendment in which Senator SNOWE 

has suggested that we add $6 billion for 
daycare. It is long overdue. Some 16 
million children under the age of 13 
live in low-income families, and they 
need childcare. Only 1 in 7 are eligible 
to receive current Federal subsidies for 
childcare. 

The funding in the original Senate 
bill wouldn’t even serve the children 
served today. So the bill that comes be-
fore us is not adequate. In 15 States 
there are waiting lists of families that 
cannot afford to pay for childcare, and 
they are hoping to get a subsidy which 
is not there. 

Let me also tell you it is an expen-
sive proposition. Full-day childcare 
can cost between $4,000 and $10,000 a 
year. It is comparable to the cost of 
college tuition. These are low-income 
families struggling to deal with the re-
ality of childcare. Twenty-five percent 
of America’s families with young chil-
dren earn less than $25,000 a year. 

We have to make certain we not only 
take care of the childcare but also 
afterschool care. A lot of kids today 
get out of school at 2:30 or 3 in the 
afternoon and have nowhere to go. 
They are latchkey children who go 
home. What happens during that period 
before a responsible adult is on the 
scene? For some kids they watch tele-
vision, they sit around and eat junk 
food; some do homework; some get in 
serious trouble—involvement with 
drugs and gangs and guns and preg-
nancy. Problems occur. Afterschool 
programs mean kids are in a healthy 
environment where they can learn in-
stead of being exposed to the streets or 
left alone in a circumstance where they 
might not come out of it in a positive 
fashion. 

Childcare works—not only childcare 
for smaller children but afterschool 
care as well. We need to make that 
commitment. If we are saying to a wel-
fare mother we want her to step for-
ward and change her life, let us accept 
the reality that if she is going to go, in 
good conscience, forward to get a job 
and acquire the skills and move for-
ward, her first concern is her kid. Mak-
ing sure her kids are taken care of in a 
safe way during the day and after-
school. 

Senator SNOWE of Maine, my Repub-
lican colleague, has that bipartisan 
amendment which I hope is going to be 
adopted very quickly.

How much time do we have remain-
ing under the unanimous consent? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five 
minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Thank you very much. 
f 

THE 9/11 COMMISSION 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I would 
like to close on an unrelated topic. I 
am in the process of reading a book, 
‘‘Against All Enemies,’’ by Richard 
Clarke, and as I started reading the 
book I was struck by the first chapter. 
You may remember Mr. Clarke served 
as the terrorism adviser and coordi-
nator under President Clinton and then 

again under this President Bush. He 
has been working for some 30 years as 
a professional in this field. He has 
made some statements over the last 10 
days which have become a source of 
headlines across America. 

The administration has spent more 
time since he first appeared on ‘‘60 
Minutes’’ 7 or 8 days ago discrediting 
Richard Clarke than I have ever seen 
spent on any other individual. It is 
clear what he has said is painful to 
them. What he said is he believes this 
administration—the Bush administra-
tion, and the Clinton administration 
for that matter—could have done a bet-
ter job in anticipating the threat of al-
Qaida. 

He says in his book, of course, that 
he thinks they were too focused on 
Iraq, even though there was no connec-
tion between Iraq, Saddam Hussein, 
and 9/11 and the al-Qaida terrorists re-
sponsible for it. 

These statements have enraged the 
White House. They have sent everyone 
out—from the President on down—stat-
ing publicly that Richard Clarke is out 
to sell books. 

If you read the first chapter of this 
book, you will get a much different im-
pression of this Richard Clarke, who to 
many is just another faceless bureau-
crat working in the White House. You 
will learn when you read this book—or 
others will tell you—that on 9/11 after 
the World Trade Center was struck in 
New York, it was Richard Clarke in his 
capacity as coordinator to deal with 
terrorism in the White House—who had 
I guess as much as any single person in 
the Government—who had a particular 
personal responsibility to deal with the 
safety of the President and the Vice 
President and the Cabinet, the con-
tinuity of Government, and the whole 
question of grounding aircraft around 
this country. He was the man who was 
at the controls at that point in time as 
everyone was trying to deal with what 
was going on. 

I say that in a positive fashion be-
cause I do not know that I have ever 
heard many say what I have just said. 
But it tells me that a man who spent 30 
years dealing with the intelligence and 
domestic security and terrorism who is 
now being discredited in a matter of 7 
or 8 days as a person who can’t be 
trusted to share his insights on what 
happened raises some important ques-
tions. 

I honestly believe Richard Clarke has 
done us a service. He says in this book 
the Clinton administration could have 
done a better job. He says the Bush ad-
ministration could have done a better 
job. And, frankly, we all could have 
done a better job, including Members 
of Congress, the Senate and the House. 
That is something we ought to face up 
to. 

Let me also add he appeared last 
week before the 9/11 Commission. The 
September 11 Commission is a bipar-
tisan commission cochaired by Gov-
ernor Kean of New Jersey and former 
Congressman Lee Hamilton of Indi-
ana—two good men, professionals who 
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are trying to get at the bottom of why 
9/11 occurred and what we could have 
done to avoid it. 

They have had testimony from Mr. 
Tenet, who is Director of the CIA, from 
Secretary of Defense Don Rumsfeld, 
and his predecessor, Secretary Cohen. 
They are going to entertain testimony 
from President Clinton and President 
Bush. They certainly had Mr. Clarke 
before them, and I think that is all 
well and good. I think all of those lead-
ers in Government who were involved 
in the decisionmaking should sit and 
meet with this commission to get to 
the bottom of how America can be 
safer, which brings us to the story of 
the day. 

I can’t understand why Condoleezza 
Rice, who has served this administra-
tion and this country so well, is resist-
ing an invitation to appear before the 
9/11 Commission. If the President can 
find time, if former President Clinton, 
Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld, and the 
head of the CIA can find time, cer-
tainly it is not a matter of scheduling. 

Second, she has made a number of ap-
pearances, as you know, on television 
on ‘‘60 Minutes’’ last night, and many 
other shows. So she is prepared to en-
tertain questions from reporters. Why 
is she resisting this opportunity to tes-
tify? To say it has never been done, 
that it is unprecedented, let me say 
thank goodness 9/11 had never occurred 
before and it was unprecedented. 

Let us gather together in a bipar-
tisan fashion. Ms. Rice should come be-
fore the bipartisan commission and an-
swer as many questions as openly and 
honestly as she can without ever cross-
ing the line in the area of national se-
curity. But as she resists this oppor-
tunity to share her feelings about the 
preparation of the defense of America, 
she shortchanges the process which is 
simply trying to make America a safer 
nation. 

Let us keep this bipartisan. Let us 
entertain not only Mr. Clarke but also 
Ms. Rice in terms of her views and 
memories of what happened on that 
fateful day. 

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

ator from Utah. 
f 

IRAQ DEBATE 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I have 
listened to the debate that has been 
swirling around the country with re-
spect to Iraq. The debate comes up 
again with respect to the commission 
which is currently meeting. 

I cannot respond to all of the spe-
cifics that come along. I am tempted 
to, but I will not because I want to 
spend the time that is allotted to me 
by setting the total record before those 
who might be listening so we can un-
derstand that many of the original 
statements or original positions with 
respect to Iraq that are being repeated 
over and over again are, in fact, false. 

I remember our colleague across the 
aisle, the late Senator Moynihan from 

New York, one of my dear friends and 
one of the Senators for whom I have 
the highest regard, quoted something. 
He probably didn’t think of it himself, 
but it was more or less his mantra, as 
he said to me: ‘‘Everyone is entitled to 
his own opinion but not to his own 
facts.’’ 

We keep hearing things said over and 
over again with respect to the war in 
Iraq as if they were fact. It is time to 
set the overall record straight. 

We heard one statement that there 
was absolutely no connection between 
9/11 and Iraq. The other one we hear 
over and over again is the reason we 
went into Iraq is because we thought 
Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass 
destruction. Some make it a little 
more stark than that. 

There was a group that marched on 
the Utah State Legislature wearing T-
shirts that said, ‘‘Bush Lied To Us. 
There Were No WMDs,’’ as if the Presi-
dent of the United States George W. 
Bush himself alone was the only au-
thority for the notion that there were 
weapons of mass destruction; and, once 
again repeating the false position that 
the only reason we went into Iraq is be-
cause we believed they had weapons of 
mass destruction. 

To quote another individual not 
nearly as well known as Pat Moynihan 
but my high school history teacher, 
she would always say to us, ‘‘You can-
not cut the seamless web of history.’’ I 
want to take this opportunity to lay 
out the whole seamless web of the his-
tory of terrorism and do our best to un-
derstand it so we can realize the first 
statement that there was no connec-
tion between Iraq and 9/11 and the sec-
ond statement that the only reason we 
went in is because Bush lied to us 
about weapons there, are not true. And 
I hope we can get the dialog back to 
the facts. 

I am distressed at what has happened 
to the dialog on this issue. I must com-
ment. On television was the former 
Vice President of the United States 
with his hand with a clenched fist 
raised, the blood vessels standing out 
on his neck, screaming at the top of his 
voice, speaking of the President, ‘‘He 
has betrayed this country.’’ 

To say the President has betrayed his 
country is to accuse him of treason, 
which is one of the crimes specifically 
listed in the Constitution as an im-
peachable offense. We have not heard 
that kind of rhetoric from a politician 
as highly placed as Al Gore since the 
1950s. And the politician who used to 
speak like that was a member of this 
Chamber. His name was Joe McCarthy, 
and the President whom he accused of 
treason was Harry Truman. 

Let us step away from that kind of 
rhetoric in this debate and review the 
facts. 

I had the opportunity of attending 
the Kissinger Lecture at the Library of 
Congress which was given by George 
Shultz, former Secretary of State. It 
was one of the most cogent and lucid 
statements of where we are with re-

spect to the war on terror I have ever 
heard. An update of that appeared in 
today’s Wall Street Journal. I would 
like to quote from that those points 
which address the issues I have talked 
about, and ask unanimous consent that 
the entire piece be printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

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

(See exhibit 1). 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, former 

Secretary of State George Shultz be-
gins with this comment:

We have struggled with terrorism for a 
long time. In the Reagan administration, I 
was a hawk on the subject. I said terrorism 
is a big problem, a different problem and we 
have to take forceful action against it. For-
tunately, Ronald Reagan agreed with me but 
not many others did. [Don Rumsfeld was an 
outspoken exception.]

Twenty-five years ago, it was on the 
radar screen of an American adminis-
tration—in this case one headed by 
Ronald Reagan—that terrorism was a 
problem.

Secretary Shultz goes on to discuss 
this and then makes this comment:

Today, looking back on the past quarter 
century of terrorism, we can see that it is 
the method of choice of an extensive, inter-
nationally connected ideological movement 
dedicated to the destruction of our inter-
national system of cooperation and progress. 
We can see that the 1981 assassination of 
President Anwar Sadat, the 1993 bombing of 
the World Trade Center, the 2001 destruction 
of the Twin Towers, the bombs on the trains 
in Madrid, and scores of other terrorist at-
tacks in between and in many countries, 
were carried out by one part or another of 
this movement. And the movement is con-
nected to states that develop awesome weap-
onry, with some of it, or with expertise, for 
sale.

Let me emphasize that last sentence 
again. Speaking of international ter-
rorism that was involved in all of these 
things, going back to the assassination 
of Sadat in 1981, he says:

And the movement is connected to states 
that develop awesome weaponry, with some 
of it, or with expertise, for sale.

All right. Do we have an example of 
such a state that has developed awe-
some weaponry that may be for sale? 
Yes. 

Quoting again from Secretary Shultz, 
he speaks directly of Saddam Hussein 
and Iraq. He adds to this Kim Jong Il of 
North Korea, and then says:

They seize control of state power and use 
that power to enhance their wealth, consoli-
date their rule and develop their weaponry. 
As they do this, and as they violate the laws 
and principles of the international system, 
they at the same time claim its privileges 
and immunities, such as the principle of non-
intervention into the internal affairs of a le-
gitimate sovereign state. For decades these 
thugs have gotten away with it. And the 
leading nations of the world have let them 
get away with it.

Yes, we have heard much on this 
floor about America must not invade 
another sovereign state. That is pre-
cisely what Secretary Shultz is talking 
about when he says, these states that 
develop awesome weaponry and cooper-
ate with terrorism for the purpose of 
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upsetting the international order, then 
claim the immunities of the inter-
national order for themselves—as he 
says: ‘‘such as the principle of non-
intervention into the internal affairs of 
a legitimate sovereign state.’’ 

He goes on to summarize all that 
happened in Iraq. And again, those who 
will read the entire piece as it appears 
following my statement can get all of 
those details. But after he recites the 
details of what Saddam Hussein has 
done, he turns to David Kay, the man 
who is quoted again and again as the 
authority for the statement on the T-
shirt that says: ‘‘Bush Lied To Us.’’ 

Well, let’s see what David Kay really 
said. I said in my previous statement 
David Kay told this Congress, testi-
fying before the Armed Services Com-
mittee, that Saddam Hussein was, in 
fact, more dangerous than we thought 
when we started the war. But these are 
the portions of David Kay’s position 
Secretary Shultz chooses to highlight, 
and I think they are the right ones to 
bring out. 

Quoting again:
As Dr. David Kay put it in a Feb. 1 inter-

view with Chris Wallace, ‘‘We know there 
were terrorist groups in state still seeking 
WMD capability. Iraq, although I found no
weapons, had tremendous capabilities in this 
area. A marketplace phenomena was about 
to occur, if it did not occur; sellers meeting 
buyers. And I think that would have been 
very dangerous if the war had not inter-
vened.’’

Sellers of what? Buyers of what? Who 
would the sellers be? Who would the 
buyers be? The sellers, obviously, 
would be the Iraqis. The buyers would 
be the terrorists. And what are we 
talking about? 

Back to Secretary Shultz:
When asked by Mr. Wallace what the sell-

ers could have sold if they didn’t have actual 
weapons, Mr. Kay said: ‘‘The knowledge of 
how to make them, the knowledge of how to 
make small amounts, which is, after all, 
mostly what terrorists want. They don’t 
want battlefield amounts of weapons. No, 
Iraq remained a very dangerous place in 
terms of WMD capabilities, even though we 
found no large stockpiles of weapons.’’

Just think about that for a second: 
the knowledge to make them. 

If I could give a very homely exam-
ple, last week my wife and I were celeb-
rity chefs at the March of Dimes gala, 
and we won a prize, and people all said: 
Is this an old family recipe? We had to 
admit, no, we called a chef in Salt 
Lake City at one of the finest res-
taurants there, who happens to work as 
a judge at these kinds of celebrity 
cook-ins, and he gave us a recipe he 
thought would win. We have been ce-
lebrity chefs four times. We have called 
him all four times. We have won three 
out of four. 

The capacity to tell somebody how to 
make something will produce that 
something just as much as having that 
something yourself. This chef did not 
participate, but his recipes partici-
pated, and his recipes won. All we had 
to do was be the willing buyers in the 
case; and he was the willing seller. I 

will add, just for the record, no money 
changed hands with respect to the rec-
ipe. But the example is there, and that 
is what David Kay is talking about. 

Going back to Secretary Shultz, he 
says:
. . . in the long run, the most important as-
pect of the Iraq war will be what it means for 
the integrity of the international system and 
for the effort to deal effectively with ter-
rorism. The stakes are huge and the terror-
ists know that as well as we do. That is the 
reason for their tactic of violence in Iraq. 
And that is why, for us and for our allies, 
failure is not an option. The message is that 
the U.S. and others in the world who recog-
nize the need to sustain our international 
system will no longer quietly acquiesce in 
the take-over of states by lawless dictators 
who then carry on their depredations—in-
cluding the development of awesome weap-
ons for threats, use, or sale—behind the 
shield of protection that statehood provides. 
If you are one of these criminals in charge of 
a state, you no longer should expect to be al-
lowed to be inside the system at the same 
time that you are a deadly enemy of it.

Secretary Shultz concludes his piece 
with this comment:

If we put this in terms of World War II, we 
are now sometime around 1937. In the 1930s, 
the world failed to do what it needed to do to 
head off a world war. Appeasement never 
works. Today we are in action. We must not 
flinch. With a powerful interplay of strength 
and diplomacy, we can win this war.

Put it in context, put it in the his-
toric pattern, and we realize this is all 
connected and that the action with re-
spect to Iraq was a very proper, signifi-
cant, indeed, essential part of the over-
all war on terrorism. If we had not 
moved ahead, we would have been irre-
sponsible. 

The summary is in the callout that is 
put in the paper that says:

The U.S. had no choice: We had to oust 
Saddam Hussein, or face the gravest threat.

Mr. President, may I ask how much 
time I have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 41⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT. If I might use that 41⁄2 
minutes, then, to address the funda-
mental question of the future nobody 
talks about. We are spending all of this 
time rehashing the past. Here is the 
fundamental question of the future: 
What happened to Saddam Hussein’s 
weapons of mass destruction? The as-
sumption raised by the statement that 
‘‘Bush lied to us about the weapons’’ is 
that the weapons never existed. 

Well, the first person to convince me 
the weapons existed was Madeleine 
Albright. The first President to tell me 
the weapons existed was William Jef-
ferson Clinton.

The first group that insisted weapons 
were there was working for the United 
Nations. This was not a partisan thing 
put together by George W. Bush. The 
weapons were clearly in Iraq, and the 
question is not why didn’t Bush tell us 
the truth about them; the question is, 
what happened to them? That is the 
question we need to address. That is 
the question of the future we are ignor-
ing in all of this debate about who said 
what at what point in the past. 

As I see it, there are four possibilities 
of what happened to the weapons Sad-
dam Hussein had. No. 1, we got them 
all in the bombing in 1998. We must re-
member, as we try to truncate the his-
tory, the war in Iraq began in 1991. The 
U.N. resolution that called for the war 
was never suspended. It was renewed 
with acts of war in 1998. A heavy 4-day 
period of solid bombing is an act of 
war. President Clinton carried that out 
with the approval of this Congress. So 
the first possibility is that bombing de-
stroyed all of the weapons of mass de-
struction. 

The second possibility, Saddam Hus-
sein himself dismantled his stockpiles 
of weapons of mass destruction in an 
effort to convince the U.N. inspectors 
they were not there so the inspectors 
would leave him alone and he could go 
back to building them after the inspec-
tors were gone. There is some sugges-
tion that was in fact what happened, 
that he did not intend to disarm, as 
U.N. Resolution 1441 required he do. All 
he intended to do was deceive, and that 
is where the weapons went. 

Possibility No. 3, they were trucked 
over the border. Some of them got into 
Syria or other places and into the 
hands of others who still have them. 

And possibility No. 4, they are still in 
Iraq and we simply have not found 
them. When people ask me, which of 
these four possibilities do you think is 
the most likely, I say: All of the above. 
I believe we destroyed a good portion of 
his weapons in the 1998 bombing. I be-
lieve he himself dismantled others in a 
deliberate attempt to deceive the U.N. 
inspectors. I believe some of them did 
get out of the country and are in the 
hands of other bad actors somewhere. 
And I believe there are probably still 
some hidden away somewhere in the 
desert in Iraq. 

Unless the first answer is the only 
one that is correct and they were all 
destroyed in the bombing, they are 
still around somewhere. The capacity 
to build them was still around, as 
David Kay pointed out, before we went 
in and removed that. 

If there are some of them still 
around, why aren’t we looking for 
them? Why aren’t we paying attention 
to where they might be? I believe the 
American military is still on the alert 
for them. I believe the American intel-
ligence community is still looking to 
where they might be. But in the debate 
we have here on the Senate floor, this 
question is never raised. It is never 
given any attention. Instead we spend 
all of our time looking backward and 
trying to assign blame instead of look-
ing forward and trying to solve prob-
lems. 

I commend Secretary Shultz’s pres-
entation to all. It is a clear historic 
perspective over a quarter century 
from one of our senior statesmen that 
makes it clear the rhetoric sur-
rounding this issue has been inappro-
priate and focused on the wrong thing. 

I yield the floor.
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EXHIBIT 1

[From the Asian Wall Street Journal, Mar. 
29, 2004] 

AN ESSENTIAL WAR 
(By George P. Shultz) 

We have struggled with terrorism for a 
long time. In the Reagan administration, I 
was a hawk on the subject. I said terrorism 
is a big problem, a different problem, and we 
have to take forceful action against it. For-
tunately, Ronald Reagan agreed with me, 
but not many others did. (Don Rumsfeld was 
an outspoken exception). 

In those days we focused on how to defend 
against terrorism. We reinforced our embas-
sies and increased out intelligence effort. We 
thought we made some progress. We estab-
lished the legal basis for holding states re-
sponsible for using terrorists to attack 
Americans anywhere. Through intelligence, 
we did abort many potential terrorist acts. 
But we didn’t really understand what moti-
vated the terrorists or what they were out to 
do. 

In the 1990s, the problem began to appear 
even more menacing. Osama bin Laden and 
al Qaeda were well known, but the nature of 
the terror threat was not yet comprehended 
and our efforts to combat it were ineffective. 
Diplomacy without much force was tried. 
Terrorism was regarded as a law enforce-
ment problem and terrorists as criminals. 
Some were arrested and put on trial. Early 
last year, a judge finally allowed the verdict 
to stand for one of those convicted in the 
1993 World Trade Center bombing. Ten years! 
Terrorism is not a matter that can be left to 
law enforcement, with its deliberative proc-
ess, built-in delays, and safeguards that may 
let the prisoner go free on procedural 
grounds. 

Today, looking back on the past quarter 
century of terrorism, we can see that it is 
the method of choice of an extensive, inter-
nationally connected ideological movement 
dedicated to the destruction of our inter-
national system of cooperation and progress. 
We can see that the 1981 assassination of 
President Anwar Sadat, the 1993 bombing of 
the World Trade Center, the 2001 destruction 
of the Twin Towers, the bombs on the trains 
in Madrid, and scores of other terrorist at-
tacks in between and in many countries, 
were carried out by one part or another of 
this movement. And the movement is con-
nected to states that develop awesome weap-
onry, with some of it, or with expertise, for 
sale. 

What should we do? First and foremost, 
shore up the state system. 

The world has worked for three centuries 
with the sovereign state as the basic oper-
ating entity, presumably accountable to its 
citizens and responsible for their well-being. 
In this system, states also interact with each 
other—bilaterlly or multilaterally—to ac-
complish ends that transcend their borders. 
They create international organizations to 
serve their ends, not govern them. 

Increasingly, the state system has been 
eroding. Terrorists have exploited this weak-
ness by burrowing into the state system in 
order to attack it. While the state system 
weakens, no replacement is in sight that can 
perform the essential functions of estab-
lishing an orderly and lawful society, pro-
tecting essential freedoms, providing a 
framework for fruitful economic activity, 
contributing to effective international co-
operation, and providing for the common de-
fense. 

I see our great task as restoring the vital-
ity of the state system within the framework 
of a world of opportunity, and with aspira-
tions for a world of states that recognize ac-
countability for human freedom and dignity. 

All established states should stands up to 
their responsibilities in the fight against our 

common enemy, terror; be a helpful partner 
in economic and political development; and 
take care that international organizations 
work for their member states, not the other 
way around. When they do, they deserve re-
spect and help to make them work success-
fully. 

The civilized world has a common stake in 
defeating the terrorists. We now call this 
what it is: a War on Terrorism. In war, you 
have to act on both offense and defense. You 
have to hit the enemy before the enemy hits 
you. The diplomacy of incentives, contain-
ment, deterrence and prevention are all 
made more effective by the demonstrated 
possibility of forceful preemption. Strength 
and diplomacy go together. They are not al-
ternatives; they are complements. You work 
diplomacy and strength together on a grand 
and strategic scale and on an operational 
and tactical level. But if you deny yourself 
the option of forceful preemption, you di-
minish the effectiveness of your diplomatic 
moves. And, with the consequences of a ter-
rorist attack as hideous as they are—witness 
what just happened in Madrid—the U.S. 
must be ready to preempt identified threats. 
And not at the last moment, when an attack 
is imminent and more difficult to stop, but 
before the terrorist gets in position to do ir-
reparable harm. 

Over the last decade we have seen large 
areas of the world where there is no longer 
any state authority at all, an ideal environ-
ment for terrorists to plan and train. In the 
early 1990s we came to realize the signifi-
cance of a ‘‘failed state.’’ Earlier, people al-
lowed themselves to think that, for example, 
an African colony could gain its independ-
ence, be admitted to the U.N. as a member 
state, and thereafter remain a sovereign 
state. Then came Somalia. All government 
disappeared. No more sovereignty, no more 
state. The same was true in Afghanistan. 
And who took over? Islamic extremists. 
They soon made it clear that they regarded 
the concept of the state as an abomination. 
To them, the very idea of ‘‘the state’’ was 
un-Islamic. They talked about reviving tra-
ditional forms of pan-Islamic rule with no 
place for the state. They were fundamen-
tally, and violently, opposed to the way the 
world works, to the international state sys-
tem. 

The United States launched a military 
campaign to eliminate the Taliban and al 
Qaeda’s rule over Afghanistan. Now we and 
our allies are trying to help Afghanistan be-
come a real state again and a viable member 
of the international state system. Yet there 
are many other parts of the world where 
state authority has collapsed or, within 
some states, large areas where the state’s 
authority does not run. 

That’s one area of danger: places where the 
state has vanished. A second area of danger 
is found in places where the state has been 
taken over by criminals or warlords. Saddam 
Hussein was one example. Kim Jong Il of 
North Korea is another. 

They seize control of state power and use 
that power to enhance their wealth, consoli-
date their rule and develop their weaponry. 
As they do this, and as they violate the laws 
and principles of the international system, 
they at the same time claim its privileges 
and immunities, such as the principle of non-
intervention into the internal affairs of a le-
gitimate sovereign state. For decades these 
thugs have gotten away with it. And the 
leading nations of the world have let them 
get away with it. 

This is why the case of Saddam Hussein 
and Iraq is so significant. After Saddam Hus-
sein consolidated power, he started a war 
against one of his neighbors, Iran, and in the 
course of that war he committed war crimes 
including the use of chemical weapons, even 
against his own people. 

About 10 years later he started another 
war against another one of his neighbors, 
Kuwait. In the course of doing so he com-
mitted war crimes. He took hostages. He 
launched missiles against a third and then a 
fourth country in the region. 

That war was unique in modern times be-
cause Saddam totally eradicated another 
state, and turned it into ‘‘Province 19’’ of 
Iraq. The aggressors in wars might typically 
seize some territory, or occupy the defeated 
country, or install a puppet regime; but Sad-
dam sought to wipe out the defeated state, 
to erase Kuwait from the map of the world. 

That got the world’s attention. That’s 
why, at the U.N., the votes were wholly in 
favor of a U.S.-led military operation—
Desert Storm—to throw Saddam out of Ku-
wait and to restore Kuwait to its place as a 
legitimate state in the international system. 
There was virtually universal recognition 
that those responsible for the international 
system of states could not let a state simply 
be rubbed out. 

When Saddam was defeated, in 1991, a 
cease-fire was put in place. Then the U.N. Se-
curity Council decided that, in order to pre-
vent him from continuing to start wars and 
commit crimes against his own people, he 
must give up his arsenal of ‘‘weapons of mass 
destruction.’’

Recall the way it was to work. If Saddam 
cooperated with U.N. inspectors and pro-
duced and facilitated their destruction, then 
the cease-fire would be transformed into a 
peace agreement ending the state of war be-
tween the international system and Iraq. 
But if Saddam did not cooperate, and materi-
ally breached his obligations regarding his 
weapons of mass destruction, then the origi-
nal U.N. Security Council authorization for 
the use of ‘‘all necessary force’’ against 
Iraq—an authorization that at the end of 
Desert Storm had been suspended but not 
cancelled—would be reactivated and Saddam 
would face another round of the U.S.-led 
military action against him. Saddam agreed 
to this arrangement.

In the early 1990s, U.N. inspectors found 
plenty of materials in the category of weap-
ons of mass destruction and they dismantled 
a lot of it. They kept on finding such weap-
ons, but as the presence of force declined, 
Saddam’s cooperation declined. He began to 
play games and to obstruct the inspection ef-
fort. 

By 1998 the situation was untenable. Sad-
dam had made inspections impossible. Presi-
dent Clinton, in February 1998, declared that 
Saddam would have to comply with the U.N. 
resolutions or face American military force. 
Kofi Annan flew to Baghdad and returned 
with a new promise of cooperation from Sad-
dam. But Saddam did not cooperate. Con-
gress then passed the Iraq Liberation Act by 
a vote of 360 to 38 in the House of Represent-
atives; the Senate gave its unanimous con-
sent. Signed into law on October 31, it sup-
ported the renewed use of force against Sad-
dam with the objective of changing the re-
gime. By this time, he had openly and ut-
terly rejected the inspections and the U.N. 
resolutions. 

In November 1998, the Security Council 
passed a resolution declaring Saddam to be 
in ‘‘flagrant violation’’ of all resolutions 
going back to 1991. That meant that the 
cease-fire was terminated and the original 
authorization for the use of force against 
Saddam was reactivated. President Clinton 
ordered American forces into action in De-
cember 1998. 

But the U.S. military operation was called 
off after only four days—apparently because 
President Clinton did not feel able to lead 
the country in war at a time when he was 
facing impeachment. 

So inspections stopped. The U.S. ceased to 
take the lead. But the inspectors reported 
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that as of the end of 1998 Saddam possessed 
major quantities of WMDs across a range of 
categories, and particularly in chemical and 
biological weapons and the means of deliv-
ering them by missiles. All the intelligence 
services of the world agreed on this. 

From that time until late last year, Sad-
dam was left undisturbed to do what he 
wished with this arsenal of weapons. The 
international system had given up its ability 
to monitor and deal with this threat. All 
through the years between 1998 and 2002 Sad-
dam continued to act and speak and to rule 
Iraq as a rogue state. 

President Bush made it clear by 2002, and 
against the background of 9/11, that Saddam 
must be brought into compliance. It was ob-
vious that the world could not leave this sit-
uation as it was. The U.S. made the decision 
to continue to work within the scope of the 
Security Council resolutions—a long line of 
them—to deal with Saddam. After an ex-
tended and excruciating diplomatic effort, 
the Security Council late in 2002 passed Res-
olution 1441, which gave Saddam one final 
chance to comply or face military force. 
When on December 8, 2002, Iraq produced its 
required report, it was clear that Saddam 
was continuing to play games and to reject 
his obligations under international law. His 
report, thousands of pages long, did not in 
any way account for the remaining weapons 
of mass destruction that the U.N. inspectors 
had reported to be in existence as of the end 
of 1998. That assessment was widely agreed 
upon. 

That should have been that. But the debate 
at the U.N. went on—and on. And as it went 
on it deteriorated. Instead of the focus being 
kept on Iraq and Saddam, France induced 
others to regard the problem as one of re-
straining the U.S.—a position that seemed to 
emerge from France’s aspirations for greater 
influence in Europe and elsewhere. By March 
of 2003 it was clear that French diplomacy 
had resulted in splitting NATO, the Euro-
pean Union, and the Security Council . . . 
and probably convincing Saddam that he 
would not face the use of force. The French 
position, in effect, was to say that Saddam 
had begun to show signs of cooperation with 
the U.N. resolutions because more than 
200,000 American troops were poised on Iraq’s 
borders ready to strike him; so the U.S. 
should just keep its troops poised there for 
an indeterminate time to come, until pre-
sumably France would instruct us that we 
could either withdraw or go into action. This 
of course was impossible militarily, politi-
cally, and financially. 

Where do we stand now? These key points 
need to be understood: 

There as never been a clearer case of a 
rogue state using its privileges of statehood 
to advance its dictator’s interest in ways 
that defy and endanger the international 
state system. 

The international legal case against Sad-
dam—17 resolutions—was unprecedented. 

The intelligence services of all involved 
nations and the U.N. inspectors over more 
than a decade all agreed that Saddam pos-
sessed weapons of mass destruction that 
posed a threat to international peace and se-
curity.

Saddam had four undisturbed years to aug-
ment, conceal, disperse, otherwise deal with 
his arsenal. 

He used every means to avoid cooperating 
or explaining what he has done with them. 
This refusal in itself was, under the U.N. res-
olutions, adequate grounds for resuming the 
military operation against him that had 
been put in abeyance in 1991 pending his 
compliance. 

President Bush, in ordering U.S. forces 
into action, stated that we were doing so 
under U.N. Security Council Resolutions 678 

and 687, the original basis for military action 
against Saddam Hussein in 1991. Those who 
criticize the U.S. for unilateralism should 
recognize that no nation in the history of the 
United Nations has ever engaged in such a 
sustained and committed multilateral diplo-
matic effort to adhere to the principles of 
international law and international organi-
zation with the international system. In the 
end, it was the U.S. that upheld and acted in 
accordance with the U.N. resolutions on 
Iraq, not those on the Security Council who 
tried to stop us. 

The question of weapons of mass destruc-
tion is just that: a question that remains to 
be answered, a mystery that must be solved. 
Just as we also must solve the mystery of 
how Libya and Iran developed menacing nu-
clear capability without detection, of how we 
were caught unaware of a large and flour-
ishing black market in nuclear material, and 
of how we discovered these developments be-
fore they got completely out of hand and 
have put in place promising corrective proc-
esses. The question of Iraq’s presumed stock-
pile of weapons will be answered, but that 
answer, however it comes out, will not affect 
the fully justifiable and necessary action 
that the coalition has undertaken to bring 
an end to Saddam Hussein’s rule over Iraq. 
As David Kay put it in a February 1 inter-
view with Chris Wallace, ‘‘We know there 
were terrorist groups in state still seeking 
WMD capability. Iraq, although I found no 
weapons, had tremendous capabilities in this 
area. A marketplace phenomena was about 
to occur, if it did not occur; sellers meeting 
buyers. And I think that would have been 
very dangerous if the war had not inter-
vened.’’

When asked by Mr. Wallace what the sell-
ers could have sold if they didn’t have actual 
weapons, Mr. Kay said: ‘‘The knowledge of 
how to make them, the knowledge of how to 
make small accounts, which is, after all, 
mostly what terrorists want. They don’t 
want battlefield amounts of weapons. No, 
Iraq remained a very dangerous place in 
terms of WMD capabilities, even though we 
found no large stockpiles of weapons.’’

Above all, and in the long run, the most 
important aspect of the Iraq war will be 
what it means for the integrity of the inter-
nationals system and for the effort to deal 
effectively with terrorism. The stakes are 
huge and the terrorists know that as well as 
we do. That is the reason for their tactic of 
violence in Iraq. And that is why, for us and 
for our allies, failure is not an option. The 
message is that the U.S. and others in the 
world who recognize the need to sustain our 
international system will no longer quietly 
acquiesce in the take-over of states by law-
less dictators who then carry on their depre-
dations—including the development of awe-
some weapons for threats, use, or sale—be-
hind the shield of protection that statehood 
provides. If you are one of these criminals in 
charge of a state, you no longer should ex-
pect to be allowed to be inside the system at 
the same time that you are a deadly enemy 
of it. 

September 11 forced us to comprehend the 
extent and danger of the challenge. We began 
to act before our enemy was able to extend 
and consolidate his network. 

If we put this in terms of World War II, we 
are now sometime around 1937. In the 1930s, 
the world failed to do what it needed to do to 
head off a world war. Appeasement never 
works. Today we are in action. We must not 
flinch. With a powerful interplay of strength 
and diplomacy, we can win this war.

f 

OIL SUPPLY 
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, last 

Thursday a press release from the De-

partment of Interior came across my 
desk that at first glance appeared to be 
the announcement of an April fool’s 
joke. The press release stated begin-
ning April 1, the Interior Department 
will deliver about 115,000 barrels of oil 
per day to the Department of Energy 
for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. I 
thought this was an April fool’s prank 
because this is about the worst possible 
time for the administration to be tak-
ing oil off the market for the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. 

Crude oil and gasoline prices are his-
toric highs and inventory levels are 
near historic lows. Consumers are pay-
ing record prices at the gas pumps. 
Manufacturers and farmers and a whole 
lot of other folks are paying high 
prices for diesel fuel. Our airlines face 
soaring fuel costs and so does the 
trucking industry. Our economy, which 
has major problems, will be weakened 
further by high energy prices. 

To make the timing even worse, the 
Department of Interior plans to begin 
its oil deliveries to the DOE on April 1, 
the same date the OPEC cartel is 
scheduled to start cutting its oil pro-
duction. The purpose and effect of 
OPEC’s cuts are to raise oil prices fur-
ther. The effect of the administration’s 
stated plans to keep filling the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve regardless of 
the price of oil, if implemented, will be 
the same, principally because tight 
supplies and private inventories will 
become even tighter due to the admin-
istration’s additional demands for oil 
for the Strategic Petroleum Reserve. 

Regrettably, the Interior Depart-
ment’s announcement is no April fool’s 
joke. To the contrary, it is another 
misstep in the administration’s illogi-
cal and counterproductive practice of 
putting oil into the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, regardless of the price of 
crude oil. 

Over the past 2 years, this practice 
has pushed up oil prices with minimal 
improvement to our overall energy or 
national security and with great det-
riment to our economic security. 

Let’s just review what has happened 
with energy prices. Crude oil prices 
have been steadily increasing over the 
past 21⁄2 years. Last week crude oil 
reached a 13-year high of over $38 per 
barrel. So far this year, crude oil is 
averaging about $35 per barrel. In 2003, 
a barrel of crude oil cost on average 
over $31. That was a record at that 
point. Climbing crude oil prices have 
led to higher prices for refined prod-
ucts, including gasoline, home heating 
oil, jet fuel, and diesel fuel. 

Today, as well as four times in the 
last 10 days or so, the price of gasoline 
reached a record high. Nationally the 
average price of a gallon of gasoline is 
now $1.75. In Michigan, the average 
price of a gallon of unleaded is up to 
$1.78. There are fears prices could go 
over $2 if there is even a small inter-
ruption in supply. 

The DOE’s Energy Information Ad-
ministration, the EIA, projects prices 
will rise on average to $1.83 per gallon 
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this spring, and that prices will remain 
at high levels throughout the year, 
averaging nearly $1.70 per gallon over 
the course of the entire year. These 
high oil and gasoline prices are hurting 
consumers and businesses. The EIA re-
cently stated the average consumer 
paid $200 more for gasoline in 2003 than 
the previous year. Prices this year are 
already a dime per gallon more than in 
2003. Over the course of a year, each 1-
cent increase in the price of a gallon of 
gasoline takes $1 billion out of the 
pockets of American consumers. 

Following the laws of supply and de-
mand, the principal reason oil prices 
are so high is the amount of crude oil 
in private sector inventories in the 
United States is so low. 

In fact, our private sector inventories 
are hovering around record low levels. 
In January, crude oil inventories fell to 
levels lower than at any time in the 28 
years the Department of Energy has 
been tracking those inventories. 

Why are supplies so low? This admin-
istration’s oil policies are partly re-
sponsible. Since late 2001, the Depart-
ment of Energy has taken millions of 
barrels of oil off the market and put 
them into the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve.

In late 2001, the reserve held about 
560 million barrels of oil. Since then, 
day after day, for over 2 years, the De-
partment of Energy has added an aver-
age of about 100,000 barrels of oil per 
day to the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve without regard to the price of oil. 

Today, the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve holds nearly 650 million barrels, 
or 93 percent of its capacity of 700 mil-
lion barrels. 

DOE plans to keep on adding oil to 
the Strategic Petroleum Reserve, no 
matter what the price, no matter how 
dangerously low private sector inven-
tories are. In April, the DOE plans to 
add about 200,000 barrels per day to the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve, just as it 
has been doing this month. 

By taking oil off the market and 
pushing up prices when supplies were 
tight and prices were high, filling the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve has de-
creased the amount of oil in private in-
ventories. That is because when cur-
rent prices are high, companies with 
oil in inventory will draw from those 
inventories to supply oil to their cus-
tomers—including the SPR—before 
they buy expensive new oil. 

From April 2002 through the end of 
last year—a period in which the oil 
markets were extremely tight, reflect-
ing high prices and low supplies—oil in-
ventories in the private sector de-
creased by almost as much as the pe-
troleum reserve inventory increased. 
From April 2002 to December 2003, the 
Department of Energy deposited about 
78 million barrels of oil in the petro-
leum reserve. During this same period, 
the United States private sector inven-
tories declined by about 61 million bar-
rels. So the 78 million barrels of oil 
that were deposited into the petroleum 
reserve are shown by this red line in 

the last approximately year and a half, 
the decline in the private inventories is 
shown by this white line over the same 
period. So you can see from the chart 
that the amount deposited in the re-
serve is almost the same—slightly 
more—as the decline in private inven-
tories. That means, despite filling the 
reserve for almost 2 years, the total oil 
in inventory, private and public re-
serve, in the United States during this 
period increased by only 17 million bar-
rels—under 2 percent. 

Several studies have demonstrated 
that the decrease in U.S. private inven-
tories since April 2002 is directly re-
lated to filling of the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. While there are other 
factors as well, such as OPEC produc-
tion limits and increased global de-
mand for crude oil, especially in China, 
the filling of the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve has been a major contributor 
to the decrease in private sector inven-
tories. 

Goldman Sachs, one of the largest 
and most successful crude oil traders in 
the world, reported the following on 
January 16th of this year:

Large speculative positions, builds in Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserves, and low inventory 
coverage have contributed to current price 
levels.

Goldman Sachs also stated:
Past government storage builds [build-ups] 

will provide persistent support to the market

and that
current plans for the injection of 130,000 [bar-
rels/day] of royalty-in-kind barrels into the 
petroleum U.S. Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
(SPR) between now and the end of September 
. . . will likely provide even further support.

Here, the word ‘‘support’’ means 
keeping prices high. 

In early 2002, the Department of En-
ergy’s own staff warned that filling the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve in a tight 
market would reduce private sector in-
ventories and raise prices and tried to 
persuade the administration to post-
pone putting oil into the reserve so oil 
supplies would be more plentiful. 

In the spring of 2002, as prices were 
rising and inventories falling, the De-
partment of Energy’s own petroleum 
reserve staff warned the following:

Commercial inventories are low, retail 
prices are high, and economic growth is slow. 
The Government should avoid acquiring oil 
for the Reserve under these circumstances.

The administration chose to ignore 
those warnings. The reserve deliveries 
proceeded. As the DOE staff predicted, 
oil supplies tightened and prices 
climbed. 

Last week, the Secretary of Energy 
repeated the administration’s position 
that it would not suspend shipments of 
oil into the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve, despite the high prices and low 
private inventories of oil. The Sec-
retary rejected criticism of the Energy 
Department’s position by claiming 
that the amount of oil placed in the re-
serve is too small to make any dif-
ference in the price of oil. 

But in 2002, the Department of Ener-
gy’s own staff refuted that very claim. 

The DOE Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
staff explained how taking these bar-
rels off the market for an extended pe-
riod of time would result in a large de-
crease to the overall supply of oil on 
the market. This is the DOE staff 
warning, which was ignored by the 
DOE and the administration:

If we look at the Strategic Petroleum Re-
serve in the perspective of daily supply and 
demand, the SPR fill rates are inconsequen-
tial. The fill rate is 100,000 to 170,000 barrels 
per day compared to world production and 
consumption of 75 million barrels per day. 
However, when OPEC countries are deter-
mined to maintain discipline in their export 
quotas, the cumulative impact of filling the 
SPR becomes more significant when com-
pared to U.S. and Atlantic basin inventories. 
Essentially, if the SPR inventory grows, and 
OPEC does not accommodate that growth by 
exporting more oil, the increase comes at the 
expense of commercial inventories. Most an-
alysts agree that oil prices are directly cor-
related with inventories, and a drop of 20 
million barrels over a 6-month period can 
substantially increase prices.

In fact, commercial inventories did 
fall, on average, by 20 million barrels 
in each of the 3 successive 6-month pe-
riods. So what the DOE expert staff 
said is exactly what has come to pass. 

‘‘Most analysts agree,’’ they said, 
‘‘that oil prices are directly correlated 
with inventories, and a drop of 20 mil-
lion barrels over a 6-month period can 
substantially increase prices.’’ 

The Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
holds by far the largest strategic oil re-
serves in the world. In contrast, U.S. 
private sector oil inventories have fall-
en well below normal levels. Private 
sector inventories of gasoline are also 
well below average. 

In an article explaining why oil 
prices are so high, this week’s edition 
of The Economist reports the fol-
lowing:

Another fact . . . propping up oil prices 
may be what [a] trader calls ‘‘supply-disrup-
tion risk.’’

And then The Economist goes on as 
follows:

These worries have, in part, been fueled by 
a most unexpected source: the American 
Government. Despite the high prices, Amer-
ican officials continue to buy oil on the open 
market to fill their country’s Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. When prices are high, why 
buy, you might ask, and thereby keep them 
up? The Senate has asked that question as 
well. It passed a non-binding resolution this 
month calling on the Bush administration to 
stop SPR purchases; but Spencer Abraham, 
the Energy Secretary, has refused.

Mr. President, I hope the Energy Sec-
retary and this administration will re-
consider that refusal because the day 
after the Senate adopted our amend-
ment I cosponsored with Senator COL-
LINS to cancel the planned shipments of 
53 million barrels to the SPR, oil prices 
in New York and London fell by $1 per 
barrel on the news that this oil might 
not be placed in the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve. But after the Depart-
ment of Energy and key Members of 
Congress announced opposition to our 
amendment, even though it was adopt-
ed in the Senate, oil prices went right 
back up. 
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This real-world price change shows 

that the cancellation of the currently 
planned shipments to the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve would provide some 
immediate relief from high oil and gas-
oline prices and also provide long-term 
relief, as the additional oil supplies 
would enable inventories to be built 
back up to normal levels.

In his testimony before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee last week, 
the Secretary of Energy cited ‘‘na-
tional security’’ as the rationale for 
continuing to fill the SPR despite high 
oil prices and low supplies. This ration-
ale is unpersuasive for two reasons. 

First, the 50 million barrels of oil 
that the administration plans to put 
into the SPR over the next year could 
be more productively used to replenish 
private sector inventories. Putting this 
oil into the SPR will raise our govern-
mental inventories from 650 to 700 mil-
lion barrels, an increase of about 8 per-
cent; whereas keeping it on the market 
could boost our private inventories 
from 290 million barrels to 340 million 
barrels, an increase of about 17 percent. 
We, therefore, can get more bang for 
our buck—or, in this instance, bang for 
our barrel—by keeping this oil on the 
market. 

Typically, a variety of interruptions 
in oil supplies can occur in the com-
mercial marketplace. These disrup-
tions may be caused by bad weather, 
political unrest, or mechanical failure 
in the actual production of oil. Al-
though any particular disruption may 
not be foreseeable, based on past his-
tory it can be predicted, in general, 
that some such disruption will occur 
sooner or later. Because our private in-
ventories are so low, those inventories 
will not be available to cover any such 
disruptions. 

Since the SPR was established over a 
quarter century ago, we have never 
needed to release more than 30 million 
barrels from the SPR at any one time. 
At the outbreak of the first gulf war, in 
early 1991, we released 30 million bar-
rels. In the fall of 2000, the last time we 
released oil from the SPR, we released 
around 30 million barrels. Even after 
we lost all oil production in Iraq last 
year, this administration did not re-
lease any oil from the SPR. It, there-
fore, appears, for the time being, that 
holding the SPR at the current level of 
650 million barrels, which is 93 percent 
of capacity, would be sufficient secu-
rity to cover events that are reason-
ably foreseeable. 

Because current inventory levels in 
the private sector may be inadequate 
to cover minor supply disruptions, in 
the event of such a disruption the price 
of oil would likely spike to well over 
$40 per barrel, gasoline prices would 
jump to well over $2 per gallon, and we 
might even have to tap into the SPR. 
The way to avoid this painful scenario 
is to raise private sector inventories by 
keeping millions of barrels of oil on the 
market rather than putting them into 
the SPR. It does not make sense to in-
crease our ability to respond to the 

most unlikely events at the expense of 
our ability to respond to the more cer-
tain ones. 

Adding more oil to the SPR will in-
crease our energy security only slight-
ly while decreasing our economic secu-
rity significantly. We cannot measure 
our national security solely by the 
number of barrels of oil in the SPR. 
Our economic well-being is also critical 
to our national security. In deciding 
whether or not to put oil into the SPR, 
the administration should adopt a 
broader view of what is important to 
our national security. 

Affordable gasoline for American 
consumers is important to our eco-
nomic and national security. Afford-
able jet fuel and the health of our air-
line industry is important to our eco-
nomic and national security. Afford-
able diesel fuel and the health of our 
manufacturing, trucking, chemical, 
and agricultural industries is impor-
tant to our economic and national se-
curity. When oil, gasoline, jet fuel, and 
diesel fuel prices are at or near record 
high levels, we should consider the im-
portance of increasing the supply of oil 
to these industries as well as to the 
SPR program.

This real-world price change shows 
that cancellation of the currently 
planned shipments to the SPR would 
provide immediate relief in the oil and 
gasoline markets, and also provide 
long-term relief as the additional oil 
supplies would enable inventories to be 
built back to normal levels. 

It is bad enough that the Department 
of Energy has refused to suspend SPR 
deposits. To make matters worse, the 
Department of the Interior has now an-
nounced that it too will take even 
more barrels off the market starting 
April 1. 

Currently, the administration plans 
to remove 5.6 million barrels from the 
market and put them in the SPR dur-
ing the month of April—about 190,000 
barrels per day. The latest announce-
ment means that, beginning April 1, 
the administration will be taking even 
more barrels—for a total between 
200,000 and 300,000 barrels per day—of 
oil off the market. 

How much oil is 200,000–300,000 barrels 
per day? A lot. It is as much oil as we 
import from many countries, or as 
much as we get domestically from 
major oil-producing states. In Decem-
ber 2003, for example, we imported 
211,000 barrels per day from Kuwait. In 
the same month, the State of Lou-
isiana produced 244,000 barrels daily. 
Oklahoma produced about 180,000 bar-
rels a day. 

Moreover, by taking more oil off the 
market for the SPR when prices are 
high, the administration is needlessly 
increasing the cost of the SPR program 
for the taxpayers. In effect, the tax-
payers will be paying over $35 per bar-
rel for this oil for the SPR. By can-
celing these expensive deliveries, we 
could use the money obtained from the 
sale of this oil for our urgent homeland 
security needs. Indeed, this is just 

what the Levin-Collins amendment 
would do. 

The administration sometimes 
claims that if we suspend SPR deliv-
eries to increase supplies, OPEC might 
reduce production to counter our ef-
forts. This is not a very good reason for 
not doing anything to improve our sit-
uation. To begin with, we shouldn’t 
avoid doing something that makes 
sense for our national interests because 
we’re afraid that OPEC might respond 
by taking action adverse to those in-
terests. We must determine our own se-
curity, and not act in fear of OPEC. If 
they act negatively to us, we should 
have a response ready. Second, OPEC 
has not threatened to take any such 
action. The administration shouldn’t 
project actions that OPEC hasn’t even 
hinted at. 

In fact, an article from last Friday’s 
Oil Daily indicates that the effect of 
the Senate Budget Resolution amend-
ment to postpone SPR deliveries is 
having a positive effect on OPEC—that 
in the wake of the passage of our 
amendment some OPEC members ‘‘are 
doubly keen to reassure major con-
sumers that they are happy to meet 
any shortfall [in supply].’’ 

Finally, the same argument could be 
made against any proposal to increase 
our domestic oil supplies. If we accept-
ed this argument, there would be no 
point in us trying to increase supplies 
in any manner whatsoever. It is always 
possible that OPEC will counter our 
measures to increase our energy sup-
plies, but we cannot be paralyzed into 
inaction by fear of what OPEC might 
do. 

I support filling the SPR, but not at 
any price. It is time for the administra-
tion to consider the effect of filling the 
SPR on our economic security. It is 
time for the administration to protect 
American consumers and businesses 
rather than just the SPR program. It is 
time to count jobs and growth, not 
only barrels of oil. It’s time to stop fill-
ing the SPR. 

I ask unanimous consent that the De-
partment of the Interior press release 
regarding the reservation of oil for the 
SPR program, a recent article from 
The Economist on high oil prices, an 
article from last Friday’s Oil Daily, 
and a bipartisan letter to the President 
from 53 House members urging the sus-
pension of shipments to the SPR be 
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Department of the Interior, Min-

erals Management Service, Office of Public 
Affairs, Mar. 24, 2004] 

STRATEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE EXCHANGE 
CONTRACTS AWARDED; MMS, WYOMING 
TEAM UP ON RIK SALE 
Three major oil companies have been 

awarded contracts by the Minerals Manage-
ment Service (MMS) for the exchange of an 
estimated 100,405 barrels per day of Gulf of 
Mexico Royalty-in-kind (RIK) crude oil to 
support the national Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve Fill Initiative unveiled by President 
George W. Bush in November 2001. 
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With these contracts, MMS will take its oil 

royalties in-kind (in the form of product), 
rather than in value (cash), from offshore 
federal lease operators and deliver it to on-
shore oil market centers where the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) will take custody of 
the oil. The DOE, in turn, will exchange the 
RIK oil for oil of suitable quality that can be 
delivered to Strategic Petroleum Reserve 
storage sites located in Texas and Louisiana. 

The RIK program provides a deliberate and 
cost-effective means to continue filling the 
nation’s Strategic Petroleum Reserve in sup-
port of national objectives for energy secu-
rity and to mitigate potential supply disrup-
tions. 

Contracts in the latest sale were awarded 
to ChevronTexaco, Shell Trading and 
ExxonMobil. Delivery on the six-month con-
tracts is scheduled to begin April 1, 2004. The 
oil will be delivered from more than 100 facil-
ity metering points in the gulf of Mexico. 

The MMS RIK Program Office will also 
ship an additional 12,135 barrels per day of 
royalty crude oil directly to DOE at onshore 
market centers, with one producer trans-
porting an additional 2,700 barrels per day di-
rectly to the DOE. That translates to a total 
of approximately 115,000 barrels per day of 
wellhead oil being committed to the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve Fill Initiative. To 
date, approximately 646 million barrels of oil 
have been added toward the approximate 700 
million barrel capacity of the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve. 

JOINT WYOMING SALE 
The Minerals Management Service also an-

nounced that it has again teamed with the 
State of Wyoming for the sale of royalty 
crude oil produced in Wyoming. The Feb-
ruary sale was the 12th in a series of joint 
sales dating back to 1998 when the State of 
Wyoming and the MMS first entered into the 
Wyoming Oil Pilot Program. 

Three firms were awarded contracts for ap-
proximately 1,300 barrels per day of both 
Federal and State sweet and general sour 
production. Winning bidders were Teppco, 
Nexen and Tesoro Refining. Delivery is 
scheduled to begin April 1, 2004, and continue 
through Sept. 30, 2004. 

The Minerals Management Service is the 
federal bureau in the U.S. Department of the 
Interior that manages the nation’s oil, nat-
ural gas and other mineral resources on the 
Outer Continental Shelf in federal offshore 
waters. The bureau also collects, accounts 
for, and disburses mineral revenues from 
Federal and American Indian lands. MMS 
disbursed more than $8 billion in 2003 and 
more than $135 billion since it was created in 
1982. Nearly $1 billion from those revenues go 
into the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
annually for the acquisition and develop-
ment of state and federal park and recre-
ation lands. 

[From the Economist, Mar. 27, 2004] 
A BURNING QUESTION; OIL 

Why are oil prices so high? 
Many people have been wondering why oil 

has become so costly. Its spot price has been 
close to $40 a barrel; one year forward, it 
fetches well over $30; and this week petrol 
prices hit record highs in the United States. 
Weekly, analysts have been tweaking their 
forecasts upwards. 

The answer may come as a surprise. The 
usual culprit is the Organisation of Petro-
leum Exporting Countries, the cartel that 
tries to manipulate prices by adjusting 
agreed output quotas. In February OPEC 
shocked the markets by announcing that its 
members were to slash their ‘‘cheating’’ on 
official quotas by 1.5m barrels per day (bpd); 
the quotas themselves were to be trimmed 
by another 1m bpd at the beginning of April. 

However, industry experts say that OPEC 
countries have hardly cut output at all in re-
cent weeks. So freely are they still cheating 
that only Saudi Arabia, the kingpin of the 
cartel, has much spare capacity left. What is 
more, OPEC ministers might not cut their 
quotas after all. Some are wavering, and the 
oil might keep gushing. The ministers are 
due to meet in Vienna on March 31st. 

If OPEC is not turning off the spigot, what 
explains the run-up in prices? One reason is 
surely demand: the strongly growing econo-
mies of America and China are guzzling more 
oil. If this goes on, OPEC’s capacity con-
straints might bite. However, Algeria’s oil 
minister, Chakib Khelil, thinks speculation 
is a more likely answer. He wants OPEC to 
cut output on April 1st for fear that the price 
might drop suddenly—by at least $7, he 
thinks. 

Such talk is common from OPEC min-
isters. Usually it is self-serving nonsense, in-
tended to deflect criticism of the cartel. This 
time there may be more to it. One reason to 
believe it comes from energy traders. The 
big trading firms typically deal with both 
‘‘commercial’’ transactions—hedging ploys 
by firms such as airlines—and ‘‘non-commer-
cial’’ ones by financial speculators such as 
hedge funds. Richard Schaeffer of ABN 
Amro, a Dutch bank with a big presence on 
the New York Mercantile Exchange 
(NYMEX), reports that the amount of specu-
lation in oil is ‘‘more than I‘ve seen in a very 
long time.’’

What is more, despite some sell-offs early 
this week, there have clearly been some big 
bets on high oil prices. Non-commercial net 
long positions in futures markets are at an 
unprecedented level (see chart). There is, 
says one trader, a lot of ‘‘paper froth’’ sup-
porting oil prices. In its latest oil report, the 
International Energy Agency said that ‘‘the 
funds are having a field day’’. 

But why exactly have speculators piled 
into the oil market now? One reason may be 
uncertainty or disappointment with returns 
on financial assets. John Shapiro of Morgan 
Stanley believes that hedge funds, endow-
ments and other investors have been drawn 
to the oil market by the lack of alternatives. 
He points to low interest rates and, until re-
cently, the relatively poor performance of 
the stockmarket. 

Another factor attracting punters and 
propping up oil prices may be what Eric 
Bolling, an independent trader on the 
NYMEX, calls ‘‘supply-disruption risk.’’ Po-
litical troubles in Venezuela, Nigeria and 
Iraq have long worried those who fear an 
interruption of exports. A bigger and newer 
aspect of this risk, however, is the fear of 
terrorism that might be targeted at oil 
infrastucture. 

These worries have, in part, been fuelled by 
a most unexpected source: the American gov-
ernment. Despite the high prices, American 
officials continue to buy oil on the open mar-
ket to fill their country’s strategic petro-
leum reserves (SPRs). Why buy, you might 
ask, when prices are high, and thereby keep 
them up? The Senate has asked that ques-
tion as well. It passed a non-binding resolu-
tion this month calling on the Bush adminis-
tration to stop SPR purchases; but Spencer 
Abraham, the energy secretary, has refused. 

The administration’s persistence, coupled 
with increased strategic purchases by other 
governments, has fuelled suspicions that of-
ficials might have some intelligence about 
terrorist threats to oil infrastructure. The 
upshot is that concerns about disruptions to 
supply, by OPEC or by terrorists, now add up 
to what Mr. Schaeffer calls an ‘‘unprece-
dented premium’’ on the price of oil. He ob-
serves that in the past, prices have spiked on 
worries that supply might be interrupted, 
but have then fallen back quickly. This time 
the premium seems to be lingering. 

Some experts worry that the longer prices 
stay high because of this speculative frenzy, 
the harder they will fall. Perhaps all that 
can be said is that reading the oil market is 
as difficult today as it has been for a long 
time: strong demand, political unrest and 
OPEC discipline could drive the price higher, 
and encourage still more speculative buying; 
a slowdown in America or indiscipline in the 
cartel could remove a lot of froth in a hurry. 
Even if the price does drop, however, it need 
not collapse, because thanks to OPEC the oil 
market is like no other. 

If speculators head for the door, Saudi Ara-
bia, which has been called the central bank 
of the oil world, has one card to play that 
even the Fed does not. Ali Naimi, the Saudi 
oil minister, can announce that he will slash 
his country’s output at once. Speculators 
will surely take notice, for he has a proven 
record of propping up prices. That is the sort 
of influence over markets that even Alan 
Greenspan must envy. 

[From the Oil Daily, Mar. 26, 2004] 
PRICE SLIDE MAY HELP OPEC REACH 

CONSENSUS 
(By Karen Matusic, Manimoli Dinesh, and 

Paul Merolli) 
WASHINGTON.—The first signs that oil mar-

ket bears may be emerging from a long hi-
bernation might be a blessing in disguise for 
Opec ministers meeting Wednesday in Vi-
enna. 

After fretting for weeks about their inabil-
ity to do anything to stem a runaway oil 
market and disagreeing publicly about 
whether to implement a lower production 
ceiling on Apr. 1, Opec ministers may find it 
a bit easier to reach consensus, ironically be-
cause of a sharp decline in prices. Prompt fu-
tures on the New York Mercantile Exchange 
(Nymex) fell from a high of $38.50 per barrel 
on Mar. 19 to a low of $34.75/bbl on Mar. 26 in 
reaction to the fifth crude stock build in the 
US during the past six weeks. 

The confusion is evident in public state-
ments from Opec ministers—not to mention 
oil analysts, who have repeatedly raised 
their price forecasts. Some ministers insist 
that Opec will cut the production ceiling to 
23.5 million barrels per day on Apr. 1 as 
planned, even though insiders admit the 
group has yet to make good on earlier prom-
ises to mop up excess supply; others say they 
may consider a delay. 

‘‘The price fall will strengthen the hand of 
those [Opec] members who want to see a [23.5 
million b/d] ceiling come into play,’’ an Opec 
delegate tells Oil Daily. ‘‘Before that, there 
was some pressure from consumers for us to 
do something, but we really have been doing 
all we could. Those prices were really too 
high. Now it seems as they are falling and 
will soon be at reasonable levels.’’

Together, the 11 Opec members are now 
producing about 28 million b/d. That would 
leave the 10 quota-bound members, who ex-
clude Iraq, having to remove more than 2 
million b/d from markets in the next few 
days to comply with the new ceiling. Come 
Mar. 31, one possibility might be to an-
nounce that the 23.5 million b/d ceiling is 
coming into effect while knowing that no 
member is likely to adhere to the new limits. 
Already there are signs that Saudi Arabia is 
increasing supplies to the US based on high-
er than usual tanker fixtures for April and 
early May. 

‘‘Confusion means they will do nothing,’’ 
says PFC Energy analyst Roger Diwan. 
‘‘Prices are coming down, and it makes it 
easier for them to reinforce quota discipline. 
Now it is a matter of how long it takes them 
to trim down.’’

Oil traders are hedging their bets ahead of 
the Vienna talks, mainly because they have 
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been caught off-guard twice since Sep-
tember, by surprise announcements that 
Opec was cutting its production ceiling just 
minutes after ministers entered their meet-
ing room insisting that a rollover was a done 
deal. 

Though some observers question Opec’s 
credibility after failing to implement prom-
ised production cuts, the Saudi-led initiative 
to convince big market speculators that 
Opec would do all it could to maximize oil 
prices was successful in that it seems to have 
thwarted an expected second quarter price 
plunge. While prices may continue to fall, 
they will do so from a much higher base. 

‘‘Stocks are tight, and it will take time to 
build,’’ PFC’s Diwan says. ‘‘It looks like 
OPEC will bridge the second quarter. I do 
not think they mind looking as if they lack 
credibility at $35 [per barrel].’’

The political heat on OPEC to open the 
taps has been rising, especially in the U.S. 
where motorists are paying record-high 
prices for gasoline, well ahead of peak sum-
mer driving season. Slammed by Democrats 
for record high prices and ‘‘failed’’ energy 
policies, the Bush administration is prodding 
OPEC to increase production. 

President Bush, who in the 2000 election 
campaign mocked the Clinton administra-
tion for what Republicans called ‘‘tin-cup di-
plomacy’’ in its dealings with oil producers, 
now seems happy to admit he is prodding 
OPEC to increase production. Bush’s Chief of 
Staff Andrew Card said in a television inter-
view on Thursday that the administration 
wants OPEC to open the taps while Energy 
Secretary Spencer Abraham confesses he is 
in regular contact with OPEC, something he 
had downplayed in the past. 

‘‘There’s been on going discussions with 
OPEC, but we prefer to keep them private,’’ 
said a Department of Energy spokeswoman, 
declining to offer further details, 

OPEC insiders retort privately that the 
sizzling prices are not being caused by short-
ages of OPEC oil—but by tight U.S. gasoline 
supplies, geopolitical concerns and big over-
bought positions built up by speculators. 
Nonetheless, more moderate OPEC members 
are doubly keen to reassure major consumers 
that they are happy to meet any shortfall 
after the Senate voted to divert some 53 mil-
lion bbl of crude, originally destined for the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR), to the 
spot market. 

That set alarm bells ringing among some 
OPEC members, aware that the release of 
emergency reserves is the only real leverage 
that consumers have over producers. Bill 
Greehey, the outspoken chairman and chief 
executive of U.S. refiner Valero, said the 
U.S. government should use the SPR to 
counterbalance OPEC, releasing or buying 
crude to offset OPEC’s moves. 

‘‘There is no need to release the SPR be-
cause there is no shortage of crude—and we 
will make sure of that,’’ an OPEC official 
tells Oil Daily. 

The measure requires support from the 
House of Representatives to become law, and 
the Bush administration has made it clear 
that America’s emergency stockpile should 
only be used in emergencies—not to cool off 
prices. It underlined that point last week 
when it awarded new contracts to fill the 
SPR. In a dig at Abraham, Democrats also 
released congressional records from 2000 re-
vealing that Abraham, then a senator, urged 
a release of SPR oil to moderate prices. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, March 22, 2004. 

Hon. GEORGE W. BUSH, 
The White House, Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to 

urge that you suspend shipments of oil to the 

Strategic Petroleum Reserve (SPR) and 
allow more oil to remain on the market and 
available to consumers when supplies are 
tight. We hear from our constituencies daily 
about the financial strain of increasing gaso-
line prices. 

We are urging you to call upon the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE) to review and revert 
back to its previous policy of filling the SPR 
when crude oil prices are relatively low and 
deferring oil deliveries when prices are rel-
atively high. Filling the SPR, without re-
gard to crude oil prices and the availability 
of supplies, drives oil prices higher and ulti-
mately hurts consumers. 

In addition, we are concerned about missed 
opportunities for saving taxpayers’ money. 
Filling the SPR regardless of oil prices in-
creases taxpayer costs. Prior to 2002, DOE 
granted oil company requests to defer sched-
uled oil deliveries to the SPR when oil prices 
were high, in return for deposits of extra oil 
at a later date. These deferrals save tax-
payers money and add extra barrels of oil to 
the SPR. 

We urge the DOE to study the development 
of procedures to assure that the SPR is filled 
consistent with the objective of minimizing 
acquisition costs—or revenue foregone when 
the oil is acquired under the royalty-in-kind 
(RIK) program—and consistent with maxi-
mizing domestic supply. We urge the Admin-
istration to reevaluate the practice of diver-
sion of RIK and other oil to the SPR so that 
it will be opportunely timed so as to not ex-
acerbate crude oil price increases. 

We recommend you restore market-based 
criteria for granting deferrals by urging the 
DOE to restore its SPR business procedures 
allowing deferrals of oil deliveries to the 
SPR when crude oil prices are high or com-
mercial crude oil supplies are tight. 

Again, we urge you to take these rec-
ommendations under consideration and to 
suspend shipments to the SPR until crude oil 
supplies increase and prices decrease. 

Sincerely, 
Robert W. Goodlatte; Walter B. Jones; 

Gil Gutknecht; Jo Ann Emerson; Jack 
Kingston; John Shadegg; Spencer 
Bachus; Mike Rogers; David R. Obey; 
James P. Moran. 

Barbara Cubin; Phil English; C.A. 
‘‘Dutch’’ Ruppersberger; Nancy L. 
Johnson; Bart Gordon; Eliot L. Engel; 
Kenneth R. ‘‘Ken’’ Lucas; Tom W. 
Osborne; James C. Greenwood; Eric I. 
Cantor. 

Sue Wilkins Myrick; Dave Camp; John T. 
Doolittle; James P. McGovern; Lee 
Terry; John J. Duncan, Jr.; Mike Rog-
ers; Don Sherwood; Bill Shuster; John 
Boozman. 

Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ McKeon; Steve King; 
Frederick ‘‘Rick’’ Boucher; Steve 
Chabot; Mike McIntyre; Roscoe G. 
Bartlett; Dennis ‘‘Denny’’ Rehberg; Jo 
Ann S. Davis; Virgil H. Goode, Jr.; 
Ellen O. Tauscher. 

Fred Upton; Howard Coble; Timothy V. 
Johnson; J. Randy Forbes; Collin C. Pe-
terson; Joe Wilson; Mark A. Foley; 
Ander Crenshaw; Roy Blunt; Cass 
Ballenger; Gerald C. ‘‘Jerry’’ Weller.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ate has spoken. The administration 
should listen to common sense and to 
what the market says, that when sup-
ply in the private sector goes down, 
prices go up, and the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve fills have made a major 
contribution to high oil and gasoline 
prices in this country. It adds little to 
our energy or economic security for 
the administration to pursue the 
course it is on. I hope it will reconsider 
the SPR deposits. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I cer-

tainly agree with my colleague, the 
Senator from Michigan, about the need 
to deal with our present situation 
which affects my State, as well as ev-
eryone else. 

I also want to point out to my col-
leagues that the ultimate solution to 
our oil dependency needs is not going 
to come from more oil, more tax 
breaks for oil, more searching for oil, 
or extracting oil from environmentally 
sensitive areas. It is going to be in de-
veloping viable alternatives to oil, one 
of which is right in front of us, avail-
able to us now, and is barely being 
tapped by this Nation. And that is eth-
anol. 

I have a Ford Explorer I drive all 
over Minnesota on a fuel called E–85—
85-percent ethanol, 15-percent regular 
gasoline. The engine is produced by the 
manufacturer with a very slight modi-
fication. Last summer in southern Min-
nesota, E–85 fuel was 22 cents a gallon 
less than regular unleaded. I have not 
checked in the last couple of weeks, 
but given the price of gasoline, I sus-
pect it is even less expensive now. 

Just imagine if we were to take half 
or more of the $115 billion that we 
spend every year to import foreign 
oil—over half of all the oil we con-
sume—and instead of spending it over-
seas, we were to put it in the pockets 
of American farmers, who then would 
spend their dollars in their local com-
munities. Those dollars would mul-
tiply, and we would fuel an economic 
resurgence of rural America far greater 
than any Government program could 
possibly devise. It is a cleaner burning 
fuel, so we would improve the quality 
of our environment. We would reduce 
our dependency on foreign oil. We 
would raise the price of commodities 
such as corn and soybeans for soy die-
sel and some of the other agricultural 
products, so farmers could make a prof-
it in the marketplace at those higher 
prices rather than have to be sub-
sidized by the American taxpayer. It is 
basically a policy grand slam, and yet 
in this country right now less than 2 
percent of the gasoline supply con-
sumed is ethanol. 

In Minnesota, my State, 7 or 8 years 
ago the legislature passed, with much 
controversy, a mandate that required 
that every gallon of gasoline sold in 
our State contain 10-percent ethanol. 
Prices have been slightly lower than 
those States nearby which do not have 
that requirement. The fuel supplies 
have been consistent. 

As I said earlier, that only touches 
the surface of what is possible for eth-
anol as a substitute fuel for gasoline. 
Yet, Minnesota, despite all those gains 
and no difficulties, is still the only 
State in the Nation that has a 10-per-
cent ethanol mandate. 

We can fill up reserves, and we can 
try to bring in more. We can jawbone 
the Saudis, and we will keep paying 
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through the nose regardless until—and 
only until—we shift our use of fuels 
from what we are depending on now to 
what we can use or must use for the fu-
ture. 

Here for the first time in my public 
career—and I was commissioner of en-
ergy and economic development for 
Minnesota 20 years ago and served in 
the Governor’s office in Minnesota al-
most a decade before then and worked 
on energy policy. In the span of those 
30 years, this is the first time I have 
seen a real opportunity that every 
American can in their vehicle be con-
suming a fraction of the gasoline they 
are using now, and we do not have any 
interest in pursuing it. 

Senator DASCHLE and Senator GRASS-
LEY, through their efforts, have put 
and kept some energy measures in the 
Energy bill which is now stymied. Sen-
ator GRASSLEY has done a terrific serv-
ice to the ethanol-production States 
wherein the current transportation bill 
passed by the Senate takes away that 
penalty for using ethanol that is in the 
formula for the highway trust fund. 

Even with those measures, we are 
looking at barely doubling the increase 
of ethanol in consumption nationwide, 
so it would be less than 4 percent in a 
decade. Again, Minnesota has been at 
10 percent for the last 8 years. 

When those prices keep going up and 
staying up, I want my colleagues to 
keep in mind we have an alternative. 
We have an opportunity to make a sig-
nificant and immediate transition. It 
will take a few years, but it is right 
there. But we have to get beyond where 
we are today.

f 

JOBS ACT 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I also 
wish to comment on what happened 
last week to the so-called JOBS Act 
which disappeared from the Senate 
floor. One minute last week we were 
voting on the JOBS bill, and the next 
minute it was gone—outsourced, I 
guess. It was replaced by other legisla-
tion which we acted upon last week. 
Today we are on to yet another meas-
ure before the Senate. 

We have not been told when this 
JOBS Act might reappear or even if it 
is coming back at all, which means, I 
guess, the JOBS Act has suffered the 
same fate as some 2.25 million jobs dur-
ing President Bush’s term because 
they, too, have disappeared. No one 
knows when or even if they are coming 
back. 

It is clear now that the President’s 
previous proposals enacted by Con-
gress—tax cuts for the rich and the 
super rich and for large, multilarge 
corporations—have not stopped the 
loss of American jobs, and they have 
not brought them back. One out of 
every six manufacturing jobs in the 
United States has disappeared in the 
last 3 years, and the number of manu-
facturing jobs in this country is now 
the lowest it has been in 53 years. Over 
8 million Americans are unemployed. 

The average length of unemployment is 
the longest it has been in 20 years in 
this country. 

So the administration must have a 
plan, a policy, to stimulate job cre-
ation in this urgent situation; right? 
Wrong. The Secretary of the Treasury 
Snow testified before Congress just 2 
weeks ago that the lack of job recovery 
is ‘‘a mystery’’ to him. The President 
has stated that his No. 1 priority is to 
make his tax changes permanent when 
they expire in the year 2011. 

In the debate over the budget resolu-
tion on the Senate floor 2 weeks ago, 
our colleagues across the aisle said 
their No. 1 priority was to accelerate 
the date for eliminating the estate tax 
from 2010 to 2009. So the No. 1 economic 
problem facing the Nation today is the 
loss of jobs and the lack of their recov-
ery, and Republican priorities are more 
tax treats for the rich and the super 
rich in the years 2009 and 2010. I guess 
the rich and the super rich do not real-
ly need more money anyway, so they 
can afford to wait 5 years or more to 
get it. But the 8 million Americans out 
of work cannot wait that long.

So there is this cloud of complete un-
reality surrounding Republican eco-
nomic policies these days. It is as 
though all the country is on reality TV 
and they are still on Fantasy Island. 
Meanwhile, our Democratic caucus is 
being blocked from even voting on 
measures that would provide help and 
jobs to Americans who need them right 
now. 

No. 1, we need to extend unemploy-
ment benefits because 786,000 Ameri-
cans exhausted their unemployment 
benefits during January and February 
alone. In just those 2 months, over 
three-quarters of a million Americans 
exhausted their unemployment bene-
fits, meaning they and their families 
have no source of income right now. 

In the name of humanity, how can we 
do nothing to relieve that kind of 
human pain and suffering? 

Secondly, the House of Representa-
tives must pass the transportation 
funding bill, and the President must ei-
ther sign it or veto it so that we can 
override that veto now. The Senate bill 
we passed almost a month ago would 
mean significantly more construction 
projects, and therefore thousands more 
jobs all over America, starting now, in 
this construction season, which does 
not last very long in northern States 
such as Minnesota, are just about to 
get underway. 

The President and the House have 
been tossing that bill back and forth 
like it is a Sunday Frisbee game. Here 
is an immediate job-creating oppor-
tunity, and they are dawdling and 
dickering because I guess it is not their 
jobs, at least not yet. 

The third measure we must under-
take is to protect the jobs and incomes 
of those who are now working, espe-
cially the 8 million workers the Sec-
retary of Labor has decided all by her-
self no longer have to be paid overtime. 
That number includes police officers, 

nurses, firefighters, and laborers. What 
do we tell them and their families? 
Sorry, you did not contribute enough 
to the necessary reelection commit-
tees, but the people who employ you 
do? 

The Congress has already cut their 
personal taxes, their dividends tax, 
their capital gains tax, and now they 
are going to be eliminating their estate 
tax even earlier than before. 

They are a greedy bunch and they 
want more. This is an election year and 
campaigns are expensive so, sorry, now 
in America you will not even be able to 
earn extra money by working harder. 
You cannot get ahead because those 
special friends want to get farther 
ahead without having to work at all. 

Fourth, we need to bring back the 
JOBS Act, which reportedly was pulled 
from the Senate floor last week be-
cause it would have involved a vote of 
the Senate on this very protection of 
overtime measure. The truth is, as that 
evidences, the sponsors of the so-called 
JOBS Act do not want votes on that 
and other amendments because, in fact, 
the secret is that bill is not about jobs 
at all. 

Only in Washington would something 
named the JOBS Act have nothing to 
do with creating jobs, and I mean abso-
lutely nothing. The people who wrote 
that bill only want the American peo-
ple to think this is a JOBS Act. They 
want the 8 million Americans who do 
not have jobs right now to think this is 
a JOBS Act so they will think: Oh, 
what a Congress. Our country needs 
jobs, so Congress passes a JOBS Act. 

Well, as Abraham Lincoln said, you 
can fool all of the people some of the 
time, and what better time to try than
right around election time. 

The truth is, this bill is a tax cut for 
already profitable businesses, and the 
largest tax reductions take place, once 
again, in those years 2009 to 2012. So, 
obviously, it has nothing to do with 
providing jobs now. 

That is the bill’s best part. Other 
parts increase the tax avoidance 
schemes for foreign business oper-
ations. There are $36 billion in tax 
breaks for profits made producing 
goods and providing services in other 
countries, employing foreigners not 
Americans. Now that sure makes sense. 
We are losing American jobs in record 
numbers to foreign operations so the 
Senate is going to give more tax advan-
tages to those foreign operations so 
they can take away more American 
jobs? Is the JOBS Act intended to add 
American jobs or eliminate them? 

I hope my colleagues will take a look 
at some of the foreign business favors 
in this bill before we vote on them. It 
increases the kind of commodities 
hedging that is exempt from U.S. tax-
ation. It eliminates rules that are 
meant to restrict the deferral of for-
eign income by foreign investment 
companies and foreign personal holding 
companies from U.S. taxation. It elimi-
nates withholding taxes on dividends 
paid by certain foreign corporations. 
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There are many more of those foreign 
favors in the bill. As I said, $36 billion 
worth of tax avoidance or tax elimi-
nation schemes which benefit wealthy 
Americans who invest in them, or 
American companies who own and op-
erate them, which reward foreign busi-
ness production and sales, not Amer-
ican production; increase jobs outside 
of our country and decrease jobs or job 
opportunities for American workers. 

The JOBS Act, as it is presently 
written, is a fraud. It is not an Amer-
ican JOBS Act. It is not even an Amer-
ican business act. It is a special-favors-
for-special-friends act. 

In the 3 years I have been in the Sen-
ate, Congress has tried fooling the 
American people with some mighty 
foolish legislation, such as No Child 
Left Behind, pretending to improve the 
quality of education for all school-
children. Additional testing was to be 
accompanied by additional Federal 
funding, especially for those students 
most in need. Well, Minnesotans will 
not be fooled anymore, not now that 
we have learned just this last few 
weeks that title I funds in Minnesota 
will be cut by as much as 40 percent in 
school districts that have an increased 
number of eligible students. 

The prescription drug bill that was 
passed last year pretended to offer 
comprehensive coverage and substan-
tial financial assistance to seniors and 
others on Medicare. That prescription 
drug bill will not fool the seniors, not 
in Minnesota for sure, and I do not 
think in America, when in a few more 
months the prescription drug discount 
cards come out and when the shame-
fully inadequate coverage finally be-
gins in January of 2006. But do not try 
to fool unemployed Americans that the 
JOBS Act is a jobs creation bill, and do 
not try to fool working Americans that 
it is a jobs protection bill. As President 
Lincoln said: You cannot fool all the 
people all the time. 

Congress is badly out of touch with 
the American people. So let’s return to 
reality. Let’s return to the reality that 
Americans need more jobs. Let’s pass a 
JOBS Act that really is a JOBS Act, 
where every provision is designed to re-
ward American companies for adding 
American jobs now—not in the year 
2009, not in 2012, but now. 

I strongly urge the majority leader 
to bring back the JOBS Act for Senate 
action now. I urge my colleagues to re-
move every section that does not add 
jobs in America right now and replace 
them with ones that do. We need jobs 
in America for Americans now. Let us 
stop trying to fool people and let us 
help put them back to work. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-

dent, I could not help but think, as my 
colleague from Minnesota was deliv-
ering a wonderful and inspiring set of 
remarks, that is it not interesting, I 
would say to the Senator from Min-
nesota, that the old labels of liberal 

and conservative do not mean anything 
anymore. The American people are 
catching on because what they want is 
performance. They do not want people 
just pegged into these neat little cat-
egories, these labels, because as the 
Senator has so eloquently stated, the 
old labels do not perform because it is 
not business as usual. Whether it be 
the White House or the Congress or the 
State legislatures or the Governors, 
those labels do not mean anything. In 
fact, those labels are being turned ab-
solutely upside down in this particular 
year, for we find ourselves voting on 
things that some critics would want to 
claim are liberal, but is it liberal to 
want to lower the annual deficit so the 
national debt does not increase by half 
a trillion dollars a year? To the con-
trary, that is conservative fiscal pol-
icy. 

As the Senator has said so elo-
quently, is it liberal or conservative to 
want to provide jobs for Americans? It 
is neither. It is good, common sense—
performance for our people. 

Is it liberal or conservative to want 
to stop the flight of jobs to other coun-
tries, that overworked word of 
‘‘outsourcing’’? I say to the Senator 
from Minnesota, there is going to be 
another twist on the question of 
outsourcing when they start 
outsourcing the jobs to the point at 
which they are handling personally 
identifiable medical and personally 
identifiable financial information of 
which our laws in this country protect 
its privacy, but in India or in China 
there are no laws that protect that pri-
vacy. When our people suddenly find 
that their very sensitive personal med-
ical records are suddenly made avail-
able on the worldwide Web because 
there is no protection of privacy be-
cause those jobs have been outsourced 
to India or to China, they are going to 
have another think coming, as we 
would say in the South. 

So the old labels don’t mean any-
thing anymore. Is it liberal to support 
the environment? I would say that is 
conservative. I would say when you be-
come a good steward of what the good 
Lord has endowed us with, which is 
this beautiful planet suspended in the 
middle of nothing with a thin little 
film enveloping the planet called an at-
mosphere, and when you despoil that 
air, when you despoil the water, and 
when you rape the land, it is conserv-
ative to want to protect that environ-
ment, but that is not the label, liberal 
or conservative. 

I am glad the Senator has given his 
speech about jobs. I am going to con-
tinue to give my speeches about what 
it is not to be liberal or conservative, 
not to be partisan, but to try to per-
form for the American people and per-
form for the States we are privileged to 
represent. 

Mr. DAYTON. If the Senator will 
yield, I thank him for his encouraging 
words. I also point out he is, I believe, 
the only Senator, maybe the only 
Member of Congress, who has been an 

astronaut. The Senator’s perspective 
on those resources and the need to con-
serve is certainly unsurpassed. I thank 
the Senator for his remarks. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The Senator 
is very kind. I must admit I became 
more of an environmentalist when I 
went into space because I got to see the 
entire ecosystem at once. I got to see 
how beautiful it is, yet how fragile it 
is. From that perspective, when I 
looked at the rim of the Earth and saw 
that thin little film which is the at-
mosphere, I came home from that 
space flight absolutely committed that 
I wanted to do my part to be a better 
steward of what the good Lord has 
given us. He has given us this beautiful 
planet in the middle of nothing. Space 
is nothing. Space is an airless vacuum 
that goes on and on for billions and bil-
lions of light-years, and there in the 
midst of it is our home, our planet. 

One of the reasons I want to go to 
Mars—of course I myself won’t have 
that opportunity. That ought to be 
over the course of the next 30 years. I 
would like to think that at my age, at 
that time, I would still be physically 
fit to go to Mars, but that is for the 
next generation. But one of the reasons 
I am so intrigued about going to Mars 
is what the two Rovers up there right 
now have been discovering in the last 
few days, that in fact there was water 
there. If there were water, then there 
was likely life. If there were life, how 
developed was it? And if it were devel-
oped, was it civilized? And if it were 
civilized, what happened? What can we 
learn from what happened there so that 
we can become better stewards of our 
planet? 

Is that liberal or conservative? It is 
neither. It is good common sense. In 
fact, it is. It is conservative, coming 
from the word ‘‘conserve,’’ the environ-
ment. Yet all these groups that come 
out here and rate you on how you vote 
and say because you are voting for 
clean water and clean air, that is some-
how a liberal vote? 

That is my point. The old labels 
don’t mean anything anymore. I think 
that is beginning to penetrate in the 
American public. What they want is 
performance by their elected officials, 
all the way from the White House to 
the courthouse. 

f 

IRAQ 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr. Presi-
dent, I came here to talk about the fu-
ture of Iraq. I am just going to make a 
few comments because we are in Iraq. 
We better be successful there. The sta-
bility of that country, politically and 
economically, is extremely important 
to the interests of the United States. If 
it is destabilized, or if we cut and run, 
a vacuum is going to be created. That 
vacuum is going to be filled. It is going 
to be filled by terrorists, somewhat 
akin to what happened after the Sovi-
ets got whipped in 1989 in Afghanistan. 
They left and we left also. We were in 
there clandestinely. Of course, that 
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created a vacuum and that vacuum was 
eventually filled by the Taliban. And 
then, of course, the Taliban provided 
protection for al-Qaida, the beginning 
of that network. We see the result, the 
painful, painful result, not only with 
the beginning of the 1993 attempted de-
struction of the World Trade Center 
but the completion of that plan to de-
stroy it in 2001 and then the many 
other bombings that have occurred 
around the world. 

So we better be successful. We have 
young men and women—we have old 
men and women over there, too—doing 
a fantastic job for us. Not just service 
men and women wearing the uniform of 
this country; these are men and women 
who are not wearing the uniform of 
this country but are in equally as im-
portant positions such as the CIA, the 
State Department, AID, all of the 
American companies that are over 
there in the reconstruction effort—the 
nongovernment groups that are over 
there trying to help out the Iraqi peo-
ple. 

As we approach this 1-year anniver-
sary of the fall of Saddam Hussein, it is 
appropriate to consider what lies ahead 
for the Iraqi people and what lies ahead 
for the American people who made 
some progress now in the reconstruc-
tion of Iraq. There is now an Iraqi tran-
sitional administrative law which out-
lines the basic principles upon which a 
free and Democratic Iraq will be gov-
erned. But trying to get democracy 
across to a community, to a society 
that has lived under repression for so 
long—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired in morning 
business. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I ask unani-
mous consent I have an additional 7 
minutes. 

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

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The respon-
siveness we have had thus far, I must 
say, is nothing short of remarkable. 
But there are still many concerns that 
I have about the reconstruction of that 
country. 

The first is that we have an adminis-
trative law that hands control over to 
the Iraqis, but it hasn’t been spelled 
out. It seems as though the decisions 
and the actions in Iraq are being driven 
by an artificial deadline—June 30.

Why June 30? Are we ready to hand 
over to these institutions that have no 
experience in democracy in another 3 
months? I don’t think so. An expedi-
tious transfer of power to Iraqis cer-
tainly may be desirable, but we 
shouldn’t put the cart before the horse 
and give sovereignty to a governing 
body that may be less than fully able 
to handle the political, military, eco-
nomic, religious, and ethnic strife that 
may arise from such a premature 
handover. That would put American 
lives further at risk and would jeop-
ardize the entirety of our reconstruc-
tion efforts today. 

I am also concerned about the nature 
of the United States presence in Iraq 

after the turnover. Will a government, 
a new Iraqi government within this 
short period of time 3 months from 
now, have sufficient legitimacy among 
the Shiite, Sunni, and Kurds—all of 
them—to maintain the presence of our 
troops who are so desperately needed 
to maintain the security and stability 
of that country? 

The disagreements over the presence 
of the troops, not even to think of the 
disagreements over the number of our 
troops and other political issues in-
volving a successor government which 
could give rise to civil, religious and/or 
ethnic strife—guess who would be right 
in the middle. It would be our U.S. 
troops. 

The transitional administrative law 
does not include an agreement for the 
stationing of U.S. forces. That gives 
rise to the prospect of U.S. forces fight-
ing well-armed militia groups in addi-
tion to the security threats they face 
every day. What are they facing every 
day? Improvised devices that are de-
signed to lure our troops to them and 
then kill or maim our U.S. service men 
and women. 

In addition, the Coalition Provisional 
Authority now has been working hard 
to stand up an indigenous Iraq security 
and defense force. 

I went to one of those police training 
academies outside of Amman, Jordan. 
It was impressive. But within an 8- or 
16-week course, they were only going 
to be able to train about 1,500 police-
men. 

I am concerned about whether this 
force is going to be adequately staffed, 
resourced, and ready for the tremen-
dous task of law and order in Iraq after 
the turnover on June 30. 

Moreover, if these indigenous secu-
rity efforts fall short and significant 
disagreements lead to an unraveling of 
a unified and sovereign Iraq, guess who 
is going to be on the ground as Iraq dis-
solves into many religious and ethnic 
community conflicts. You got it. The 
United States service men and women 
are going to be in the middle of it. 

The political dissolution of Iraq is 
something the United States must take 
every precaution to avoid. That is an-
other reason not to let the artificial 
deadlines drive the Iraqi reconstruc-
tion. 

I am concerned also about the role of 
religion in the future of Iraq. The tran-
sitional administrative law stipulates 
Islam will be considered a source of 
legislation. I don’t have any problem 
with Islam. That is their faith. But it 
seems this provision has satisfied nei-
ther those who wish for a secular gov-
ernment nor those who wish for an Is-
lamic state. 

The United States must more clearly 
and urgently demand freedom for all 
religions and protect against the perse-
cution of any particular religion. We 
cannot allow religious extremism to 
permeate Iraqi society in spirit and 
practice, deed, or law.

I am concerned about the economy of 
Iraq. 

Think about it. We appropriated $18 
billion for the reconstruction effort 
that is starting to enter Iraqi society. 
For the next 6 to 8 months, $18 billion 
will be infused to building roads and 
bridges and restoring wetlands, water 
systems, and electrical systems. This is 
going to be a country flush with U.S. 
dollars. 

My worry is the Iraqi economy is 
going to become heavily dependent on 
U.S. dollars. This puts an enormous 
burden on the U.S. taxpayer. What hap-
pens after this appropriation dries up? 

I urge the administration not only to 
call on the international community, 
as we did during the Afghan war and 
following the fall of the Taliban in Af-
ghanistan, but that we call on other 
countries and make them follow 
through on their pledges for financial 
assistance. 

Finally, I am concerned about the 
distinctly American nature of recon-
struction efforts. The President prom-
ised Congress he would work closely to 
build international support for our ef-
forts to disarm Saddam Hussein. While 
we are grateful for the few nations pro-
viding personnel, Operation Iraqi Free-
dom is predominantly an American 
program. Some may argue that it may 
not matter whether other nations par-
ticipate or how other nations view our 
efforts in Iraq and the global war on 
terrorism. But this Senator, and I 
think a lot of Senators, would beg to 
differ. This is an important part. This 
is a very important part of keeping 
more allies involved. It would so much 
improve our chances of obtaining crit-
ical assistance from other Arab coun-
tries, especially the Arab countries in 
that region, as well as other nations of 
the world that now are reluctant to 
participate. 

I wanted to get these thoughts off my 
chest about this looming deadline of 
June 30. I wanted to, as we say in some 
corners, look over the horizon at what 
may be coming and how America needs 
to prepare for what may be coming in 
that strife-torn country of Iraq. 

I yield the floor.
f 

THE 100TH ANNIVERSARY OF JACK 
DANIEL’S 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, 2004 
marks the 100th anniversary of the 1904 
St. Louis World’s Fair—the fair that 
has come to be recognized as ushering 
in what today is known as ‘‘The Amer-
ican Century.’’ At that fair an un-
known gentleman from Lynchburg, TN, 
rose to world acclaim. That man was 
Jack Daniel. At the 1904 World’s Fair 
his Old Number 7 Brand Tennessee 
Whiskey won the Gold Medal as ‘‘the 
world’s best whiskey’’. 

Today, Jack Daniel’s Tennessee 
Whiskey can be found in over 135 coun-
tries. In fact, no other Tennessee prod-
uct is exported to more countries. Fur-
ther, this year it will become the 
world’s No. 1 selling whiskey, dis-
placing products made by our friends in 
Scotland for the first time in history. 
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The Tennessee General Assembly re-

cently passed a resolution commemo-
rating Jack Daniel’s 1904 Gold Medal. 
Senator LAMAR ALEXANDER and I would 
like to share the resolution with our 
colleagues by including it in today’s 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
text of the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

Whereas, it is fitting that the members of 
the General Assembly should honor those 
Tennessee companies bringing Tennessee’s 
heritage to people around the world; and 

Whereas, Jack Daniel’s is one such Ten-
nessee company which has proudly and re-
sponsibly brought Tennessee’s heritage to 
millions of adult consumers; and 

Whereas, since 1863, in the spirit of Presi-
dent George Washington, the father of the 
American Distilling Industry, the Jack Dan-
iel Distillery has produced the world’s most 
popular Tennessee Whiskey; and 

Whereas, 2004 is the 100th Anniversary of 
Jack Daniel’s Old Number 7 Brand Tennessee 
Wiskey’s receipt of the Gold Medal at the 
1904 St. Louis World’s Fair; and 

Whereas, Jack Daniel’s Tennessee Whiskey 
is enjoyed by adult consumers in over 135 
countries—more countries than any other 
Tennessee export; and 

Whereas, Jack Daniel’s Tennessee Whiskey 
is the United States’ number one exported 
distilled spirit; and 

Whereas, to commemorate its popularity 
and its Tennessee heritage, Jack Daniel’s 
will be honored in Washington, D.C. on April 
1, 2004; and 

Whereas, this General Assembly finds it 
appropriate to pause in its deliberations to 
acknowledge and applaud the staff of the 
Jack Daniel Distillery upon their great suc-
cess; Now, therefore, be it further 

Resolved by House of Representatives of the 
103rd General Assembly of the State of Ten-
nessee, the Senate concurring, that we con-
gratulate the staff of the Jack Daniel Dis-
tillery upon the celebration of its 100th An-
niversary of winning the 1904 Saint Louis 
World’s Fair Gold Medal, and saluting their 
excellent service to this great state, extend 
to them our wishes for every future success.

Mr. FRIST. Senator ALEXANDER and I 
join in congratulating the people of 
Jack Daniel Distillery on this 100th an-
niversary and look forward to their 
continued success at bringing a part of 
Tennessee’s heritage to consumers 
around the world. 

On April 1, 2004, in celebration of the 
100th anniversary of the 1904 World’s 
Fair Gold Medal, the Tennessee State 
Society and the Jack Daniel Distillery 
will hold a celebration of Jack Daniel’s 
Tennessee heritage here in Wash-
ington. It will be a very special occa-
sion, so we encourage our colleagues to 
join us at the celebration.

f 

HAITI 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the 
Haitian people find themselves em-
broiled in yet another political crisis. 
Following Jean Bertrand Aristide’s de-
parture on February 29, 2004, the Hai-
tian people once again are forced to 
pick up the pieces of their broken po-
litical system. Again, they must renew 

their search for democracy, a search 
that has lasted for two hundred years 
with little progress. Thirty coups after 
Haiti established its independence in 
1804, Haitians continue to live in severe 
poverty, battling HIV/AIDS, malnutri-
tion, poor sanitation, and a political 
culture of thuggery and violence. 

The United States has played an im-
portant role in Haiti’s history. From 
U.S. military intervention in 1915 and 
the 19-year occupation that followed to 
the restoration of President Aristide in 
1994 by U.S. forces, politics in Haiti 
have been deeply influenced by its larg-
er and more powerful neighbor. Now, 
the United States has an obligation to 
assist in rebuilding Haiti in collabora-
tion with our international partners. 
However, our assistance must be 
shaped and implemented with an eye to 
our previous mistakes. For too long, 
our approach has been ad-hoc and 
short-term, and the Haitian people 
have suffered. It is no wonder that 
some are suspicious of democracy and 
the role of the United States today. 

This is not to say that the United 
States must take most of the blame for 
the political turmoil in Haiti. Haiti’s 
leaders, and especially President 
Aristide, must also acknowledge their 
responsibility in Haiti’s current polit-
ical crisis. However, our flawed nation-
building attempt in the 1990s, allega-
tions of international support for Hai-
ti’s rebels, and the departure of Presi-
dent Aristide suggest a need for intro-
spection by U.S. policymakers, human-
itarian and development organizations 
and others. 

Policymakers knew that Haiti’s de-
mocracy was in trouble for years. Why 
did the administration fail to take 
meaningful action until Haiti was on 
the verge of collapse? As the rebels 
gained control of Haitian territory 
from early to mid-February, the U.S. 
administration largely channeled its 
diplomatic efforts through the Organi-
zation of American States and the Car-
ibbean Community, CARICOM. On Feb-
ruary 21st, the United States backed a 
CARICOM proposal, which called for a 
power-sharing compromise between 
Aristide and the opposition. However, 
as soon as Haiti’s political opposition 
rejected the proposal, rather than de-
fending Haiti’s democratic process and 
institutions, the administration quick-
ly backed down. With rebel forces mov-
ing toward the capital of Port-au-
Prince on February 28, 2004, the admin-
istration increased pressure on Aristide 
to resign, stating that ‘‘His failure to 
adhere to democratic principles has 
contributed to the deep polarization 
and violent unrest that we are wit-
nessing in Haiti today.’’ Aristide re-
signed the next day and flew into exile 
on a U.S. aircraft. 

President Aristide was no paragon of 
democratic virtue. He encouraged his 
supporters in their violent campaign 
against the opposition, and his regime 
was a corrupt one. But a world in 
which legitimately elected officials, 
found wanting, can be run out of office 

by gangs of armed thugs is a world in 
which the thugs, in fact, are in charge. 
The people of Haiti, like people all over 
the world, deserve better. U.S. com-
plicity in President Aristide’s ouster 
sent the wrong message to violent 
rebel leaders, who have committed 
their own atrocities in Haiti’s past. A 
transition guided by the rule of law, 
rather than the threat of violence, 
would surely have been preferable. 

In the past weeks, a number of my 
constituents have raised important 
questions. What ties exist between 
rebel leaders and the government of 
the United States? Did the U.S. govern-
ment impede efforts by the inter-
national community, particularly the 
Caribbean Community, CARICOM, to 
prevent President Aristide’s resigna-
tion? I believe that the American and 
Haitian people deserve the answers, 
and a full accounting of the events sur-
rounding Aristide’s departure. 

Equally important, we must help 
Haiti move forward and break out of 
this pattern of instability and under-
development. We should continue to as-
sist in establishing security and dis-
arming all parties to the conflict, and 
I commend the American troops who 
answered the call to service and are 
now on the ground in Haiti. However, I 
believe that the administration’s deci-
sion to commit troops will require a 
full vetting by Congress. As long as 
American troops are in harm’s way in 
Haiti, the Congress has a direct role 
and responsibility to either ratify or 
repudiate the use of U.S. military 
troops. 

We must also ensure the timely de-
livery of humanitarian assistance to 
communities in need. Haitian Supreme 
Court Chief Justice Boniface Alexandre 
should have the full support of the 
United States in working to make Hai-
ti’s constitution the guide for the tran-
sition and succession process from this 
point on. And in the longer term, the 
United States should work with the 
rest of the international community to 
help bolster the institutions that are 
essential to consolidating Haiti’s de-
mocracy and stability, and assist the 
Haitian people in holding people ac-
countable for their flagrant violations 
of human rights. 

The United States cannot ignore 
Haiti. Not only do we have a moral ob-
ligation to help the Haitian people, 
who are starving in our own backyard, 
but there are other national security 
interests at stake for the United 
States. A country in crisis so close to 
our borders creates a political vacuum 
in the region, where international 
crime and terrorism can flourish. As 
we saw in Afghanistan, a country in 
chaos allows for the emergence of dan-
gerous forces, that directly threaten 
our security. In addition, the refugee 
flow created by instability and oppres-
sion will wash up on our shores, caus-
ing hardship for the Haitian people and 
overwhelming U.S. communities. 
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I urge Congress to look closely at re-

cent events in Haiti, to ensure that lin-
gering questions are answered forth-
rightly, and to lend the support that 
Haiti desperately needs as it moves for-
ward in establishing peace and secu-
rity.

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT 
OF 2001 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. On May 1, 2003, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduced the 
Local Law Enforcement Enhancement 
Act, a bill that would add new cat-
egories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 

On March 1, 2004 Christopher James 
Barnhart and John Matthew Aravanis 
left a Morgantown, WV, bar around 3:30 
a.m. when they heard, ‘‘Get out of the 
way, faggots.’’ A fist subsequently 
landed on Barnhart’s head and he was 
knocked to the ground. Barnhart, who 
sustained two facial fractures in the 
scuffle, said the men also struck 
Aravanis in the head as he came to 
Barnhart’s aid. The men left the scene, 
but returned and kicked and punched 
them and continued to call them ‘‘fag-
gots.’’ City police have obtained arrest 
warrants for the three men charged 
with beating Barnhart, Aravanis, and 
their friend who was with them during 
the incident. 

I believe that Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well.

f 

HONORING THE ARMY FISHER 
HOUSES 

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, Zachary 
and Elizabeth M. Fisher established the 
Fisher House Foundation, Inc., a 
unique public-private partnership that 
supports America’s military in their 
time of need. The program recognizes 
the special sacrifices of our men and 
women in uniform and the hardships of 
military service by meeting a humani-
tarian need beyond that provided by 
the Department of Defense. The Fisher 
Houses enable family members to be 
close to loved ones at the most stress-
ful time—during hospitalization for an 
unexpected illness, disease, or injury. 

The homes are built by the Fisher 
House Foundation, Inc., and given to 
the military services and the Veterans 
Administration. The Army is the re-
cipient of 14 of the 32 Fisher Houses lo-
cated at every major military medical 
center and at several VA medical cen-
ters. The homes are located within 
walking distance of the medical facil-
ity. 

I recently had the pleasure of visiting 
with Fisher family members, friends, 

and staff of the Fisher House on board 
the USS Missouri to celebrate the open-
ing of the second Fisher House at Tri-
pler Army Medical Center, the largest 
military medical treatment facility in 
the Pacific located in Honolulu, HI. 
The first Tripler Fisher House opened 
in June 1994. Due to its location, fami-
lies stay an average of 55 days, com-
pared to an average of 15 days in other 
locations. Tripler Fisher Houses serv-
ice families and patients not only from 
Hawaii but also the Pacific area of 
Korea, Guam, Japan, and Okinawa. 

The Fisher Houses provide temporary 
lodging in a warm, compassionate, and 
caring home away from home environ-
ment to members of our armed serv-
ices, veterans, and their families dur-
ing a medical crisis. They enable fami-
lies to stay together, cook meals, do 
laundry, relax, unwind, and provide 
emotional support to each other during 
a time of need, and to escape from the 
tensions of the hospital environment. 

Today, when we ask so much of our 
military in support of freedom, it is 
important to recognize the generosity 
of foundations such as The Fisher 
House, that give back to those who 
have given so much in defending this 
great Nation.

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO DANIELLE MILLER 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, today I 
wish to pay tribute to Danielle Miller, 
of Louisville, KY. Recently, Ms. Miller 
has been named a State honoree for 
Prudential Spirit of Community Award 
program for Kentucky based on her 
outstanding volunteer services. 

Prudential Spirit of Community 
Awards program names only one high 
school student and one middle-level 
student in each State and the District 
of Columbia. As a junior at Louisville’s 
Sacred Heart Academy, Ms. Miller was 
selected from more than 20,000 students 
for this honor. Ms. Miller received this 
honor because she founded a service or-
ganization called the ‘‘National Aware-
ness Committee’’ to provide clothing, 
books, and other needed items to mem-
bers of the Lakota Sioux Nation living 
on reservations in South Dakota. 

The citizens of Louisville, KY are for-
tunate to have Ms. Miller living and 
learning in their community. Her ex-
ample of hard work and determination 
should be followed by all in the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky. 

I congratulate Ms. Miller for her suc-
cess. But also, I congratulate all her 
peers, coaches, teachers, administra-
tors, and her parents for their support 
and sacrifices they’ve made to help Ms. 
Miller reach this goal and fulfill her 
dreams.∑

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF SENATOR 
CHARLES MEEKS 

∑ Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to honor the life of my fellow 

Hoosier, State Senator Charles ‘‘Bud’’ 
Meeks, who passed away on March 22. 
Senator Meeks dedicated his life to 
serving his country and our home 
State of Indiana, setting an example of 
personal conviction and political vigor 
throughout his 6 years as State sen-
ator. 

Bud Meeks grew up in Fort Wayne, 
IN. He graduated from Central High 
School in 1954 and enlisted in the U.S. 
Navy. After serving 4 years in the 
Navy, Senator Meeks returned home to 
Fort Wayne where he began his career 
in public service as a deputy at the 
Allen County jail. Meeks retired from 
the Sheriff’s Department after 28 years 
of dedicated service, including two 
terms as Allen County Sheriff. He then 
moved to Washington, DC, where he 
was the executive director of the Na-
tional Sheriff’s Association for 8 years. 
Upon his final return to Indiana, Meeks 
ran a successful campaign, dem-
onstrating a work ethic on the cam-
paign trail that is remembered by Hoo-
siers still today. In 1998, Senator Meeks 
was elected to the Indiana State Sen-
ate to represent Indiana’s 14th Senate 
District. 

While serving as Senator, Meeks 
most recently played a crucial role in 
championing the current proposal to 
consolidate Allen County government. 
But among his colleagues, Meeks was 
known above all else for his love of 
children. While in the Senate, Meeks 
would frequently devote a significant 
amount of time to young students, an-
swering questions and discussing gov-
ernment. His focus on Indiana’s youth 
is a testament to Meeks’ kindness of 
heart and clear understanding of the 
importance of prioritizing the children 
who will one day be running our great 
Nation. 

In everything he did, Senator Meeks 
brought with him an inspiring energy 
and passion, setting a positive example 
for his friends, colleagues, and con-
stituents to follow. He was always 
ready to work diligently for the causes 
he cared for so deeply, and it was his 
steadfast belief in community involve-
ment that earned him the unwavering 
admiration of Hoosiers across Indiana. 

Meeks was a committed father and 
public servant. The sense of loss to all 
those who knew Senator Meeks is tre-
mendous. He is survived by his wife, 
Marjorie; son, Brian, brothers Bob and 
Fred; and three grandchildren. He was 
preceded in death by his daughter, 
Brenda Sue and another son, David. 

It is my honor to enter the name of 
Senator Charles ‘‘Bud’’ Meeks into the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.∑

f 

TRIBUTE TO WHITTON 
MONTGOMERY 

∑ Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, today I 
wish to pay tribute to Whitton Mont-
gomery, of Louisville, KY. Recently, 
Ms. Montgomery has been named a 
State honoree for Prudential Spirit of 
Community Award program fro Ken-
tucky based on her outstanding volun-
teer services. 
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Prudential Spirit of Community 

Awards program names only one high 
school student and one middle-level 
student in each State and the District 
of Columbia. As an eight grader at 
Louisville Collegiate School, Ms. Mont-
gomery was selected from more than 
20,000 students for this honor. Ms. 
Montgomery received this honor be-
cause she founded ‘‘Kids Acting 
Against Cancer,’’ a performing arts 
group that has raised more than $40,000 
for research and children with cancer. 

The citizens of Louisville, KY are for-
tunate to have Ms. Montgomery living 
and learning in their community. Her 
example of hard work and determina-
tion should be followed by all in the 
Commonwealth of Kentucky. 

I congratulate Ms. Montgomery for 
her success. But also, I congratulate all 
her peers, coaches, teachers, adminis-
trators, and her parents for their sup-
port and sacrifices they have made to 
help Ms. Montgomery reach this goal 
and fulfill her dreams.∑

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

At 1:08 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Niland, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2993. An act to provide for a circu-
lating quarter dollar coin program to honor 
the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
United States Virgin Islands, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and for other purposes. 

H.R. 3095. An act to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to make sure the rules of eti-
quette for flying the flag of the United 
States do not preclude the flying of flags at 
half mast when ordered by city and local of-
ficials. 

H.R. 3786. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to produce currency, 
postage stamps, and other security docu-
ments at the request of foreign governments 
on a reimbursable basis. 

f 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives has signed the following enrolled 
bill:

H.R. 254. An act to authorize the President 
of the United States to agree to certain 
amendments to the Agreement between the 
Government of the United States of America 
and the Government of the United Mexican 
States concerning the establishment of a 
Border Environment Cooperation Commis-
sion and a North American Development 
Bank, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was signed subse-
quently by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. STEVENS).

f 

MEASURES REFERRED 

The following bills were read the first 
and the second times by unanimous 
consent, and referred as indicate:

H.R. 2993. An act to provide for a circu-
lating quarter dollar coin program to honor 

the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the 
United States Virgin Islands, and the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

H.R. 3095. An act to amend title 4, United 
States Code, to make sure the rules of eti-
quette for flying the flag of the United 
States do not preclude the flying of flags at 
half mast when ordered by city and local of-
ficials; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 3786. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to produce currency, 
postage stamps, and other security docu-
ments at the request of foreign governments 
on a reimbursable basis; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

f 

MEASURES READ THE FIRST TIME 

The following bill was read the first 
time:

S. 2250. A bill to extend the Temporary Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of 
2002, 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, and were referred as indicated:

EC–6821. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs, 
Department of Defense, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a report relative to the 
STARBASE Program; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC–6822. A communication from the Chair-
man, Consumer Product Safety Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Commis-
sion’s Annual Program Performance Report; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–6823. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
McDonnell Douglas Model DC–10–10, DC–10–
10F, DC–10–15, DC–10–30, DC–10–30F (KC–10A 
and KDC–10) DC–10–40, DC–10–40F, MD–10–30F 
Airplanes and Model MD–11 and MD–11F Air-
planes Doc. No. 2003–NM–07 [3–3–3–11]’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6824. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
McDonnell Douglas Model DC–9–31 and DC–9–
32 Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–32’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6825. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Boeing Model 767 Series Airplanes Doc. No. 
2001–NM–259’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6826. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Correction Mitsubishi Heavy Industries Ltd., 
MU–2B Series Airplanes; Doc. No. 2003–CE–

22’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on March 23, 
2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6827. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Pratt and Whitney Canada JT15D–1, 1A, and 
1B Turbofan Engines Doc. No. 2003–NE–41’’ 
(RIN2120–AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6828. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Dassault Model Mystere-Falcon 50 Series 
Airplanes Doc. No. 2003–NM–30’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6829. A communication from the Para-
legal Specialist, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Bombardier Model DHC 8 401 and 402 Air-
planes; Doc. No. 004–NM–11’’ (RIN2120–AA64) 
received on March 23, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6830. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Bom-
bardier Model Cl 600–2B19 Airplanes; Doc. No. 
2004–NM–20’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6831. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Boeing 
Model 707 and 720 Series Airplanes; Doc. No. 
2002–NM–334’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on 
March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6832. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: BAE 
Systems Limited Model BAE 146 Series Air-
planes; Doc. No. 2001–NM–148’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC–6833. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: 
Brasileira de Aeronautica Model EMB–135 
and 145 Series Airplanes; Doc. No. 2002–NM–
178’’ (RIN2120–AA64) received on March 23, 
2004; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6834. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Bom-
bardier Model DHC 8–102, 103, 106, 201, 202, 
301, 311 and 315 Airplanes’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on March 23, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6835. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC 10–10, –10F , 15, 30, 
30F, 40, 40F, MD–10–10F, 30F, 11, and 11F Air-
planes; Doc. No. 2001–NM–362’’ (RIN2120–
AA64) received on March 23, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 
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EC–6836. A communication from the Pro-

gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives: Rolls 
Royce plc Trent 700 Series Turbofan Engines; 
Doc. No. 2003–NE–55’’ (RIN2120–AA64) re-
ceived on March 23, 2004; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6837. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize ap-
propriations for the motor vehicle safety and 
information and cost savings programs of 
the National Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration for fiscal years 2005 through 2007, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6838. A communication from the Fed-
eral Register Certifying Officer, Financial 
Management Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Federal Govern-
ment Participation in the Automated Clear-
ing House’’ (RIN1510–AA93) received on 
March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–6839. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Commercial Vehicle Width Exclu-
sive Devices’’ (RIN2125–AE90) received on 
March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

EC–6840. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Loss Limitation Rules’’ (TD9118) received 
on March 23, 2004; to the Committee on Fi-
nance. 

EC–6841. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Applicable Federal Rates—April 2004’’ (Rev. 
Rul. 2004–39) received on March 23, 2004; to 
the Committee on Finance. 

EC–6842. A communication from the Acting 
Chief, Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Amendment to Final Agreement for With-
holding Foreign Partnerships and With-
holding Foreign Trusts’’ (Rev. Proc. 2004–21) 
received on March 23, 2004; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

EC–6843. A communication from the Regu-
lations Officer, Social Security Administra-
tion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Interrelationship of 
Old Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance 
Program With the Railroad Retirement Pro-
gram’’ (RIN0960–AF82) received on March 23, 
2004; to the Committee on Finance. 

EC–6844. A communication from the Boards 
of Trustees of the Federal Hospital Insurance 
and Federal Supplementary Medical Insur-
ance Trust Funds, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Boards’ 2004 Annual Report; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

EC–6845. A communication from the Assist-
ant Legal Adviser for Treaty Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of the texts and background 
statements of international agreements, 
other than treaties; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

EC–6846. A communication from the Assist-
ant Administrator, Bureau for Public and 
Legislative Affairs, U.S. Agency for Inter-
national Development, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Agency’s Fiscal Year 2003 
Performance and Accountability Report. 

EC–6847. A communication from the Sec-
retary of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the Department of State’s Performance 
and Accountability Report for Fiscal Year 

2003; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs. 

EC–6848. A communication from the Chair-
man, Federal Election Commission, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the Commission’s 
Report under the Government in Sunshine 
Act for calendar year 2005; to the Committee 
on Governmental Affairs.

EC–6849. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman, Merit Systems Protection Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report rel-
ative to the Board’s justification for its Fis-
cal Year 2005 appropriation request; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6850. A communication from the Acting 
Chairman, Merit Systems Protection Board, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Board’s 
Strategic Plan for Fiscal Year 2005; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6851. A communication from the Office 
of Independent Counsel, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the Office’s 2003 Annual Report; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC–6852. A communication from the Regu-
lations Coordinator, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Filing 
Claims Under the Military Personnel and Ci-
vilian Employees Claims Act’’ received on 
March 25, 2004; to the Committee on Health, 
Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–6853. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to 
the Age Discrimination Act; to the Com-
mittee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–6854. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report entitled 
‘‘National Coverage Determinations″; to the 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and 
Pensions. 

EC–6855. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Indian Affairs, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a proposed plan for the use and distribu-
tion of the Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of 
the Fort Peck Reservation (Tribe) judgment 
fund; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted:

By Mr. DOMENICI, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute: 

S. 1307. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior, acting through the Bureau of 
Reclamation, to assist in the implementa-
tion of fish passage and screening facilities 
at non-Federal water projects, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 108–249). 

S. 1355. A bill to authorize the Bureau of 
Reclamation to participate in the rehabilita-
tion of the Wallowa Lake Dam in Oregon, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 108–250). 

S. 1421. A bill to authorize the subdivision 
and dedication of restricted land owned by 
Alaska Natives (Rept. No. 108–251). 

By Mr. DOMENICI, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, without 
amendment: 

H.R. 2696. A bill to establish Institutes to 
demonstrate and promote the use of adaptive 
ecosystem management to reduce the risk of 
wildfires, and restore the health of fire-
adapted forest and woodland ecosystems of 
the interior West (Rept. No. 108–252).

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 

and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 2246. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on certain sorbic acid; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 2247. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on potassium sorbate; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. LAUTENBERG: 
S. 2248. A bill to clarify the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule classification of certain 
leather goods; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2249. A bill to amend the Stewart. B. 
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act to pro-
vide for emergency food and shelter; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

By Ms. CANTWELL (for herself, Mr. 
VOINOVICH, and Mr. KENNEDY): 

S. 2250. A bill to extend the Temporary Ex-
tended Unemployment Compensation Act of 
2002, and for other purposes; read the first 
time. 

By Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
BURNS): 

S. 2251. A bill to amend the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 to increase 
the loan rate for safflower; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Ms. COLLINS, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. SUNUNU, 
and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2252. A bill to increase the number 
aliens who may receive certain non-immi-
grant status during fiscal year 2004 and to re-
quire submissions of information by the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mrs. BOXER, and Mr. DAY-
TON): 

S. 2253. A bill to permit young adults to 
perform projects to prevent fire and suppress 
fires, and provide disaster relief, on public 
land through a Healthy Forest Youth Con-
servation Corps; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. DODD (for 
himself and Mr. CHAFEE)): 

S. 2254. A bill to encourage and ensure the 
use of safe equestrian helmets, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation.

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. SANTORUM: 
S. Res. 325. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the Senate regarding the creation of 
refugee populations in the Middle East, 
North Africa, and the Persian Gulf region as 
a result of human rights violations; to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations.

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 139 
At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 139, a bill to provide for a pro-
gram of scientific research on abrupt 
climate change, to accelerate the re-
duction of greenhouse gas emissions in 
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the United States by establishing a 
market-driven system of greenhouse 
gas tradeable allowances that could be 
used interchangably with passenger ve-
hicle fuel economy standard credits, to 
limit greenhouse gas emissions in the 
United States and reduce dependence 
upon foreign oil, and ensure benefits to 
consumers from the trading in such al-
lowances. 

S. 275 
At the request of Mr. REID, his name 

was added as a cosponsor of S. 275, a 
bill to amend the Professional Boxing 
Safety Act of 1996, and to establish the 
United States Boxing Administration. 

S. 622 
At the request of Mr. GRASSLEY, the 

name of the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. LAUTENBERG) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 622, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to pro-
vide families of disabled children with 
the opportunity to purchase coverage 
under the medicaid program for such 
children, and for other purposes. 

S. 874 
At the request of Mr. TALENT, the 

name of the Senator from Washington 
(Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 874, a bill to amend title XIX 
of the Social Security Act to include 
primary and secondary preventative 
medical strategies for children and 
adults with Sickle Cell Disease as med-
ical assistance under the medicaid pro-
gram, and for other purposes. 

S. 976 
At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 

name of the Senator from Delaware 
(Mr. BIDEN) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 976, a bill to provide for the issuance 
of a coin to commemorate the 400th an-
niversary of the Jamestown settle-
ment. 

S. 1068 
At the request of Mr. DODD, the name 

of the Senator from New York (Mrs. 
CLINTON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1068, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to establish grant pro-
grams to provide for education and 
outreach on newborn screening and co-
ordinated followup care once newborn 
screening has been conducted, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1115 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 

names of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) and the Senator from Illinois 
(Mr. DURBIN) were added as cosponsors 
of S. 1115, a bill to amend the Toxic 
Substances Control Act to reduce the 
health risks posed by asbestos-con-
taining products. 

S. 1121 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

name of the Senator from Ohio (Mr. 
DEWINE) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1121, a bill to extend certain trade ben-
efits to countries of the greater Middle 
East. 

S. 1217 
At the request of Mr. ENZI, the name 

of the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
BINGAMAN) was added as a cosponsor of 

S. 1217, a bill to direct the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to expand 
and intensify programs with respect to 
research and related activities con-
cerning elder falls. 

S. 1379 
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, her 

name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1379, a bill to require the Secretary of 
the Treasury to mint coins in com-
memoration of veterans who became 
disabled for life while serving in the 
Armed Forces of the United States. 

S. 1515 
At the request of Mr. GREGG, the 

name of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1515, a bill to establish 
and strengthen postsecondary pro-
grams and courses in the subjects of 
traditional American history, free in-
stitutions, and Western civilization, 
available to students preparing to 
teach these subjects, and to other stu-
dents. 

S. 1645 
At the request of Mr. CRAIG, the 

name of the Senator from Michigan 
(Ms. STABENOW) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1645, a bill to provide for the 
adjustment of status of certain foreign 
agricultural workers, to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to re-
form the H–2A worker program under 
that Act, to provide a stable, legal ag-
ricultural workforce, to extend basic 
legal protections and better working 
conditions to more workers, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1700 
At the request of Mr. HATCH, the 

name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms. 
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1700, a bill to eliminate the sub-
stantial backlog of DNA samples col-
lected from crime scenes and convicted 
offenders, to improve and expand the 
DNA testing capacity of Federal, 
State, and local crime laboratories, to 
increase research and development of 
new DNA testing technologies, to de-
velop new training programs regarding 
the collection and use of DNA evidence, 
to provide post-conviction testing of 
DNA evidence to exonerate the inno-
cent, to improve the performance of 
counsel in State capital cases, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 1730

At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1730, a bill to require the 
health plans provide coverage for a 
minimum hospital stay for 
mastectomies, lumpectomies, and 
lymph node dissection for the treat-
ment of breast cancer and coverage for 
secondary consultations. 

S. 1771 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

name of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1771, a bill to amend title 
XIX of the Social Security Act to per-
mit States to obtain reimbursement 
under the medicaid program for care or 

services required under the Emergency 
Medical Treatment and Active Labor 
Act that are provided in a nonpublicly 
owned or operated institution for men-
tal diseases. 

S. 1934 
At the request of Mr. NICKLES, the 

name of the Senator from Minnesota 
(Mr. COLEMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 1934, a bill to establish an Of-
fice of Intercountry Adoptions within 
the Department of State, and to reform 
United States laws governing inter-
country adoptions. 

S. 2065 
At the request of Mr. JOHNSON, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
ENSIGN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2065, a bill to restore health care cov-
erage to retired members of the uni-
formed services, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2141 
At the request of Mr. LUGAR, the 

name of the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
FITZGERALD) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2141, a bill to amend the Farm Se-
curity and Rural Investment Act of 
2002 to enhance the ability to produce 
fruits and vegetables on soybean base 
acres. 

S. 2165 
At the request of Mr. REED, the name 

of the Senator from Louisiana (Ms. 
LANDRIEU) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2165, a bill to specify the end 
strength for active duty personnel of 
the Army as of September 30, 2005. 

S. 2179 
At the request of Mr. BROWNBACK, the 

name of the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2179, a bill to posthumously award a 
Congressional Gold Medal to the Rev-
erend Oliver L. Brown. 

S. 2193 
At the request of Ms. SNOWE, the 

names of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. JEFFORDS) and the Senator from 
Montana (Mr. BURNS) were added as co-
sponsors of S. 2193, a bill to improve 
small business loan programs, and for 
other purposes. 

At the request of Mr. HARKIN, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2193, supra. 

S. 2194 
At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the 

name of the Senator from Nevada (Mr. 
REID) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2194, a bill to amend part D of title IV 
of the Social Security Act to improve 
the collection of child support, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2216 
At the request of Mr. HOLLINGS, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr. REID) and the Senator from 
New Jersey (Mr. CORZINE) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 2216, a bill to pro-
vide increased rail transportation secu-
rity. 

S. 2236 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

names of the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. 
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AKAKA) and the Senator from New Jer-
sey (Mr. LAUTENBERG) were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2236, a bill to enhance 
the reliability of the electric system. 

S. CON. RES. 90 

At the request of Mr. LEVIN, the 
names of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. EDWARDS) and the Senator 
from South Dakota (Mr. DASCHLE) were 
added as cosponsors of S. Con. Res. 90, 
a concurrent resolution expressing the 
Sense of the Congress regarding negoti-
ating, in the United States-Thailand 
Free Trade Agreement, access to the 
United States automobile industry. 

S. RES. 317 

At the request of Mr. HAGEL, the 
name of the Senator from South Da-
kota (Mr. DASCHLE) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 317, a resolution rec-
ognizing the importance of increasing 
awareness of autism spectrum dis-
orders, supporting programs for in-
creased research and improved treat-
ment of autism, and improving train-
ing and support for individuals with 
autism and those who care for individ-
uals with autism. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2698 

At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 
name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of 
amendment No. 2698 intended to be pro-
posed to S. 1637, a bill to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to comply 
with the World Trade Organization rul-
ings on the FSC/ETI benefit in a man-
ner that preserves jobs and production 
activities in the United States, to re-
form and simplify the international 
taxation rules of the United States, 
and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2890 

At the request of Mr. SANTORUM, the 
name of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire (Mr. SUNUNU) was added as a co-
sponsor of amendment No. 2890 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 1637, a bill 
to amend the Internal Revenue Code of 
1986 to comply with the World Trade 
Organization rulings on the FSC/ETI 
benefit in a manner that preserves jobs 
and production activities in the United 
States, to reform and simplify the 
international taxation rules of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2893 

At the request of Mr. REID, the 
names of the Senator from North Da-
kota (Mr. DORGAN), the Senator from 
Minnesota (Mr. COLEMAN), the Senator 
from New Mexico (Mr. BINGAMAN), the 
Senator from Washington (Ms. CANT-
WELL) and the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. AKAKA) were added as cosponsors 
of amendment No. 2893 intended to be 
proposed to S. 1637, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to com-
ply with the World Trade Organization 
rulings on the FSC/ETI benefit in a 
manner that preserves jobs and produc-
tion activities in the United States, to 
reform and simplify the international 
taxation rules of the United States, 
and for other purposes.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Ms. COLLINS (for herself and 
Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2249. A bill to amend the Stewart 
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act 
to provide for emergency food and shel-
ter; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs. 

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation to reau-
thorize the Department of Homeland 
Security’s Emergency Food and Shel-
ter Program. This vital program en-
ables communities nationwide to pro-
vide services to help individuals who 
are at risk of becoming homeless or 
going hungry due to an emergency or 
economic disaster. As a 1999 General 
Accounting Office report concluded, 
‘‘in most areas of the United States, 
the Emergency Food and Shelter Pro-
gram is the only source of funding for 
the prevention of homelessness.’’

I am pleased to have the support of 
Senator LIEBERMAN, the ranking mem-
ber of the Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee, which oversees this important 
program as well as the Department of 
Homeland Security generally. I com-
mend Senator LIEBERMAN for his work 
on this important issue, including his 
efforts in the 107th Congress to pass 
legislation very similar to the bill that 
we are introducing together today. 

Since its creation 21 years ago, the 
Emergency Food and Shelter Program 
has provided a helping hand to local so-
cial service organizations that assist 
thousands of people in need of food and 
shelter. This program is effective be-
cause of the way it is structured. A na-
tional board, chaired by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, gov-
erns the program. The board itself is 
composed of representatives from orga-
nizations who work every day to look 
out for those who are less fortunate—
representatives of the American Red 
Cross, Catholic Charities, United Jew-
ish Communities, the National Council 
of the Churches, the Salvation Army, 
and the United Way. 

This program is a model for an effec-
tive public-private partnership. The 
volunteer participation by these chari-
table organizations has kept adminis-
trative costs to less than 3 percent of 
the total program, making even more 
funds directly available for commu-
nities. 

Funds are distributed by the national 
board to local boards according to a 
formula that takes into account unem-
ployment and poverty statistics in 
each community. Once local boards in 
counties and municipalities across 
America receive the funding, they de-
cide how to best address the needs of 
their residents. These local boards are 
key to this process. That is because 
they are composed of individuals and 
organizations who live and work in the 
communities they serve. Therefore, 
they can best decide how to meet the 
needs of those who are at risk of be-
coming homeless. 

In recent years, communities in 
Maine have put the funding to good 

use. Communities in Cumberland and 
Franklin Counties, for example, have 
used most of these funds to supplement 
the efforts of local soup kitchens, 
Meals-on Wheels programs, and food 
pantries. The Wayside Soup Kitchen in 
Portland, ME, uses this funding to en-
hance their efforts to provide three 
separate food assistance programs to 
those in need. 

Demonstrating the flexibility of this 
program, communities in northern 
Maine’s Aroostook County used more 
than 30 percent of their 2003 funding to 
address emergency shelter and housing 
needs. This diversity in how commu-
nities spent these funds highlights the 
importance of letting local organiza-
tions decide how best to spend these re-
sources, tailored to local needs. 

The Emergency Food and Shelter 
Program helps individuals maintain 
their dignity during difficult times. It 
also prevents dependency by providing 
emergency services to individuals and 
families on a limited basis so they can 
remain self-sufficient. 

Although Congress has continued to 
provide funding, the program’s author-
ization expired in 1994. My bill, the 
Emergency Food and Shelter Act of 
2004, seeks to again authorize this pro-
gram and provide modest increases to 
reflect an increasing need. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in co-
sponsoring this legislation to help fam-
ilies across America who are at risk of 
losing their homes or going hungry be-
cause of circumstances beyond their 
control.

By Mr. KENNEDY (for himself, 
Ms. SNOWE, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. 
GREGG, Mr. JEFFORDS, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. COL-
LINS, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. STE-
VENS, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. 
MCCAIN, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. 
SUNUNU, and Mr. ENZI): 

S. 2252. A bill to increase the number 
of aliens who may receive certain non-
immigrant status during fiscal year 
2004 and to require submissions of in-
formation by the Secretary of Home-
land Security; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. KENNEDY. It is a privilege to 
join my colleagues in introducing the 
Save Summer Act of 2004 to provide an 
immediate stop-gap solution to the H–
2B visa cap problem in our immigra-
tion laws. Our colleagues, Representa-
tives DELAHUNT and YOUNG, are intro-
ducing an identical bill in the House. 

The H–2B program was established by 
Congress in 1990 to deal with labor 
shortages in non-agricultural seasonal 
employment. H–2B workers are em-
ployed by hotels, restaurants, resorts, 
the fishing and timber industries, 
amusement parks, and other sectors. 

U.S. employers seeking to bring in 
foreign nationals on these visas must 
demonstrate that they have been un-
able to find enough U.S. workers to fill 
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the jobs. Before visa applications are 
approved by the Department of Labor, 
the U.S. employers must certify that 
the temporary workers will not dis-
place U.S. workers or adversely affect 
their wages or working conditions. 

The annual statutory cap for H–2B 
visas is 66,000. Two weeks ago, the De-
partment of Homeland Security sud-
denly announced that the cap for the 
current fiscal year had been reached 
and began rejecting new applications 
for the visas. The abrupt announce-
ment left many summer employers 
stranded. This is the first time the 
Government has announced that the 
cap has been reached, and the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security gave no 
one advance warning. 

The H–2B program is vital for sea-
sonal industries that need temporary 
workers. The lack of H–2B workers 
may well be devastating to these em-
ployers, many of which are small, fam-
ily-run businesses. Without prompt 
passage of this bill, many summer em-
ployers in Massachusetts and around 
the country will have no choice but to 
shut their doors. 

The Save the Summer Act offers a 
straightforward solution to this press-
ing problem. It will increase the H–2B 
visa cap by 40,000 for the current fiscal 
year. It requires the Department of 
Homeland Security to provide quar-
terly reports to Congress on the num-
ber of H–2B visas issued, and an annual 
report with a detailed analysis of the 
program. 

Our immigration system is broken 
and many other reforms are obviously 
needed. Above all, it is essential to 
have immigration policies that reflect 
current economic realities, respect 
family unity and fundamental fairness, 
and uphold our proud tradition as a Na-
tion of immigrants. 

Enacting these other reforms will 
take time—time we don’t have if we 
want to save the summer for countless 
seasonal employers around the coun-
try. This legislation will provide imme-
diate and much-needed relief to em-
ployers counting on H–2B workers to 
keep their doors open this summer, and 
I urge my colleagues to pass it as soon 
as possible.

By Mrs. FEINSTEIN (for herself, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mrs. BOXER, and 
Mr. DAYTON): 

S. 2253. A bill to permit young adults 
to perform projects to prevent fire and 
suppress fires, and provide disaster re-
lief, on public land through a Healthy 
Forest Youth Conservation Corps; to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to introduce a bill with Sen-
ators DOMENICI, BOXER, and DAYTON to 
allow youth service and conservation 
corps to partner with public land man-
agement agencies to restore and pro-
tect public lands threatened by severe 
fire. I have dubbed this public-private 
partnership the Healthy Forests Youth 
Conservation Corps. 

Last year, I authored a similar provi-
sion that was included in the Senate 
version of the Healthy Forest legisla-
tion. Unfortunately, this provision was 
stripped out of the bill before it was 
signed into law. 

First, this bill aims to help Federal, 
State, and local governments imple-
ment priority projects using the cost-
saving resources of youth corps. 

It is estimated that youth corps gen-
erate $1.60 in immediate benefits for 
every dollar in costs. This figure is im-
portant given the great need and cost 
associated with fighting fires. 

Every year, land management agen-
cies are charged with conserving, pro-
tecting, and maintaining millions of 
acres of public land. This is a daunting 
task that requires an incredible 
amount of human and material re-
sources. 

For instance, the Federal Govern-
ment, alone, is responsible for over-
seeing 689 million acres of this land. 
Last year, five Federal agencies re-
ported spending $1.6 billion in 2002 on 
fire fighting suppression efforts—a 
whopping $300 million more than the 
previous record. To fight those fires, 
28,000 fire and support personnel were 
activated—the maximum civilian re-
sources available in the Forest Service 
on top of the 600 Army troops, and 950 
foreign firefighters who joined in the 
effort. 

As an example of what can happen in 
one State, consider last year’s cata-
strophic wildfires in southern Cali-
fornia. Before they were contained, the 
deadly fires of last fall scorched a total 
of 738,158 acres, killed 23 people, and de-
stroyed approximately 3,626 homes and 
thousands of other structures—
amounting to the most costly and dev-
astating fire ever to hit California. The 
insurance payouts alone will cost more 
than $3 billion, with public expendi-
tures to fight the fires and recover 
from them running into the hundreds 
of millions of dollars. 

And those statistics make no men-
tion of the resources expended to fight 
fires in other States. 

I want to prevent this type of catas-
trophe in the future. That is why I was 
an ardent supporter of the Healthy 
Forest Restoration Act that was signed 
into law last year. 

I also believe that we must use every 
resource at our disposal to meet this 
challenge. In my opinion, youth service 
and conversation corps can play a sig-
nificant role in reducing the physical 
and financial strain that public land 
management agencies bear and help 
protect our Nation’s public lands from 
wildfires. 

Secondly, this bill allows young peo-
ple, particularly those youth who are 
people of color, low income, or are at 
high risk of dropping out of school, to 
integrate themselves into their com-
munities and to learn skills that could 
lead to jobs or a greater interest in 
higher education in the future. 

I have seen firsthand the benefits 
that youth corps bring to their commu-

nities and the difference that the work 
can make in the lives of at-risk youth. 

In 1983, I founded the first urban 
youth corps as mayor of San Francisco, 
and during that time I saw a great im-
provement in the quality of life of the 
corps members and of the city itself. 

When we first began the program, we 
ran it on a million-dollar budget em-
ploying 36 disadvantaged young people 
ranging in age between 18 and 23 years 
old who needed some direction, wanted 
a challenge, and wanted to make them-
selves socially useful. 

That first year, we paid corps mem-
bers $3.35 an hour to repair bathrooms 
in affordable housing for senior citizens 
and ex-offenders, build a park in Hunt-
er’s Point, clear scotch broom from the 
Twin Peaks hillside, and fix up Alca-
traz Island. And in the 21 years since 
the program began, it has grown into a 
multisite, multifaceted agency that en-
gages more than 500 young adults an-
nually who have completed over 3.5 
million hours of community service. 

It has given thousands of corps mem-
bers a sense of personal pride, helped to 
connect them with their community 
and see for themselves that hard work 
pays off. 

I started the San Francisco Con-
servation Corps to help young people 
break out of the cycle of poverty and 
crime and improve their job skills by 
giving them guidance and support 
through labor-intensive activities. 

For this same reason, I am intro-
ducing this bill with the hope that the 
success of the San Francisco Conserva-
tion Corps can be duplicated nation-
wide. 

Specifically, this bill does the fol-
lowing: It authorizes the Agriculture 
and Interior Secretaries to enter into 
contracts or cooperative agreements 
with existing State, local, and non-
profit youth conservation corps to 
carry out land management initiatives 
on public lands. 

It directs the Secretaries to give pri-
ority for projects that will reduce haz-
ardous fuels on public land, restore 
land located in near municipal water-
sheds and municipal waters supplies, 
rehabilitate land affected or altered by 
fire, assess lands afflicted or immi-
nently threatened by disease or insect 
infestation, work to address 
windthrown land or at high risk of 
reburn, provide emergency assistance 
and disaster relief to communities. 

It allows the Secretaries to grant, at 
their discretion, noncompetitive hiring 
status for corps alumni for future Fed-
eral hiring. 

It authorizes $25 million for the alli-
ance for fiscal year 2005–fiscal year 
2009. 

I know this program will not take all 
of the burden off public land manage-
ment agencies as they work to protect 
and restore public lands, and I know 
this program will not reach every dis-
advantaged young person in need of 
guidance and support. But it is a start 
and I urge my colleagues to join me in 
my efforts.
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By Mr. DASCHLE (for Mr. DODD 

(for himself and Mr. CHAFEE): 
S. 2254. A bill to encourage and en-

sure the use of safe equestrian helmets, 
and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the following legis-
lation be introduced and printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

S. 2254
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 ‘‘Christen 
O’Donnell Equestrian Helmet Safety Act of 
2004’’. 
SEC. 2. GRANTS REGARDING USE OF SAFE 

EQUESTRIAN HELMETS. 
(a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—The 

Secretary of Commerce may award grants to 
States, political subdivisions of States, In-
dian tribes, tribal organizations, public orga-
nizations, and private nonprofit organiza-
tions for activities that encourage individ-
uals to wear approved equestrian helmets. 

(b) APPLICATION.—A State, political sub-
divisions of States, Indian tribes, tribal orga-
nizations, public organizations, and private 
nonprofit organizations seeking a grant 
under this section shall submit to the Sec-
retary an application for the grant, in such 
form and containing such information as the 
Secretary may require. 

(c) REVIEW BEFORE AWARD.—
(1) REVIEW.—The Secretary shall review 

each application for a grant under this sec-
tion in order to ensure that the applicant for 
the grant will use the grant for the purposes 
described in section 3. 

(2) SCOPE OF PROGRAMS.—In reviewing ap-
plications for grants, the Secretary shall 
permit applicants wide discretion in design-
ing programs that effectively promote in-
creased use of approved equestrian helmets. 
SEC. 3. PURPOSES OF GRANTS. 

A grant under section 2 may be used by a 
grantee to—

(1) encourage individuals to wear approved 
equestrian helmets; 

(2) provide assistance to individuals who 
may not be able to afford approved eques-
trian helmets to enable such individuals to 
acquire such helmets; 

(3) educate individuals and their families 
on the importance of wearing approved 
equestrian helmets in a proper manner in 
order to improve equestrian safety; or 

(4) carry out any combination of activities 
described in paragraphs (1), (2), and (3). 
SEC. 4. REPORT TO CONGRESS. 

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 1 year 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary of Commerce shall submit to the 
appropriate committees of Congress a report 
on the effectiveness of grants awarded under 
section 2. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.—The report shall 
include a list of grant recipients, a summary 
of the types of programs implemented by the 
grant recipients, and any recommendations 
that the Secretary considers appropriate re-
garding modification or extension of the au-
thority under section 2. 

(c) APPROPRIATE COMMITTEES OF CONGRESS 
DEFINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘appro-
priate committees of Congress’’ means—

(1) the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation, and the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions of 
the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 5. STANDARDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Every equestrian helmet 
manufactured on or after the date that is 9 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act shall meet—

(1) the interim standard specified in sub-
section (b), pending the establishment of a 
final standard pursuant to subsection (c); 
and 

(2) the final standard, once that standard 
has been established under subsection (c). 

(b) INTERIM STANDARD.—The interim stand-
ard for equestrian helmets is the American 
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
standard designated as F 1163. 

(c) FINAL STANDARD.—
(1) REQUIREMENT.—Not later than 60 days 

after the date of enactment of this Act, the 
Consumer Product Safety Commission shall 
begin a proceeding under section 553 of title 
5, United States Code, to—

(A) establish a final standard for eques-
trian helmets that incorporates all the re-
quirements of the interim standard specified 
in subsection (b); 

(B) provide in the final standard a mandate 
that all approved equestrian helmets be cer-
tified to the requirements promulgated 
under the final standard by an organization 
that is accredited to certify personal protec-
tion equipment in accordance with ISO 
Guide 65; and 

(C) include in the final standard any addi-
tional provisions that the Commission con-
siders appropriate. 

(2) INAPPLICABILITY OF CERTAIN LAWS.—Sec-
tions 7, 9, and 30(d) of the Consumer Product 
Safety Act (15 U.S.C. 2056, 2058, and 2079(d)) 
shall not apply to the proceeding under this 
subsection, and section 11 of such Act (15 
U.S.C. 2060) shall not apply with respect to 
any standard issued under such proceeding. 

(3) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The final standard 
shall take effect not later than 1 year after 
the date it is issued. 

(d) FAILURE TO MEET STANDARDS.—
(1) FAILURE TO MEET INTERIM STANDARD.—

Until the final standard takes effect, an 
equestrian helmet that does not meet the in-
terim standard, required under subsection 
(a)(1), shall be considered in violation of a 
consumer product safety standard promul-
gated under the Consumer Product Safety 
Act. 

(2) STATUS OF FINAL STANDARD.—The final 
standard developed under subsection (c) shall 
be considered a consumer product safety 
standard promulgated under the Consumer 
Product Safety Act. 
SEC. 6. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.—There is 
authorized to be appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce to carry out section 2, 
$100,000 for each of fiscal years 2005, 2006, and 
2007. 

(b) CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMIS-
SION.—There is authorized to be appropriated 
to the Consumer Product Safety Commission 
to carry out activities under section 5, 
$500,000 for fiscal year 2005, which amount 
shall remain available until expended. 
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) APPROVED EQUESTRIAN HELMET.—The 

term ‘‘approved equestrian helmet’’ means 
an equestrian helmet that meets—

(A) the interim standard specified in sec-
tion 5(b), pending establishment of a final 
standard under section 5(c); and 

(B) the final standard, once it is effective 
under section 5(c). 

(2) EQUESTRIAN HELMET.—The term ‘‘eques-
trian helmet’’ means a hard shell head cov-
ering intended to be worn while partici-
pating in an equestrian event or activity.

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 325—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING THE CRE-
ATION OF REFUGEE POPU-
LATIONS IN THE MIDDLE EAST, 
NORTH AFRICA, AND THE PER-
SIAN GULF REGION AS A RE-
SULT OF HUMAN RIGHTS VIOLA-
TIONS 

Mr. SANTORUM submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions: 

S. RES. 325 

Whereas Jews and other ethnic groups 
have lived mostly as minorities in the Mid-
dle East, North Africa, and the Persian Gulf 
region for more than 2,500 years, more than 
1,000 years before the advent of Islam; 

Whereas the United States has long voiced 
its concern about the mistreatment of mi-
norities and the violation of human rights in 
the Middle East and elsewhere; 

Whereas the United States continues to 
play a pivotal role in seeking an end to con-
flict in the Middle East and to promoting a 
peace that will benefit all the people of the 
region; 

Whereas a comprehensive peace in the re-
gion will require the resolution of all out-
standing issues through bilateral and multi-
lateral negotiations involving all concerned 
parties; 

Whereas the discussion of refugees in the 
Middle East generally centers on Palestinian 
refugees, even though estimates indicate 
that, as a result of the 1948 war in which nu-
merous Arab armies attacked the newly-
founded State of Israel, more Jews (approxi-
mately 850,000) were displaced from Arab 
countries than were Palestinians (approxi-
mately 726,000); 

Whereas the United States has dem-
onstrated interest and concern about the 
mistreatment, violation of rights, forced ex-
pulsion, and expropriation of assets of mi-
nority populations in general, and in par-
ticular, former Jewish refugees displaced 
from Arab countries, as evidenced, inter alia, 
by the following actions: 

(1) A Memorandum of Understanding 
signed by President Jimmy Carter and 
Israeli Foreign Minister Moshe Dayan on Oc-
tober 4, 1977, states that ‘‘[a] solution of the 
problem of Arab refugees and Jewish refu-
gees will be discussed in accordance with 
rules which should be agreed’’. 

(2) After negotiating the Camp David Ac-
cords, the Framework for Peace in the Mid-
dle East, President Jimmy Carter stated in a 
press conference on October 27, 1977 that 
‘‘Palestinians have rights . . . obviously 
there are Jewish refugees . . . they have the 
same rights as others do’’. 

(3) In an interview with Israeli television 
immediately after the issue of the rights of 
Jews displaced from Arab lands was dis-
cussed at Camp David II in July 2000, Presi-
dent Clinton stated clearly that ‘‘[t]here will 
have to be some sort of international fund 
set up for the refugees. There is, I think, 
some interest, interestingly enough, on both 
sides, in also having a fund which com-
pensates the Israelis who were made refugees 
by the war, which occurred after the birth of 
the State of Israel. Israel is full of people, 
Jewish people, who lived in predominantly 
Arab countries who came to Israel because 
they were made refugees in their own land.’’. 

(4) In Senate Resolution 76, 85th Congress, 
agreed to January 29, 1957, the Senate— 
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(A) notes that individuals in Egypt who are 

tied by race, religion, or national origin with 
Israel, France, or the United Kingdom have 
been subjected to arrest, forced exile, confis-
cation of property, and other punishments 
although not charged with any crime; and 

(B) requests the President to instruct the 
chief delegate to the United Nations to urge 
the prompt dispatch of a United Nations ob-
server team to Egypt with a view to obtain 
a full factual report concerning this viola-
tion of rights. 

(5) In House Concurrent Resolution 158, 
85th Congress, Congress notes that the Gov-
ernment of Egypt had initiated a series of 
measures against the Jewish community, 
that many Jews were arrested as a result of 
such measures, that, beginning in November 
1956, many Jews were expelled from Egypt, 
and that the Jews of Egypt faced sequestra-
tion of their goods and assets and denial or 
revocation of Egyptian citizenship, and re-
solves that the treatment of Jews in Egypt 
constituted ‘‘persecution on account of race, 
religious beliefs, or political opinions’’, fur-
ther resolving that these issues should be 
raised by the United States either in the 
United Nations or by other appropriate 
means. 

(6) Section 620 of H.R. 3100, 100th Congress, 
states that Congress finds that ‘‘with the no-
table exceptions of Morocco and Tunisia, 
those Jews remaining in Arab countries con-
tinue to suffer deprivations, degradations, 
and hardships, and continue to live in peril’’ 
and that Congress calls upon the govern-
ments of those Arab countries where Jews 
still maintain a presence to guarantee their 
Jewish citizens full civil and human rights, 
including the right to lead full Jewish lives 
free of fear and to emigrate if they so choose; 

Whereas, the seminal United Nations reso-
lution on the Arab-Israeli conflict and other 
international initiatives refer generally to 
the plight of ‘‘refugees’’ and do not make 
any distinction between Palestinian and 
Jewish refugees, including the following: 

(1) United Nations Security Council Reso-
lution 242 of November 22, 1967, calls for a 
‘‘just settlement of the refugee problem’’ 
without distinction between Palestinian and 
Jewish refugees. Justice Arthur Goldberg, 
the United States delegate to the United Na-
tions at that time, has pointed out that ‘‘a 
notable omission in 242 is any reference to 
Palestinians, a Palestinian state on the West 
Bank or the PLO. The resolution addresses 
the objective of ‘achieving a just settlement 
of the refugee problem.’ This language pre-
sumably refers both to Arab and Jewish refu-
gees, for about an equal number of each 
abandoned their homes as a result of the sev-
eral wars’’. 

(2) The Madrid Conference, which was first 
convened in October 1991 and was co-chaired 
by United States President George H.W. 
Bush and President of the U.S.S.R. Mikhail 
Gorbachev, included delegations from Spain, 
the European Community, the Netherlands, 
Egypt, Syria, and Lebanon, as well as a joint 
Jordanian-Palestinian delegation. In his 
opening remarks before the January 28, 1992, 
organizational meeting for multilateral ne-
gotiations on the Middle East in Moscow, 
United States Secretary of State James 
Baker made no distinction between Pales-
tinian refugees and Jewish refugees in ar-
ticulating the mission of the Refugee Work-
ing Group, stating that ‘‘[t]he refugee group 
will consider practical ways of improving the 
lot of people throughout the region who have 
been displaced from their homes’’. 

(3) The Roadmap to a Permanent Two-
State Solution to the Israeli-Palestinian 
Conflict, in referring to an ‘‘agreed, just fair, 
and realistic solution to the refugee issue,’’ 
uses language that is equally applicable to 

all persons displaced as a result of the con-
flict in the Middle East; 

Whereas Egypt, Jordan, and the Palestin-
ians have affirmed that a comprehensive so-
lution to the Middle East conflict will re-
quire a just solution to the plight of all ‘‘ref-
ugees’’ as evidenced by the following: 

(1) The 1978 Camp David Accords, the 
Framework for Peace in the Middle East, in-
cludes a commitment by Egypt and Israel to 
‘‘work with each other and with other inter-
ested parties to establish agreed procedures 
for a prompt, just and permanent resolution 
of the implementation of the refugee prob-
lem.’’ The Treaty of Peace between Israel 
and Egypt, signed at Washington, D.C. 
March 26, 1979, in addition to general ref-
erences to United Nations Security Council 
Resolution 242 as the basis for comprehen-
sive peace in the region, provides in Article 
8 that the ‘‘Parties agree to establish a 
claims commission for the mutual settle-
ment of all financial claims,’’ including 
those of former Christian and Jewish refu-
gees displaced from Egypt. 

(2) Article 8 of the Treaty of Peace Be-
tween the State of Israel and the Hashemite 
Kingdom of Jordan, done at Arava/Araba 
Crossing Point October 26, 1994, entitled 
‘‘Refugees and Displaced Persons’’ recognizes 
‘‘the massive human problems caused to 
both Parties by the conflict in the Middle 
East.’’ The reference to massive human prob-
lems in a broad manner suggests that the 
plight of all refugees of ‘‘the conflict in the 
Middle East’’ includes Jewish refugees from 
Arab countries; 

Whereas the United States is encouraged 
by recent statements by Libyan leader 
Muammar Qadhafi that he is ready to com-
pensate Libyan Jews whose properties were 
confiscated and that he is prepared to allow 
Libyans to travel to Israel; 

Whereas the Law of Administration for the 
State of Iraq for the Transitional Period, 
signed at Baghdad March 8, 2004, is a land-
mark document that enshrines the ‘‘right to 
freedom of thought, conscience, and reli-
gious belief and practice’’ that had long been 
denied to Iraqis and states that ‘‘the Transi-
tional Government shall take steps to end 
the vestiges of the oppressive acts arising 
from,’’ among other things, ‘‘forced displace-
ment, deprivation of citizenship, [and] expro-
priation of financial assets and property’’; 
and 

Whereas, while progress is being made, 
continued emphasis needs to be placed on the 
rights and redress for Jewish refugees: Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved,
SECTION 1. SENSE OF THE SENATE ON HUMAN 

RIGHTS AND REFUGEES. 
It is the sense of the Senate that— 

(1) the United States deplores the past and 
continuing violation of the human rights and 
religious freedoms of minority populations 
in Arab countries; 

(2) with respect to Jews and Christians dis-
placed from Arab countries, for any com-
prehensive Middle East peace agreement to 
be credible, durable, and enduring, con-
stitute an end to conflict in the Middle East, 
and provide for finality of all claims, the 
agreement must address and resolve all out-
standing issues, including the legitimate 
rights of all peoples displaced from Arab 
countries; and 

(3) the United States will work to ensure 
that the provisions of both the Law of Ad-
ministration for the State of Iraq for the 
Transitional Period, signed at Baghdad 
March 8, 2004, and the permanent constitu-
tion to be presented to the people of Iraq for 
approval in a general referendum no later 
than October 15, 2005—

(A) are universally applied to all groups 
forced to leave Iraq; and 

(B) will rectify the historical injustices 
and discriminatory measures perpetrated by 
previous Iraqi regimes. 
SEC. 2. UNITED STATES POLICY ON MIDDLE EAST 

REFUGEES. 
The Senate urges the President to— 
(1) instruct the United States Representa-

tive to the United Nations and all United 
States representatives in bilateral and mul-
tilateral fora that, when the United States 
considers or addresses resolutions that al-
lude to the issue of Middle East refugees, the 
United States delegation should ensure 
that—

(A) the relevant text refers to the fact that 
multiple refugee populations have been 
caused by the Arab-Israeli conflict; and 

(B) any explicit reference to the required 
resolution of the Palestinian refugee issue is 
matched by a similar explicit reference to 
the resolution of the issue of Jewish refugees 
from Arab countries; and 

(2) make clear that the United States Gov-
ernment supports the position that, as an in-
tegral part of any comprehensive peace, the 
issue of refugees and the mass violations of 
human rights of minorities in Arab countries 
must be resolved in a manner that includes—

(A) redress for the legitimate rights of all 
refugees displaced from Arab countries; and 

(B) recognition of the fact that Jewish and 
Christian property, schools, and community 
property was lost as a result of the Arab-
Israeli conflict.

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED & 
PROPOSED 

SA 2937. Mr. GRASSLEY (for Ms. SNOWE 
(for herself, Mr. DODD, Mr. HATCH, Mr. ALEX-
ANDER, Mr. CARPER, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Ms. COLLINS, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. BOXER, 
Mr. CHAFEE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs. CLINTON, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. SCHUMER, and 
Mr. BAUCUS)) proposed an amendment to the 
bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize and improve the 
program of block grants to States for tem-
porary assistance for needy families, im-
prove access to quality child care, and for 
other purposes. 

SA 2938. Mr. BINGAMAN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill S. 1637, to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to comply with the 
World Trade Organization rulings on the 
FSC/ETI benefit in a manner that preserves 
jobs and production activities in the United 
States, to reform and simplify the inter-
national taxation rules of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was ordered to 
lie on the table. 

SA 2939. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself and 
Mr. DASCHLE) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
4, to reauthorize and improve the program of 
block grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families, improve access to 
quality child care, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2940. Ms. CANTWELL submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by her 
to the bill H.R. 4, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 2941. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself and Mr. 
THOMAS) submitted an amendment intended 
to be proposed by him to the bill S. 1637, to 
amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to 
comply with the World Trade Organization 
rulings on the FSC/ETI benefit in a manner 
that preserves jobs and production activities 
in the United States, to reform and simplify 
the international taxation rules of the 
United States, and for other purposes; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 2942. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
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to the bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize and improve 
the program of block grants to States for 
temporary assistance for needy families, im-
prove access to quality child care, and for 
other purposes; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

SA 2943. Mr. CORNYN (for himself and Mr. 
BINGAMAN) submitted an amendment in-
tended to be proposed by him to the bill H.R. 
4, supra; which was ordered to lie on the 
table.

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 
SA 2937. Mr. GRASSLEY (for Ms. 

SNOWE (for herself, Mr. DODD, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. CARPER, 
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Ms. 
COLLINS, Ms. LANDRIEU, Mrs. MURRAY, 
Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. 
CHAFEE, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mrs. CLINTON, 
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. SCHU-
MER, and Mr. BAUCUS)) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 4, to reau-
thorize and improve the program of 
block grants to States for temporary 
assistance for needy families, improve 
access to quality child care, and for 
other purposes; as follows:

Beginning on page 255, strike line 18 and 
all that follows through page 257, line 2, and 
insert the following: 
SEC. 116. FUNDING FOR CHILD CARE. 

(a) INCREASE IN MANDATORY FUNDING.—Sec-
tion 418(a)(3) (42 U.S.C. 618(a)(3)), as amended 
by section 4 of the Welfare Reform Extension 
Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–040, 117 Stat. 837), 
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E); 

(2) by striking the period at the end of sub-
paragraph (F) and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(G) $2,917,000,000 for each of fiscal years 

2005 through 2009.’’. 
(b) RESERVATION OF CHILD CARE FUNDS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 418(a)(4) (42 U.S.C. 

618(a)(4)) is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(4) AMOUNTS RESERVED.—
‘‘(A) INDIAN TRIBES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall re-

serve 2 percent of the aggregate amount ap-
propriated to carry out this section for a fis-
cal year for payments to Indian tribes and 
tribal organizations for such fiscal year for 
the purpose of providing child care assist-
ance. 

‘‘(ii) APPLICATION OF CCDBG REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Payments made under this subpara-
graph shall be subject to the requirements 
that apply to payments made to Indian 
tribes and tribal organizations under the 
Child Care and Development Block Grant 
Act of 1990. 

‘‘(B) TERRITORIES.—
‘‘(i) PUERTO RICO.—The Secretary shall re-

serve 1.5 percent of the amount appropriated 
under paragraph (5)(A)(i) for a fiscal year for 
payments to the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico for such fiscal year for the purpose of 
providing child care assistance. 

‘‘(ii) OTHER TERRITORIES.—The Secretary 
shall reserve 0.5 percent of the amount ap-
propriated under paragraph (5)(A)(i) for a fis-
cal year for payments to Guam, American 
Samoa, the Virgin Islands of the United 
States, and the Commonwealth of the North-
ern Mariana Islands in amounts which bear 
the same ratio to such amount as the 
amounts allotted to such territories under 
section 658O of the Child Care and Develop-
ment Block Grant Act of 1990 for the fiscal 
year bear to the total amount reserved under 
such section for that fiscal year. 

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION OF CCDBG REQUIRE-
MENTS.—Payments made under this subpara-

graph shall be subject to the requirements 
that apply to payments made to territories 
under the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant Act of 1990.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1108(a)(2) (42 U.S.C. 1308(a)(2)), as amended by 
section 108(b)(3), is amended by striking ‘‘or 
413(f)’’ and inserting ‘‘413(f), or 418(a)(4)(B)’’. 

(c) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—Section 418(a) 
(42 U.S.C. 618(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (7); and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4), the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(5) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANTS.—
‘‘(A) APPROPRIATION.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—For supplemental grants 

under this section, there are appropriated—
‘‘(I) $700,000,000 for fiscal year 2005; 
‘‘(II) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year 2006; 
‘‘(III) $1,200,000,000 for fiscal year 2007; 
‘‘(IV) $1,400,000,000 for fiscal year 2008; and 
‘‘(V) $1,700,000,000 for fiscal year 2009. 
‘‘(ii) AVAILABILITY.—Amounts appropriated 

under clause (i) for a fiscal year shall be in 
addition to amounts appropriated under 
paragraph (3) for such fiscal year and shall 
remain available without fiscal year limita-
tion. 

‘‘(B) SUPPLEMENTAL GRANT.—In addition to 
the grants paid to a State under paragraphs 
(1) and (2) for each of fiscal years 2005 
through 2009, the Secretary, after reserving 
the amounts described in subparagraphs (A) 
and (B) of paragraph (4) and subject to the 
requirements described in paragraph (6), 
shall pay each State an amount which bears 
the same ratio to the amount specified in 
subparagraph (A)(i) for the fiscal year (after 
such reservations), as the amount allotted to 
the State under paragraph (2)(B) for fiscal 
year 2003 bears to the amount allotted to all 
States under that paragraph for such fiscal 
year. 

‘‘(6) REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(A) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.—A State 

may not be paid a supplemental grant under 
paragraph (5) for a fiscal year unless the 
State ensures that the level of State expend-
itures for child care for such fiscal year is 
not less than the sum of—

‘‘(i) the level of State expenditures for 
child care that were matched under a grant 
made to the State under paragraph (2) for 
fiscal year 2003; and 

‘‘(ii) the level of State expenditures for 
child care that the State reported as mainte-
nance of effort expenditures for purposes of 
paragraph (2) for fiscal year 2003. 

‘‘(B) MATCHING REQUIREMENT FOR FISCAL 
YEARS 2008 AND 2009.—With respect to the 
amount of the supplemental grant made to a 
State under paragraph (5) for each of fiscal 
years fiscal year 2008 and 2009 that is in ex-
cess of the amount of the grant made to the 
State under paragraph (5) for fiscal year 2007, 
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (2) shall apply 
to such excess amount in the same manner 
as such subparagraph applies to grants made 
under subparagraph (A) of paragraph (2) for 
each of fiscal years 2008 and 2009, respec-
tively. 

‘‘(C) REDISTRIBUTION.—In the case of a 
State that fails to satisfy the requirement of 
subparagraph (A) for a fiscal year, the sup-
plemental grant determined under paragraph 
(5) for the State for that fiscal year shall be 
redistributed in accordance with paragraph 
(2)(D).’’. 

(d) EXTENSION OF MERCHANDISE PROCESSING 
CUSTOMS USER FEES.—Section 13031(j)(3) of 
the Consolidated Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C. 58c(j)(3)), as 
amended by section 201 of the Military Fam-
ily Tax Relief Act of 2003 (Public Law 108–
121; 117 Stat. 1343), is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Fees’’ and inserting ‘‘(A) 
Except as provided in subparagraph (B), 
fees’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(B) Fees may not be charged under para-

graphs (9) and (10) of subsection (a) after Sep-
tember 30, 2009.’’.

SA 2938. Mr. BINGAMAN submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to the bill S. 1637, to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to com-
ply with the World Trade Organization 
rulings on the FSC/ETI benefit in a 
manner that preserves jobs and produc-
tion activities in the United States, to 
reform and simplify the international 
taxation rules of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end add the following: 
TITLE VIII—ENERGY TAX INCENTIVES

Subtitle A—Conservation and Energy 
Efficiency Provisions 

SEC. 801. CREDIT FOR CONSTRUCTION OF NEW 
ENERGY EFFICIENT HOME. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness related credits), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 45K. NEW ENERGY EFFICIENT HOME CRED-

IT. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 

38, in the case of an eligible contractor, the 
credit determined under this section for the 
taxable year is an amount equal to the ag-
gregate adjusted bases of all energy efficient 
property installed in a qualifying new home 
during construction of such home. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The credit allowed by 

this section with respect to a qualifying new 
home shall not exceed—

‘‘(i) in the case of a 30-percent home, $1,000, 
and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a 50-percent home, 
$2,000.

‘‘(B) 30- OR 50-PERCENT HOME.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) 30-PERCENT HOME.—The term ‘30-per-
cent home’ means—

‘‘(I) a qualifying new home which is cer-
tified to have a projected level of annual 
heating and cooling energy consumption, 
measured in terms of average annual energy 
cost to the homeowner, which is at least 30 
percent less than the annual level of heating 
and cooling energy consumption of a quali-
fying new home constructed in accordance 
with the latest standards of chapter 4 of the 
International Energy Conservation Code ap-
proved by the Department of Energy before 
the construction of such qualifying new 
home and any applicable Federal minimum 
efficiency standards for equipment, or 

‘‘(II) in the case of a qualifying new home 
which is a manufactured home, a home 
which meets the applicable standards re-
quired by the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency under the Energy 
Star Labeled Homes program. 

‘‘(ii) 50-PERCENT HOME.—The term ‘50-per-
cent home’ means a qualifying new home 
which would be described in clause (i)(I) if 50 
percent were substituted for 30 percent. 

‘‘(C) PRIOR CREDIT AMOUNTS ON SAME HOME 
TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT.—The amount of the 
credit otherwise allowable for the taxable 
year with respect to a qualifying new home 
under clause (i) or (ii) of subparagraph (A) 
shall be reduced by the sum of the credits al-
lowed under subsection (a) to any taxpayer 
with respect to the home for all preceding 
taxable years. 
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‘‘(2) COORDINATION WITH CERTAIN CREDITS.—

For purposes of this section—
‘‘(A) the basis of any property referred to 

in subsection (a) shall be reduced by that 
portion of the basis of any property which is 
attributable to the rehabilitation credit (as 
determined under section 47(a)) or to the en-
ergy credit (as determined under section 
48(a)), and 

‘‘(B) expenditures taken into account 
under section 25D, 47, or 48(a) shall not be 
taken into account under this section. 

‘‘(3) PROVIDER LIMITATION.—Any eligible 
contractor who directly or indirectly pro-
vides the guarantee of energy savings under 
a guarantee-based method of certification 
described in subsection (d)(1)(D) shall not be 
eligible to receive the credit allowed by this 
section. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) ELIGIBLE CONTRACTOR.—The term ‘eli-
gible contractor’ means—

‘‘(A) the person who constructed the quali-
fying new home, or 

‘‘(B) in the case of a qualifying new home 
which is a manufactured home, the manufac-
tured home producer of such home. 
If more than 1 person is described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) with respect to any quali-
fying new home, such term means the person 
designated as such by the owner of such 
home. 

‘‘(2) ENERGY EFFICIENT PROPERTY.—The 
term ‘energy efficient property’ means any 
energy efficient building envelope compo-
nent, and any energy efficient heating or 
cooling equipment or system which can, in-
dividually or in combination with other 
components, meet the requirements of this 
section. 

‘‘(3) QUALIFYING NEW HOME.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualifying 

new home’ means a dwelling—
‘‘(i) located in the United States, 
‘‘(ii) the construction of which is substan-

tially completed after September 30, 2004, 
and 

‘‘(iii) the first use of which after construc-
tion is as a principal residence (within the 
meaning of section 121). 

‘‘(B) MANUFACTURED HOME INCLUDED.—The 
term ‘qualifying new home’ includes a manu-
factured home conforming to Federal Manu-
factured Home Construction and Safety 
Standards (24 C.F.R. 3280). 

‘‘(4) CONSTRUCTION.—The term ‘construc-
tion’ includes reconstruction and rehabilita-
tion. 

‘‘(5) BUILDING ENVELOPE COMPONENT.—The 
term ‘building envelope component’ means—

‘‘(A) any insulation material or system 
which is specifically and primarily designed 
to reduce the heat loss or gain of a quali-
fying new home when installed in or on such 
home, 

‘‘(B) exterior windows (including sky-
lights), and 

‘‘(C) exterior doors. 
‘‘(d) CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(1) METHOD OF CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A certification de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B) shall be deter-
mined either by a component-based method, 
a performance-based method, or a guarantee-
based method, or, in the case of a qualifying 
new home which is a manufactured home, by 
a method prescribed by the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency under 
the Energy Star Labeled Homes program. 

‘‘(B) COMPONENT-BASED METHOD.—A compo-
nent-based method is a method which uses 
the applicable technical energy efficiency 
specifications or ratings (including product 
labeling requirements) for the energy effi-
cient building envelope component or energy 
efficient heating or cooling equipment. The 
Secretary shall, in consultation with the Ad-

ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, develop prescriptive component-
based packages which are equivalent in en-
ergy performance to properties which qualify 
under subparagraph (C). 

‘‘(C) PERFORMANCE-BASED METHOD.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A performance-based 

method is a method which calculates pro-
jected energy usage and cost reductions in 
the qualifying new home in relation to a new 
home—

‘‘(I) heated by the same fuel type, and 
‘‘(II) constructed in accordance with the 

latest standards of chapter 4 of the Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code approved 
by the Department of Energy before the con-
struction of such qualifying new home and 
any applicable Federal minimum efficiency 
standards for equipment.

‘‘(ii) COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—Computer soft-
ware shall be used in support of a perform-
ance-based method certification under clause 
(i). Such software shall meet procedures and 
methods for calculating energy and cost sav-
ings in regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Energy. 

‘‘(D) GUARANTEE-BASED METHOD.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A guarantee-based meth-

od is a method which guarantees in writing 
to the homeowner energy savings of either 30 
percent or 50 percent over the 2000 Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code for heat-
ing and cooling costs. The guarantee shall be 
provided for a minimum of 2 years and shall 
fully reimburse the homeowner any heating 
and cooling costs in excess of the guaranteed 
amount. 

‘‘(ii) COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—Computer soft-
ware shall be selected by the provider to sup-
port the guarantee-based method certifi-
cation under clause (i). Such software shall 
meet procedures and methods for calculating 
energy and cost savings in regulations pro-
mulgated by the Secretary of Energy. 

‘‘(2) PROVIDER.—A certification described 
in subsection (b)(1)(B) shall be provided by—

‘‘(A) in the case of a component-based 
method, a local building regulatory author-
ity, a utility, or a home energy rating orga-
nization, 

‘‘(B) in the case of a performance-based 
method or a guarantee-based method, an in-
dividual recognized by an organization des-
ignated by the Secretary for such purposes, 
or 

‘‘(C) in the case of a qualifying new home 
which is a manufactured home, a manufac-
tured home primary inspection agency. 

‘‘(3) FORM.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A certification de-

scribed in subsection (b)(1)(B) shall be made 
in writing in a manner which specifies in 
readily verifiable fashion the energy effi-
cient building envelope components and en-
ergy efficient heating or cooling equipment 
installed and their respective rated energy 
efficiency performance, and 

‘‘(i) in the case of a performance-based 
method, accompanied by a written analysis 
documenting the proper application of a per-
missible energy performance calculation 
method to the specific circumstances of such 
qualifying new home, and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of a qualifying new home 
which is a manufactured home, accompanied 
by such documentation as required by the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency under the Energy Star Labeled 
Homes program. 

‘‘(B) FORM PROVIDED TO BUYER.—A form 
documenting the energy efficient building 
envelope components and energy efficient 
heating or cooling equipment installed and 
their rated energy efficiency performance 
shall be provided to the buyer of the quali-
fying new home. The form shall include la-
beled R-value for insulation products, NFRC-
labeled U-factor and solar heat gain coeffi-

cient for windows, skylights, and doors, la-
beled annual fuel utilization efficiency 
(AFUE) ratings for furnaces and boilers, la-
beled heating seasonal performance factor 
(HSPF) ratings for electric heat pumps, and 
labeled seasonal energy efficiency ratio 
(SEER) ratings for air conditioners. 

‘‘(C) RATINGS LABEL AFFIXED IN DWELL-
ING.—A permanent label documenting the 
ratings in subparagraph (B) shall be affixed 
to the front of the electrical distribution 
panel of the qualifying new home, or shall be 
otherwise permanently displayed in a readily 
inspectable location in such home. 

‘‘(4) REGULATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In prescribing regula-

tions under this subsection for performance-
based and guarantee-based certification 
methods, the Secretary shall prescribe pro-
cedures for calculating annual energy usage 
and cost reductions for heating and cooling 
and for the reporting of the results. Such 
regulations shall—

‘‘(i) provide that any calculation proce-
dures be fuel neutral such that the same en-
ergy efficiency measures allow a qualifying 
new home to be eligible for the credit under 
this section regardless of whether such home 
uses a gas or oil furnace or boiler or an elec-
tric heat pump, and 

‘‘(ii) require that any computer software 
allow for the printing of the Federal tax 
forms necessary for the credit under this sec-
tion and for the printing of forms for disclo-
sure to the homebuyer. 

‘‘(B) PROVIDERS.—For purposes of para-
graph (2)(B), the Secretary shall establish re-
quirements for the designation of individuals 
based on the requirements for energy con-
sultants and home energy raters specified by 
the Mortgage Industry National Home En-
ergy Rating Standards. 

‘‘(e) APPLICATION.—Subsection (a) shall 
apply to qualifying new homes the construc-
tion of which is substantially completed 
after September 30, 2004, and purchased dur-
ing the period beginning on such date and 
ending on—

‘‘(1) in the case of any 30-percent home, De-
cember 31, 2005, and 

‘‘(2) in the case of any 50-percent home, De-
cember 31, 2007.’’. 

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—Section 38(b) (relating to cur-
rent year business credit), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at 
the end of paragraph (20), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of paragraph (21) and insert-
ing ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(22) the new energy efficient home credit 
determined under section 45K(a).’’. 

(c) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 
280C (relating to certain expenses for which 
credits are allowable) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(d) NEW ENERGY EFFICIENT HOME EX-
PENSES.—No deduction shall be allowed for 
that portion of expenses for a qualifying new 
home otherwise allowable as a deduction for 
the taxable year which is equal to the 
amount of the credit determined for such 
taxable year under section 45K(a).’’. 

(d) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Section 
39(d) (relating to transition rules), as amend-
ed by this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(16) NO CARRYBACK OF NEW ENERGY EFFI-
CIENT HOME CREDIT BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—
No portion of the unused business credit for 
any taxable year which is attributable to the 
credit determined under section 45K may be 
carried back to any taxable year ending be-
fore October 1, 2004.’’.

(e) DEDUCTION FOR CERTAIN UNUSED BUSI-
NESS CREDITS.—Section 196(c) (defining 
qualified business credits) is amended by 
striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of paragraph (9), 
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by striking the period at the end of para-
graph (10) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by add-
ing after paragraph (10) the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(11) the new energy efficient home credit 
determined under section 45K(a).’’. 

(f) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1, as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 45K. New energy efficient home cred-
it.’’.

(g) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to homes 
the construction of which is substantially 
completed after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 802. CREDIT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLI-

ANCES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness-related credits), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 45L. ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLIANCE CRED-

IT. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 

38, the energy efficient appliance credit de-
termined under this section for the taxable 
year is an amount equal to the sum of the 
amounts determined under paragraph (2) for 
qualified energy efficient appliances pro-
duced by the taxpayer during the calendar 
year ending with or within the taxable year. 

‘‘(2) AMOUNT.—The amount determined 
under this paragraph for any category de-
scribed in subsection (b)(2)(B) shall be the 
product of the applicable amount for appli-
ances in the category and the eligible pro-
duction for the category.

‘‘(b) APPLICABLE AMOUNT; ELIGIBLE PRO-
DUCTION.—For purposes of subsection (a)—

‘‘(1) APPLICABLE AMOUNT.—The applicable 
amount is—

‘‘(A) $50, in the case of—
‘‘(i) a clothes washer which is manufac-

tured with at least a 1.42 MEF, or 
‘‘(ii) a refrigerator which consumes at least 

10 percent less kilowatt hours per year than 
the energy conservation standards for refrig-
erators promulgated by the Department of 
Energy and effective on July 1, 2001, 

‘‘(B) $100, in the case of—
‘‘(i) a clothes washer which is manufac-

tured with at least a 1.50 MEF, or 
‘‘(ii) a refrigerator which consumes at least 

15 percent (20 percent in the case of a refrig-
erator manufactured after 2006) less kilowatt 
hours per year than such energy conserva-
tion standards, and 

‘‘(C) $150, in the case of a refrigerator man-
ufactured before 2007 which consumes at 
least 20 percent less kilowatt hours per year 
than such energy conservation standards. 

‘‘(2) ELIGIBLE PRODUCTION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The eligible production 

of each category of qualified energy efficient 
appliances is the excess of—

‘‘(i) the number of appliances in such cat-
egory which are produced by the taxpayer 
during such calendar year, over 

‘‘(ii) the average number of appliances in 
such category which were produced by the 
taxpayer during calendar years 2000, 2001, 
and 2002. 

‘‘(B) CATEGORIES.—For purposes of sub-
paragraph (A), the categories are—

‘‘(i) clothes washers described in paragraph 
(1)(A)(i), 

‘‘(ii) clothes washers described in para-
graph (1)(B)(i), 

‘‘(iii) refrigerators described in paragraph 
(1)(A)(ii), 

‘‘(iv) refrigerators described in paragraph 
(1)(B)(ii), and 

‘‘(v) refrigerators described in paragraph 
(1)(C). 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON MAXIMUM CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of credit al-

lowed under subsection (a) with respect to a 
taxpayer for all taxable years shall not ex-
ceed $60,000,000, of which not more than 
$30,000,000 may be allowed with respect to 
the credit determined by using the applica-
ble amount under subsection (b)(1)(A). 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON GROSS RE-
CEIPTS.—The credit allowed under subsection 
(a) with respect to a taxpayer for the taxable 
year shall not exceed an amount equal to 2 
percent of the average annual gross receipts 
of the taxpayer for the 3 taxable years pre-
ceding the taxable year in which the credit is 
determined. 

‘‘(3) GROSS RECEIPTS.—For purposes of this 
subsection, the rules of paragraphs (2) and (3) 
of section 448(c) shall apply. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED ENERGY EFFICIENT APPLI-
ANCE.—The term ‘qualified energy efficient 
appliance’ means—

‘‘(A) a clothes washer described in subpara-
graph (A)(i) or (B)(i) of subsection (b)(1), or 

‘‘(B) a refrigerator described in subpara-
graph (A)(ii), (B)(ii), or (C) of subsection 
(b)(1). 

‘‘(2) CLOTHES WASHER.—The term ‘clothes 
washer’ means a residential clothes washer, 
including a residential style coin operated 
washer. 

‘‘(3) REFRIGERATOR.—The term ‘refrig-
erator’ means an automatic defrost refrig-
erator-freezer which has an internal volume 
of at least 16.5 cubic feet. 

‘‘(4) MEF.—The term ‘MEF’ means Modi-
fied Energy Factor (as determined by the 
Secretary of Energy). 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Rules similar to the 

rules of subsections (c), (d), and (e) of section 
52 shall apply for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(2) AGGREGATION RULES.—All persons 
treated as a single employer under sub-
section (a) or (b) of section 52 or subsection 
(m) or (o) of section 414 shall be treated as 1 
person for purposes of subsection (a). 

‘‘(f) VERIFICATION.—The taxpayer shall sub-
mit such information or certification as the 
Secretary, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Energy, determines necessary to 
claim the credit amount under subsection 
(a). 

‘‘(g) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply—

‘‘(1) with respect to refrigerators described 
in subsection (b)(1)(A)(ii) produced after De-
cember 31, 2004, and 

‘‘(2) with respect to all other qualified en-
ergy efficient appliances produced after De-
cember 31, 2007.’’. 

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—Section 38(b) (relating to cur-
rent year business credit), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at 
the end of paragraph (21), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of paragraph (22) and insert-
ing ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(23) the energy efficient appliance credit 
determined under section 45L(a).’’. 

(c) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Section 
39(d) (relating to transition rules), as amend-
ed by this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(17) NO CARRYBACK OF ENERGY EFFICIENT 
APPLIANCE CREDIT BEFORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—
No portion of the unused business credit for 
any taxable year which is attributable to the 
energy efficient appliance credit determined 
under section 45L may be carried to a tax-
able year ending before October 1, 2004.’’. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1, as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 45L. Energy efficient appliance cred-
it.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to appli-
ances produced after September 30, 2004, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 803. CREDIT FOR RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EF-

FICIENT PROPERTY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to non-
refundable personal credits) is amended by 
inserting after section 25B the following new 
section: 
‘‘SEC. 25C. RESIDENTIAL ENERGY EFFICIENT 

PROPERTY. 

‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 
an individual, there shall be allowed as a 
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to 
the sum of—

‘‘(1) 15 percent of the qualified photo-
voltaic property expenditures made by the 
taxpayer during such year, 

‘‘(2) 15 percent of the qualified solar water 
heating property expenditures made by the 
taxpayer during such year, 

‘‘(3) 30 percent of the qualified fuel cell 
property expenditures made by the taxpayer 
during such year, 

‘‘(4) 30 percent of the qualified wind energy 
property expenditures made by the taxpayer 
during such year, and 

‘‘(5) the sum of the qualified Tier 2 energy 
efficient building property expenditures 
made by the taxpayer during such year. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—The credit allowed 

under subsection (a) shall not exceed—
‘‘(A) $2,000 for property described in para-

graph (1), (2), or (5) of subsection (d), 
‘‘(B) $500 for each 0.5 kilowatt of capacity 

of property described in subsection (d)(4), 
and 

‘‘(C) for property described in subsection 
(d)(6)—

‘‘(i) $150 for each electric heat pump water 
heater, 

‘‘(ii) $125 for each advanced natural gas, 
oil, propane furnace, or hot water boiler, 

‘‘(iii) $150 for each advanced natural gas, 
oil, or propane water heater, 

‘‘(iv) $50 for each natural gas, oil, or pro-
pane water heater, 

‘‘(v) $50 for an advanced main air circu-
lating fan, 

‘‘(vi) $150 for each advanced combination 
space and water heating system, 

‘‘(vii) $50 for each combination space and 
water heating system, and 

‘‘(viii) $250 for each geothermal heat pump. 
‘‘(2) SAFETY CERTIFICATIONS.—No credit 

shall be allowed under this section for an 
item of property unless—

‘‘(A) in the case of solar water heating 
property, such property is certified for per-
formance and safety by the non-profit Solar 
Rating Certification Corporation or a com-
parable entity endorsed by the government 
of the State in which such property is in-
stalled, 

‘‘(B) in the case of a photovoltaic property, 
a fuel cell property, or a wind energy prop-
erty, such property meets appropriate fire 
and electric code requirements, and 

‘‘(C) in the case of property described in 
subsection (d)(6), such property meets the 
performance and quality standards, and the 
certification requirements (if any), which—

‘‘(i) have been prescribed by the Secretary 
by regulations (after consultation with the 
Secretary of Energy or the Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, as 
appropriate), 

‘‘(ii) in the case of the energy efficiency 
ratio (EER) for property described in sub-
section (d)(6)(B)(viii)—
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‘‘(I) require measurements to be based on 

published data which is tested by manufac-
turers at 95 degrees Fahrenheit, and 

‘‘(II) do not require ratings to be based on 
certified data of the Air Conditioning and 
Refrigeration Institute, and 

‘‘(iii) are in effect at the time of the acqui-
sition of the property. 

‘‘(c) CARRYFORWARD OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If 
the credit allowable under subsection (a) ex-
ceeds the limitation imposed by section 26(a) 
for such taxable year reduced by the sum of 
the credits allowable under this subpart 
(other than this section and section 25D), 
such excess shall be carried to the suc-
ceeding taxable year and added to the credit 
allowable under subsection (a) for such suc-
ceeding taxable year. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED SOLAR WATER HEATING PROP-
ERTY EXPENDITURE.—The term ‘qualified 
solar water heating property expenditure’ 
means an expenditure for property to heat 
water for use in a dwelling unit located in 
the United States and used as a residence by 
the taxpayer if at least half of the energy 
used by such property for such purpose is de-
rived from the sun. 

‘‘(2) QUALIFIED PHOTOVOLTAIC PROPERTY EX-
PENDITURE.—The term ‘qualified photo-
voltaic property expenditure’ means an ex-
penditure for property which uses solar en-
ergy to generate electricity for use in a 
dwelling unit located in the United States 
and used as a residence by the taxpayer. 

‘‘(3) SOLAR PANELS.—No expenditure relat-
ing to a solar panel or other property in-
stalled as a roof (or portion thereof) shall 
fail to be treated as property described in 
paragraph (1) or (2) solely because it con-
stitutes a structural component of the struc-
ture on which it is installed. 

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY EX-
PENDITURE.—The term ‘qualified fuel cell 
property expenditure’ means an expenditure 
for qualified fuel cell property (as defined in 
section 48(a)(4)) installed on or in connection 
with a dwelling unit located in the United 
States and used as a principal residence 
(within the meaning of section 121) by the 
taxpayer. 

‘‘(5) QUALIFIED WIND ENERGY PROPERTY EX-
PENDITURE.—The term ‘qualified wind energy 
property expenditure’ means an expenditure 
for property which uses wind energy to gen-
erate electricity for use in a dwelling unit 
located in the United States and used as a 
residence by the taxpayer. 

‘‘(6) QUALIFIED TIER 2 ENERGY EFFICIENT 
BUILDING PROPERTY EXPENDITURE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified Tier 
2 energy efficient building property expendi-
ture’ means an expenditure for any Tier 2 en-
ergy efficient building property. 

‘‘(B) TIER 2 ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDING 
PROPERTY.—The term ‘Tier 2 energy efficient 
building property’ means—

‘‘(i) an electric heat pump water heater 
which yields an energy factor of at least 1.7 
in the standard Department of Energy test 
procedure, 

‘‘(ii) an advanced natural gas, oil, propane 
furnace, or hot water boiler which achieves 
at least 95 percent annual fuel utilization ef-
ficiency (AFUE), 

‘‘(iii) an advanced natural gas, oil, or pro-
pane water heater which has an energy fac-
tor of at least 0.80 in the standard Depart-
ment of Energy test procedure, 

‘‘(iv) a natural gas, oil, or propane water 
heater which has an energy factor of at least 
0.65 but less than 0.80 in the standard Depart-
ment of Energy test procedure, 

‘‘(v) an advanced main air circulating fan 
used in a new natural gas, propane, or oil-
fired furnace, including main air circulating 
fans that use a brushless permanent magnet 

motor or another type of motor which 
achieves similar or higher efficiency at half 
and full speed, as determined by the Sec-
retary, 

‘‘(vi) an advanced combination space and 
water heating system which has a combined 
energy factor of at least 0.80 and a combined 
annual fuel utilization efficiency (AFUE) of 
at least 78 percent in the standard Depart-
ment of Energy test procedure, 

‘‘(vii) a combination space and water heat-
ing system which has a combined energy fac-
tor of at least 0.65 but less than 0.80 and a 
combined annual fuel utilization efficiency 
(AFUE) of at least 78 percent in the standard 
Department of Energy test procedure, and 

‘‘(viii) a geothermal heat pump which has 
an energy efficiency ratio (EER) of at least 
21. 

‘‘(7) LABOR COSTS.—Expenditures for labor 
costs properly allocable to the onsite prepa-
ration, assembly, or original installation of 
the property described in paragraph (1), (2), 
(4), (5), or (6) and for piping or wiring to 
interconnect such property to the dwelling 
unit shall be taken into account for purposes 
of this section. 

‘‘(8) SWIMMING POOLS, ETC., USED AS STOR-
AGE MEDIUM.—Expenditures which are prop-
erly allocable to a swimming pool, hot tub, 
or any other energy storage medium which 
has a function other than the function of 
such storage shall not be taken into account 
for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(e) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) DOLLAR AMOUNTS IN CASE OF JOINT OC-
CUPANCY.—In the case of any dwelling unit 
which is jointly occupied and used during 
any calendar year as a residence by 2 or 
more individuals the following rules shall 
apply: 

‘‘(A) The amount of the credit allowable, 
under subsection (a) by reason of expendi-
tures (as the case may be) made during such 
calendar year by any of such individuals 
with respect to such dwelling unit shall be 
determined by treating all of such individ-
uals as 1 taxpayer whose taxable year is such 
calendar year. 

‘‘(B) There shall be allowable, with respect 
to such expenditures to each of such individ-
uals, a credit under subsection (a) for the 
taxable year in which such calendar year 
ends in an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) as the amount of such expend-
itures made by such individual during such 
calendar year bears to the aggregate of such 
expenditures made by all of such individuals 
during such calendar year. 

‘‘(2) TENANT-STOCKHOLDER IN COOPERATIVE 
HOUSING CORPORATION.—In the case of an in-
dividual who is a tenant-stockholder (as de-
fined in section 216) in a cooperative housing 
corporation (as defined in such section), such 
individual shall be treated as having made 
his tenant-stockholder’s proportionate share 
(as defined in section 216(b)(3)) of any ex-
penditures of such corporation. 

‘‘(3) CONDOMINIUMS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is a member of a condominium 
management association with respect to a 
condominium which the individual owns, 
such individual shall be treated as having 
made the individual’s proportionate share of 
any expenditures of such association. 

‘‘(B) CONDOMINIUM MANAGEMENT ASSOCIA-
TION.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘condominium management associa-
tion’ means an organization which meets the 
requirements of paragraph (1) of section 
528(c) (other than subparagraph (E) thereof) 
with respect to a condominium project sub-
stantially all of the units of which are used 
as residences. 

‘‘(4) ALLOCATION IN CERTAIN CASES.—Except 
in the case of qualified wind energy property 
expenditures, if less than 80 percent of the 
use of an item is for nonbusiness purposes, 
only that portion of the expenditures for 
such item which is properly allocable to use 
for nonbusiness purposes shall be taken into 
account.

‘‘(5) WHEN EXPENDITURE MADE; AMOUNT OF 
EXPENDITURE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), an expenditure with re-
spect to an item shall be treated as made 
when the original installation of the item is 
completed. 

‘‘(B) EXPENDITURES PART OF BUILDING CON-
STRUCTION.—In the case of an expenditure in 
connection with the construction or recon-
struction of a structure, such expenditure 
shall be treated as made when the original 
use of the constructed or reconstructed 
structure by the taxpayer begins. 

‘‘(C) AMOUNT.—The amount of any expendi-
ture shall be the cost thereof. 

‘‘(6) PROPERTY FINANCED BY SUBSIDIZED EN-
ERGY FINANCING.—For purposes of deter-
mining the amount of expenditures made by 
any individual with respect to any dwelling 
unit, there shall not be taken into account 
expenditures which are made from subsidized 
energy financing (as defined in section 
48(a)(5)(C)). 

‘‘(f) BASIS ADJUSTMENTS.—For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section for any expenditure with respect to 
any property, the increase in the basis of 
such property which would (but for this sub-
section) result from such expenditure shall 
be reduced by the amount of the credit so al-
lowed. 

‘‘(g) TERMINATION.—The credit allowed 
under this section shall not apply to expendi-
tures after December 31, 2007.’’. 

(b) CREDIT ALLOWED AGAINST REGULAR TAX 
AND ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 25C(b), as added 
by subsection (a), is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—
The credit allowed under subsection (a) for 
the taxable year shall not exceed the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability 
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section and sec-
tion 25D) and section 27 for the taxable 
year.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 25C(c), as added by subsection 

(a), is amended by striking ‘‘section 26(a) for 
such taxable year reduced by the sum of the 
credits allowable under this subpart (other 
than this section and section 25D)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (b)(3)’’. 

(B) Section 23(b)(4)(B) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and section 25C’’ after ‘‘this sec-
tion’’. 

(C) Section 24(b)(3)(B) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘23 and 25B’’ and inserting ‘‘23, 25B, and 
25C’’. 

(D) Section 25(e)(1)(C) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘25C,’’ after ‘‘25B,’’. 

(E) Section 25B(g)(2) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘section 23’’ and inserting ‘‘sections 23 
and 25C’’. 

(F) Section 26(a)(1) is amended by striking 
‘‘and 25B’’ and inserting ‘‘25B, and 25C’’. 

(G) Section 904(h) is amended by striking 
‘‘and 25B’’ and inserting ‘‘25B, and 25C’’. 

(H) Section 1400C(d) is amended by striking 
‘‘and 25B’’ and inserting ‘‘25B, and 25C’’. 

(c) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 1016(a), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (30), by striking the period at the 
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end of paragraph (31) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(32) to the extent provided in section 
25C(f), in the case of amounts with respect to 
which a credit has been allowed under sec-
tion 25C.’’. 

(2) The table of sections for subpart A of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 is 
amended by inserting after the item relating 
to section 25B the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 25C. Residential energy efficient prop-
erty.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to expenditures after 
September 30, 2004, in taxable years ending 
after such date. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 804. CREDIT FOR BUSINESS INSTALLATION 

OF QUALIFIED FUEL CELLS AND 
STATIONARY MICROTURBINE 
POWER PLANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 48(a)(3)(A) (defin-
ing energy property) is amended by striking 
‘‘or’’ at the end of clause (i), by adding ‘‘or’’ 
at the end of clause (ii), and by inserting 
after clause (ii) the following new clause: 

‘‘(iii) qualified fuel cell property or quali-
fied microturbine property,’’. 

(b) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY; QUALI-
FIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—Section 48(a) 
(relating to energy credit) is amended by re-
designating paragraphs (4) and (5) as para-
graphs (5) and (6), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (3) the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(4) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY; QUALI-
FIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—For purposes 
of this subsection—

‘‘(A) QUALIFIED FUEL CELL PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified fuel 

cell property’ means a fuel cell power plant 
which—

‘‘(I) generates at least 0.5 kilowatt of elec-
tricity using an electrochemical process, and 

‘‘(II) has an electricity-only generation ef-
ficiency greater than 30 percent. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of qualified 
fuel cell property placed in service during 
the taxable year, the credit otherwise deter-
mined under paragraph (1) for such year with 
respect to such property shall not exceed an 
amount equal to $500 for each 0.5 kilowatt of 
capacity of such property. 

‘‘(iii) FUEL CELL POWER PLANT.—The term 
‘fuel cell power plant’ means an integrated 
system comprised of a fuel cell stack assem-
bly and associated balance of plant compo-
nents which converts a fuel into electricity 
using electrochemical means. 

‘‘(iv) TERMINATION.—The term ‘qualified 
fuel cell property’ shall not include any 
property placed in service after December 31, 
2007. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED MICROTURBINE PROPERTY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 

microturbine property’ means a stationary 
microturbine power plant which—

‘‘(I) has a capacity of less than 2,000 kilo-
watts, and 

‘‘(II) has an electricity-only generation ef-
ficiency of not less than 26 percent at Inter-
national Standard Organization conditions. 

‘‘(ii) LIMITATION.—In the case of qualified 
microturbine property placed in service dur-
ing the taxable year, the credit otherwise de-
termined under paragraph (1) for such year 
with respect to such property shall not ex-
ceed an amount equal $200 for each kilowatt 
of capacity of such property. 

‘‘(iii) STATIONARY MICROTURBINE POWER 
PLANT.—The term ‘stationary microturbine 
power plant’ means an integrated system 

comprised of a gas turbine engine, a com-
bustor, a recuperator or regenerator, a gen-
erator or alternator, and associated balance 
of plant components which converts a fuel 
into electricity and thermal energy. Such 
term also includes all secondary components 
located between the existing infrastructure 
for fuel delivery and the existing infrastruc-
ture for power distribution, including equip-
ment and controls for meeting relevant 
power standards, such as voltage, frequency, 
and power factors. 

‘‘(iv) TERMINATION.—The term ‘qualified 
microturbine property’ shall not include any 
property placed in service after December 31, 
2006.’’. 

(c) ENERGY PERCENTAGE.—Section 
48(a)(2)(A) (relating to energy percentage) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The energy percentage 
is—

‘‘(i) in the case of qualified fuel cell prop-
erty, 30 percent, and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of any other energy prop-
erty, 10 percent.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 29(b)(3)(A)(i)(III) is amended by 

striking ‘‘section 48(a)(4)(C)’’ and inserting 
‘‘section 48(a)(5)(C)’’. 

(B) Section 48(a)(1) is amended by inserting 
‘‘except as provided in subparagraph (A)(ii) 
or (B)(ii) of paragraph (4),’’ before ‘‘the en-
ergy’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service after September 30, 2004, in 
taxable years ending after such date, under 
rules similar to the rules of section 48(m) of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (as in ef-
fect on the day before the date of the enact-
ment of the Revenue Reconciliation Act of 
1990). 
SEC. 805. ENERGY EFFICIENT COMMERCIAL 

BUILDINGS DEDUCTION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VI of subchapter B 

of chapter 1 (relating to itemized deductions 
for individuals and corporations) is amended 
by inserting after section 179A the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 179B. ENERGY EFFICIENT COMMERCIAL 

BUILDINGS DEDUCTION. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—There shall be allowed 

as a deduction for the taxable year in which 
a building is placed in service by a taxpayer, 
an amount equal to the energy efficient com-
mercial building property expenditures made 
by such taxpayer with respect to the con-
struction or reconstruction of such building 
for the taxable year or any preceding taxable 
year. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF DEDUCTION.—The 
amount of energy efficient commercial 
building property expenditures taken into 
account under subsection (a) shall not exceed 
an amount equal to the product of—

‘‘(1) $2.25, and 
‘‘(2) the square footage of the building with 

respect to which the expenditures are made. 
‘‘(c) ENERGY EFFICIENT COMMERCIAL BUILD-

ING PROPERTY EXPENDITURES.—For purposes 
of this section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘energy effi-
cient commercial building property expendi-
tures’ means amounts paid or incurred for 
energy efficient property installed on or in 
connection with the construction or recon-
struction of a building—

‘‘(A) for which depreciation is allowable 
under section 167, 

‘‘(B) which is located in the United States, 
and 

‘‘(C) which is the type of structure to 
which the Standard 90.1–2001 of the American 
Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air 
Conditioning Engineers and the Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America is ap-
plicable.

Such term includes expenditures for labor 
costs properly allocable to the onsite prepa-
ration, assembly, or original installation of 
the property. 

‘‘(2) ENERGY EFFICIENT PROPERTY.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘energy effi-
cient property’ means any property which 
reduces total annual energy and power costs 
with respect to the lighting, heating, cool-
ing, ventilation, and hot water supply sys-
tems of the building by 50 percent or more in 
comparison to a building which meets the 
minimum requirements of Standard 90.1–2001 
of the American Society of Heating, Refrig-
erating, and Air Conditioning Engineers and 
the Illuminating Engineering Society of 
North America, using methods of calculation 
described in subparagraph (B) and certified 
by qualified individuals as provided under 
paragraph (5). 

‘‘(B) METHODS OF CALCULATION.—The Sec-
retary, in consultation with the Secretary of 
Energy, shall promulgate regulations which 
describe in detail methods for calculating 
and verifying energy and power costs. 

‘‘(C) COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Any calculation de-

scribed in subparagraph (B) shall be prepared 
by qualified computer software. 

‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—For 
purposes of this subparagraph, the term 
‘qualified computer software’ means soft-
ware—

‘‘(I) for which the software designer has 
certified that the software meets all proce-
dures and detailed methods for calculating 
energy and power costs as required by the 
Secretary, 

‘‘(II) which provides such forms as required 
to be filed by the Secretary in connection 
with energy efficiency of property and the 
deduction allowed under this section, and 

‘‘(III) which provides a notice form which 
summarizes the energy efficiency features of 
the building and its projected annual energy 
costs.

‘‘(3) ALLOCATION OF DEDUCTION FOR PUBLIC 
PROPERTY.—In the case of energy efficient 
commercial building property expenditures 
made by a public entity with respect to the 
construction or reconstruction of a public 
building, the Secretary shall promulgate 
regulations under which the value of the de-
duction with respect to such expenditures 
which would be allowable to the public enti-
ty under this section (determined without 
regard to the tax-exempt status of such enti-
ty) may be allocated to the person primarily 
responsible for designing the energy efficient 
property. Such person shall be treated as the 
taxpayer for purposes of this section. 

‘‘(4) NOTICE TO OWNER.—Any qualified indi-
vidual providing a certification under para-
graph (5) shall provide an explanation to the 
owner of the building regarding the energy 
efficiency features of the building and its 
projected annual energy costs as provided in 
the notice under paragraph (2)(C)(ii)(III). 

‘‘(5) CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall pre-

scribe procedures for the inspection and test-
ing for compliance of buildings by qualified 
individuals described in subparagraph (B). 
Such procedures shall be—

‘‘(i) comparable, given the difference be-
tween commercial and residential buildings, 
to the requirements in the Mortgage Indus-
try National Home Energy Rating Stand-
ards, and 

‘‘(ii) fuel neutral such that the same en-
ergy efficiency measures allow a building to 
be eligible for the credit under this section 
regardless of whether such building uses a 
gas or oil furnace or boiler or an electric 
heat pump. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS.—Individuals 
qualified to determine compliance shall be 
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only those individuals who are recognized by 
an organization certified by the Secretary 
for such purposes. The Secretary may qual-
ify a home energy ratings organization, a 
local building regulatory authority, a State 
or local energy office, a utility, or any other 
organization which meets the requirements 
prescribed under this paragraph. 

‘‘(C) PROFICIENCY OF QUALIFIED INDIVID-
UALS.—The Secretary shall consult with non-
profit organizations and State agencies with 
expertise in energy efficiency calculations 
and inspections to develop proficiency tests 
and training programs to qualify individuals 
to determine compliance. 

‘‘(d) BASIS REDUCTION.—For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a deduction is allowed under 
this section with respect to any energy effi-
cient property, the basis of such property 
shall be reduced by the amount of the deduc-
tion so allowed. 

‘‘(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
promulgate such regulations as necessary to 
take into account new technologies regard-
ing energy efficiency and renewable energy 
for purposes of determining energy efficiency 
and savings under this section. 

‘‘(f) TERMINATION.—This section shall not 
apply with respect to any energy efficient 
commercial building property expenditures 
in connection with a building the construc-
tion of which is not completed on or before 
December 31, 2009.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 1016(a), as amended by this Act, 

is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (31), by striking the period at the 
end of paragraph (32) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(33) to the extent provided in section 
179B(d).’’. 

(2) Section 1245(a) is amended by inserting 
‘‘179B,’’ after ‘‘179A,’’ both places it appears 
in paragraphs (2)(C) and (3)(C). 

(3) Section 1250(b)(3) is amended by insert-
ing before the period at the end of the first 
sentence ‘‘or by section 179B’’. 

(4) Section 263(a)(1) is amended by striking 
‘‘or’’ at the end of subparagraph (G), by 
striking the period at the end of subpara-
graph (H) and inserting ‘‘, or’’, and by insert-
ing after subparagraph (H) the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(I) expenditures for which a deduction is 
allowed under section 179B.’’. 

(5) Section 312(k)(3)(B) is amended by 
striking ‘‘or 179A’’ each place it appears in 
the heading and text and inserting ‘‘, 179A, 
or 179B’’. 

(c) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for part VI of subchapter B of chap-
ter 1 is amended by inserting after section 
179A the following new item:

‘‘Sec. 179B. Energy efficient commercial 
buildings deduction.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years beginning after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 806. THREE-YEAR APPLICABLE RECOVERY 

PERIOD FOR DEPRECIATION OF 
QUALIFIED ENERGY MANAGEMENT 
DEVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(e)(3)(A) (de-
fining 3-year property) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (ii), by strik-
ing the period at the end of clause (iii) and 
inserting ‘‘, and’’, and by adding at the end 
the following new clause: 

‘‘(iv) any qualified energy management de-
vice.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED ENERGY MAN-
AGEMENT DEVICE.—Section 168(i) (relating to 
definitions and special rules) is amended by 
inserting at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(15) QUALIFIED ENERGY MANAGEMENT DE-
VICE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified en-
ergy management device’ means any energy 
management device which is placed in serv-
ice before January 1, 2008, by a taxpayer who 
is a supplier of electric energy or a provider 
of electric energy services.

‘‘(B) ENERGY MANAGEMENT DEVICE.—For 
purposes of subparagraph (A), the term ‘en-
ergy management device’ means any meter 
or metering device which is used by the tax-
payer—

‘‘(i) to measure and record electricity 
usage data on a time-differentiated basis in 
at least 4 separate time segments per day, 
and 

‘‘(ii) to provide such data on at least a 
monthly basis to both consumers and the 
taxpayer.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service after September 30, 2004, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 807. THREE-YEAR APPLICABLE RECOVERY 

PERIOD FOR DEPRECIATION OF 
QUALIFIED WATER SUBMETERING 
DEVICES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(e)(3)(A) (de-
fining 3-year property), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end 
of clause (iii), by striking the period at the 
end of clause (iv) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, and 
by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(v) any qualified water submetering de-
vice.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF QUALIFIED WATER SUB-
METERING DEVICE.—Section 168(i) (relating to 
definitions and special rules), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by inserting at the end 
the following new paragraph:

‘‘(16) QUALIFIED WATER SUBMETERING DE-
VICE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘qualified 
water submetering device’ means any water 
submetering device which is placed in serv-
ice before January 1, 2008, by a taxpayer who 
is an eligible resupplier with respect to the 
unit for which the device is placed in service. 

‘‘(B) WATER SUBMETERING DEVICE.—For pur-
poses of this paragraph, the term ‘water sub-
metering device’ means any submetering de-
vice which is used by the taxpayer—

‘‘(i) to measure and record water usage 
data, and 

‘‘(ii) to provide such data on at least a 
monthly basis to both consumers and the 
taxpayer. 

‘‘(C) ELIGIBLE RESUPPLIER.—For purposes 
of subparagraph (A), the term ‘eligible resup-
plier’ means any taxpayer who purchases and 
installs qualified water submetering devices 
in every unit in any multi-unit property.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service after September 30, 2004, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 808. ENERGY CREDIT FOR COMBINED HEAT 

AND POWER SYSTEM PROPERTY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 48(a)(3)(A) (defin-

ing energy property), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end 
of clause (ii), by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of 
clause (iii), and by inserting after clause (iii) 
the following new clause: 

‘‘(iv) combined heat and power system 
property,’’. 

(b) COMBINED HEAT AND POWER SYSTEM 
PROPERTY.—Section 48(a) (relating to energy 
credit), as amended by this Act, is amended 
by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as 
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively, and by 
inserting after paragraph (4) the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) COMBINED HEAT AND POWER SYSTEM 
PROPERTY.—For purposes of this subsection—

‘‘(A) COMBINED HEAT AND POWER SYSTEM 
PROPERTY.—The term ‘combined heat and 
power system property’ means property com-
prising a system—

‘‘(i) which uses the same energy source for 
the simultaneous or sequential generation of 
electrical power, mechanical shaft power, or 
both, in combination with the generation of 
steam or other forms of useful thermal en-
ergy (including heating and cooling applica-
tions), 

‘‘(ii) which has an electrical capacity of 
more than 50 kilowatts or a mechanical en-
ergy capacity of more than 67 horsepower or 
an equivalent combination of electrical and 
mechanical energy capacities, 

‘‘(iii) which produces—
‘‘(I) at least 20 percent of its total useful 

energy in the form of thermal energy which 
is not used to produce electrical or mechan-
ical power (or combination thereof), and 

‘‘(II) at least 20 percent of its total useful 
energy in the form of electrical or mechan-
ical power (or combination thereof), 

‘‘(iv) the energy efficiency percentage of 
which exceeds 60 percent (70 percent in the 
case of a system with an electrical capacity 
in excess of 50 megawatts or a mechanical 
energy capacity in excess of 67,000 horse-
power, or an equivalent combination of elec-
trical and mechanical energy capacities), 
and 

‘‘(v) which is placed in service before Janu-
ary 1, 2007. 

‘‘(B) SPECIAL RULES.—
‘‘(i) ENERGY EFFICIENCY PERCENTAGE.—For 

purposes of subparagraph (A)(iv), the energy 
efficiency percentage of a system is the frac-
tion—

‘‘(I) the numerator of which is the total 
useful electrical, thermal, and mechanical 
power produced by the system at normal op-
erating rates, and expected to be consumed 
in its normal application, and 

‘‘(II) the denominator of which is the lower 
heating value of the primary fuel source for 
the system. 

‘‘(ii) DETERMINATIONS MADE ON BTU BASIS.—
The energy efficiency percentage and the 
percentages under subparagraph (A)(iii) shall 
be determined on a Btu basis. 

‘‘(iii) INPUT AND OUTPUT PROPERTY NOT IN-
CLUDED.—The term ‘combined heat and 
power system property’ does not include 
property used to transport the energy source 
to the facility or to distribute energy pro-
duced by the facility. 

‘‘(iv) PUBLIC UTILITY PROPERTY.—
‘‘(I) ACCOUNTING RULE FOR PUBLIC UTILITY 

PROPERTY.—If the combined heat and power 
system property is public utility property 
(as defined in section 168(i)(10)), the taxpayer 
may only claim the credit under this sub-
section if, with respect to such property, the 
taxpayer uses a normalization method of ac-
counting. 

‘‘(II) CERTAIN EXCEPTION NOT TO APPLY.—
The matter following paragraph (3)(D) shall 
not apply to combined heat and power sys-
tem property. 

‘‘(v) NONAPPLICATION OF CERTAIN RULES.—
For purposes of determining if the term 
‘combined heat and power system property’ 
includes technologies which generate elec-
tricity or mechanical power using back-pres-
sure steam turbines in place of existing pres-
sure-reducing valves or which make use of 
waste heat from industrial processes such as 
by using organic rankin, stirling, or kalina 
heat engine systems, subparagraph (A) shall 
be applied without regard to clauses (i), (iii), 
and (iv) thereof. 

‘‘(C) EXTENSION OF DEPRECIATION RECOVERY 
PERIOD.—If a taxpayer is allowed a credit 
under this section for a combined heat and 
power system property which has a class life 
of 15 years or less under section 168, such 
property shall be treated as having a 22-year 
class life for purposes of section 168.’’. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 01:50 Mar 30, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00087 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A29MR6.036 S29PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES3306 March 29, 2004
(c) LIMITATION ON CARRYBACK.—Section 

39(d) (relating to transition rules), as amend-
ed by this Act, is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(18) NO CARRYBACK OF ENERGY CREDIT BE-
FORE EFFECTIVE DATE.—No portion of the un-
used business credit for any taxable year 
which is attributable to the energy credit 
with respect to property described in section 
48(a)(5) may be carried back to a taxable 
year ending before October 1, 2004.’’. 

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 25C(e)(6), as added by this Act, 

is amended by striking ‘‘section 48(a)(5)(C)’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 48(a)(6)(C)’’. 

(B) Section 29(b)(3)(A)(i)(III), as amended 
by this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘section 
48(a)(5)(C)’’ and inserting ‘‘section 
48(a)(6)(C)’’. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall apply to prop-
erty placed in service after September 30, 
2004, in taxable years ending after such date, 
under rules similar to the rules of section 
48(m) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
(as in effect on the day before the date of the 
enactment of the Revenue Reconciliation 
Act of 1990). 
SEC. 809. CREDIT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY IM-

PROVEMENTS TO EXISTING HOMES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart A of part IV of 

subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to non-
refundable personal credits), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 25C the following new section:
‘‘SEC. 25D. ENERGY EFFICIENCY IMPROVEMENTS 

TO EXISTING HOMES. 
‘‘(a) ALLOWANCE OF CREDIT.—In the case of 

an individual, there shall be allowed as a 
credit against the tax imposed by this chap-
ter for the taxable year an amount equal to 
10 percent of the amount paid or incurred by 
the taxpayer for qualified energy efficiency 
improvements installed during such taxable 
year. 

‘‘(b) LIMITATION.—The credit allowed by 
this section with respect to a dwelling for 
any taxable year shall not exceed $300, re-
duced (but not below zero) by the sum of the 
credits allowed under subsection (a) to the 
taxpayer with respect to the dwelling for all 
preceding taxable years. 

‘‘(c) CARRYFORWARD OF UNUSED CREDIT.—If 
the credit allowable under subsection (a) ex-
ceeds the limitation imposed by section 26(a) 
for such taxable year reduced by the sum of 
the credits allowable under this subpart 
(other than this section) for such taxable 
year, such excess shall be carried to the suc-
ceeding taxable year and added to the credit 
allowable under subsection (a) for such suc-
ceeding taxable year. 

‘‘(d) QUALIFIED ENERGY EFFICIENCY IM-
PROVEMENTS.—For purposes of this section, 
the term ‘qualified energy efficiency im-
provements’ means any energy efficient 
building envelope component which is cer-
tified to meet or exceed the latest prescrip-
tive criteria for such component in the Inter-
national Energy Conservation Code approved 
by the Department of Energy before the in-
stallation of such component, or any com-
bination of energy efficiency measures which 
are certified as achieving at least a 30 per-
cent reduction in heating and cooling energy 
usage for the dwelling (as measured in terms 
of energy cost to the taxpayer), if—

‘‘(1) such component or combination of 
measures is installed in or on a dwelling 
which—

‘‘(A) is located in the United States, 
‘‘(B) has not been treated as a qualifying 

new home for purposes of any credit allowed 
under section 45K, and 

‘‘(C) is owned and used by the taxpayer as 
the taxpayer’s principal residence (within 
the meaning of section 121), 

‘‘(2) the original use of such component or 
combination of measures commences with 
the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(3) such component or combination of 
measures reasonably can be expected to re-
main in use for at least 5 years. 

‘‘(e) CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(1) METHODS OF CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(A) COMPONENT-BASED METHOD.—The cer-

tification described in subsection (d) for any 
component described in such subsection shall 
be determined on the basis of applicable en-
ergy efficiency ratings (including product la-
beling requirements) for affected building 
envelope components. 

‘‘(B) PERFORMANCE-BASED METHOD.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The certification de-

scribed in subsection (d) for any combination 
of measures described in such subsection 
shall be—

‘‘(I) determined by comparing the pro-
jected heating and cooling energy usage for 
the dwelling to such usage for such dwelling 
in its original condition, and 

‘‘(II) accompanied by a written analysis 
documenting the proper application of a per-
missible energy performance calculation 
method to the specific circumstances of such 
dwelling. 

‘‘(ii) COMPUTER SOFTWARE.—Computer soft-
ware shall be used in support of a perform-
ance-based method certification under clause 
(i). Such software shall meet procedures and 
methods for calculating energy and cost sav-
ings in regulations promulgated by the Sec-
retary of Energy. 

‘‘(2) PROVIDER.—A certification described 
in subsection (d) shall be provided by—

‘‘(A) in the case of the method described in 
paragraph (1)(A), a third party, such as a 
local building regulatory authority, a util-
ity, a manufactured home primary inspec-
tion agency, or a home energy rating organi-
zation, or 

‘‘(B) in the case of the method described in 
paragraph (1)(B), an individual recognized by 
an organization designated by the Secretary 
for such purposes. 

‘‘(3) FORM.—A certification described in 
subsection (d) shall be made in writing on 
forms which specify in readily inspectable 
fashion the energy efficient components and 
other measures and their respective effi-
ciency ratings, and which include a perma-
nent label affixed to the electrical distribu-
tion panel of the dwelling. 

‘‘(4) REGULATIONS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In prescribing regula-

tions under this subsection for certification 
methods described in paragraph (1)(B), the 
Secretary, after examining the requirements 
for energy consultants and home energy rat-
ings providers specified by the Mortgage In-
dustry National Home Energy Rating Stand-
ards, shall prescribe procedures for calcu-
lating annual energy usage and cost reduc-
tions for heating and cooling and for the re-
porting of the results. Such regulations 
shall—

‘‘(i) provide that any calculation proce-
dures be fuel neutral such that the same en-
ergy efficiency measures allow a dwelling to 
be eligible for the credit under this section 
regardless of whether such dwelling uses a 
gas or oil furnace or boiler or an electric 
heat pump, and 

‘‘(ii) require that any computer software 
allow for the printing of the Federal tax 
forms necessary for the credit under this sec-
tion and for the printing of forms for disclo-
sure to the owner of the dwelling. 

‘‘(B) PROVIDERS.—For purposes of para-
graph (2)(B), the Secretary shall establish re-
quirements for the designation of individuals 
based on the requirements for energy con-
sultants and home energy raters specified by 
the Mortgage Industry National Home En-
ergy Rating Standards. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For 
purposes of this section—

‘‘(1) DOLLAR AMOUNTS IN CASE OF JOINT OC-
CUPANCY.—In the case of any dwelling unit 
which is jointly occupied and used during 
any calendar year as a residence by 2 or 
more individuals the following rules shall 
apply: 

‘‘(A) The amount of the credit allowable 
under subsection (a) by reason of expendi-
tures for the qualified energy efficiency im-
provements made during such calendar year 
by any of such individuals with respect to 
such dwelling unit shall be determined by 
treating all of such individuals as 1 taxpayer 
whose taxable year is such calendar year. 

‘‘(B) There shall be allowable, with respect 
to such expenditures to each of such individ-
uals, a credit under subsection (a) for the 
taxable year in which such calendar year 
ends in an amount which bears the same 
ratio to the amount determined under sub-
paragraph (A) as the amount of such expend-
itures made by such individual during such 
calendar year bears to the aggregate of such 
expenditures made by all of such individuals 
during such calendar year. 

‘‘(2) TENANT-STOCKHOLDER IN COOPERATIVE 
HOUSING CORPORATION.—In the case of an in-
dividual who is a tenant-stockholder (as de-
fined in section 216) in a cooperative housing 
corporation (as defined in such section), such 
individual shall be treated as having paid his 
tenant-stockholder’s proportionate share (as 
defined in section 216(b)(3)) of the cost of 
qualified energy efficiency improvements 
made by such corporation. 

‘‘(3) CONDOMINIUMS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of an indi-

vidual who is a member of a condominium 
management association with respect to a 
condominium which the individual owns, 
such individual shall be treated as having 
paid the individual’s proportionate share of 
the cost of qualified energy efficiency im-
provements made by such association. 

‘‘(B) CONDOMINIUM MANAGEMENT ASSOCIA-
TION.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘condominium management associa-
tion’ means an organization which meets the 
requirements of paragraph (1) of section 
528(c) (other than subparagraph (E) thereof) 
with respect to a condominium project sub-
stantially all of the units of which are used 
as residences. 

‘‘(4) BUILDING ENVELOPE COMPONENT.—The 
term ‘building envelope component’ means—

‘‘(A) any insulation material or system 
which is specifically and primarily designed 
to reduce the heat loss or gain or a dwelling 
when installed in or on such dwelling, 

‘‘(B) exterior windows (including sky-
lights), and 

‘‘(C) exterior doors. 
‘‘(5) MANUFACTURED HOMES INCLUDED.—For 

purposes of this section, the term ‘dwelling’ 
includes a manufactured home which con-
forms to Federal Manufactured Home Con-
struction and Safety Standards (24 C.F.R. 
3280). 

‘‘(g) BASIS ADJUSTMENT.—For purposes of 
this subtitle, if a credit is allowed under this 
section for any expenditure with respect to 
any property, the increase in the basis of 
such property which would (but for this sub-
section) result from such expenditure shall 
be reduced by the amount of the credit so al-
lowed. 

‘‘(h) TERMINATION.—Subsection (a) shall 
not apply to qualified energy efficiency im-
provements installed after December 31, 
2006.’’. 

(b) CREDIT ALLOWED AGAINST REGULAR TAX 
AND ALTERNATIVE MINIMUM TAX.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 25D(b), as added 
by subsection (a), is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘The credit’’ and inserting 
the following: 
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‘‘(1) DOLLAR AMOUNT.—The credit’’, and 
(B) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(2) LIMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—

The credit allowed under subsection (a) for 
the taxable year shall not exceed the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) the sum of the regular tax liability 
(as defined in section 26(b)) plus the tax im-
posed by section 55, over

‘‘(B) the sum of the credits allowable under 
this subpart (other than this section) and 
section 27 for the taxable year.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Section 25D(c), as added by subsection 

(a), is amended by striking ‘‘section 26(a) for 
such taxable year reduced by the sum of the 
credits allowable under this subpart (other 
than this section)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(b)(2)’’. 

(B) Section 23(b)(4)(B), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘section 25C’’ 
and inserting ‘‘sections 25C and 25D’’. 

(C) Section 24(b)(3)(B), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘and 25C’’ and 
inserting ‘‘25C, and 25D’’. 

(D) Section 25(e)(1)(C), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by inserting ‘‘25D,’’ after 
‘‘25C,’’. 

(E) Section 25B(g)(2), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘23 and 25C’’ and 
inserting ‘‘23, 25C, and 25D’’. 

(F) Section 26(a)(1), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘and 25C’’ and 
inserting ‘‘25C, and 25D’’. 

(G) Section 904(h), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by striking ‘‘and 25C’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘25C, and 25D’’. 

(H) Section 1400C(d), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘and 25C’’ and 
inserting ‘‘25C, and 25D’’. 

(c) ADDITIONAL CONFORMING AMEND-
MENTS.—

(1) Section 1016(a), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (32), by striking the period at the 
end of paragraph (33) and inserting ‘‘; and’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(34) to the extent provided in section 
25D(g), in the case of amounts with respect 
to which a credit has been allowed under sec-
tion 25D.’’. 

(2) The table of sections for subpart A of 
part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1, as 
amended by this Act, is amended by insert-
ing after the item relating to section 25C the 
following new item:

‘‘Sec. 25D. Energy efficiency improvements 
to existing homes.’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to property installed 
after September 30, 2004, in taxable years 
ending after such date. 

(2) SUBSECTION (b).—The amendments made 
by subsection (b) shall apply to taxable years 
beginning after September 30, 2004.

Subtitle B—Oil and Gas Provisions 
SEC. 811. OIL AND GAS FROM MARGINAL WELLS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness credits), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 45M. CREDIT FOR PRODUCING OIL AND 

GAS FROM MARGINAL WELLS. 
‘‘(a) GENERAL RULE.—For purposes of sec-

tion 38, the marginal well production credit 
for any taxable year is an amount equal to 
the product of—

‘‘(1) the credit amount, and 
‘‘(2) the qualified crude oil production and 

the qualified natural gas production which is 
attributable to the taxpayer. 

‘‘(b) CREDIT AMOUNT.—For purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The credit amount is—
‘‘(A) $3 per barrel of qualified crude oil pro-

duction, and 
‘‘(B) 50 cents per 1,000 cubic feet of quali-

fied natural gas production. 
‘‘(2) REDUCTION AS OIL AND GAS PRICES IN-

CREASE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The $3 and 50 cents 

amounts under paragraph (1) shall each be 
reduced (but not below zero) by an amount 
which bears the same ratio to such amount 
(determined without regard to this para-
graph) as—

‘‘(i) the excess (if any) of the applicable 
reference price over $15 ($1.67 for qualified 
natural gas production), bears to 

‘‘(ii) $3 ($0.33 for qualified natural gas pro-
duction).

The applicable reference price for a taxable 
year is the reference price of the calendar 
year preceding the calendar year in which 
the taxable year begins. 

‘‘(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In the case of any tax-

able year beginning in a calendar year after 
2004, each of the dollar amounts contained in 
subparagraph (A) shall be increased to an 
amount equal to such dollar amount multi-
plied by the inflation adjustment factor for 
such calendar year. 

‘‘(ii) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT FACTOR.—For 
purposes of clause (i)—

‘‘(I) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘inflation ad-
justment factor’ means, with respect to a 
calendar year, a fraction the numerator of 
which is the GDP implicit price deflator for 
the preceding calendar year and the denomi-
nator of which is the GDP implicit price 
deflator for the calendar year 2003. 

‘‘(II) GDP IMPLICIT PRICE DEFLATOR.—The 
term ‘GDP implicit price deflator’ means, for 
any calendar year, the most recent revision 
of the implicit price deflator for the gross 
domestic product as of June 30 of such cal-
endar year as computed by the Department 
of Commerce before October 1 of such cal-
endar year. 

‘‘(C) REFERENCE PRICE.—For purposes of 
this paragraph, the term ‘reference price’ 
means, with respect to any calendar year—

‘‘(i) in the case of qualified crude oil pro-
duction, the reference price determined 
under section 29(d)(2)(C), and 

‘‘(ii) in the case of qualified natural gas 
production, the Secretary’s estimate of the 
annual average wellhead price per 1,000 cubic 
feet for all domestic natural gas. 

‘‘(c) QUALIFIED CRUDE OIL AND NATURAL 
GAS PRODUCTION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘qualified 
crude oil production’ and ‘qualified natural 
gas production’ mean domestic crude oil or 
domestic natural gas which is produced from 
a qualified marginal well. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF PRODUCTION 
WHICH MAY QUALIFY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Crude oil or natural gas 
produced during any taxable year from any 
well shall not be treated as qualified crude 
oil production or qualified natural gas pro-
duction to the extent production from the 
well during the taxable year exceeds 1,095 
barrels or barrel equivalents. 

‘‘(B) PROPORTIONATE REDUCTIONS.—
‘‘(i) SHORT TAXABLE YEARS.—In the case of 

a short taxable year, the limitations under 
this paragraph shall be proportionately re-
duced to reflect the ratio which the number 
of days in such taxable year bears to 365. 

‘‘(ii) WELLS NOT IN PRODUCTION ENTIRE 
YEAR.—In the case of a well which is not ca-
pable of production during each day of a tax-
able year, the limitations under this para-
graph applicable to the well shall be propor-

tionately reduced to reflect the ratio which 
the number of days of production bears to 
the total number of days in the taxable year. 

‘‘(3) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH POLLUTION 
LAWS.—Production from any well during any 
period in which such well is not in compli-
ance with applicable Federal pollution pre-
vention, control, and permit requirements 
shall not be treated as qualified crude oil 
production or qualified natural gas produc-
tion. 

‘‘(4) DEFINITIONS.—
‘‘(A) QUALIFIED MARGINAL WELL.—The term 

‘qualified marginal well’ means a domestic 
well—

‘‘(i) the production from which during the 
taxable year is treated as marginal produc-
tion under section 613A(c)(6), or 

‘‘(ii) which, during the taxable year—
‘‘(I) has average daily production of not 

more than 25 barrel equivalents, and 
‘‘(II) produces water at a rate not less than 

95 percent of total well effluent. 
‘‘(B) CRUDE OIL, ETC.—The terms ‘crude 

oil’, ‘natural gas’, ‘domestic’, and ‘barrel’ 
have the meanings given such terms by sec-
tion 613A(e). 

‘‘(C) BARREL EQUIVALENT.—The term ‘bar-
rel equivalent’ means, with respect to nat-
ural gas, a conversation ratio of 6,000 cubic 
feet of natural gas to 1 barrel of crude oil. 

‘‘(d) OTHER RULES.—
‘‘(1) PRODUCTION ATTRIBUTABLE TO THE TAX-

PAYER.—In the case of a qualified marginal 
well in which there is more than 1 owner of 
operating interests in the well and the crude 
oil or natural gas production exceeds the 
limitation under subsection (c)(2), qualifying 
crude oil production or qualifying natural 
gas production attributable to the taxpayer 
shall be determined on the basis of the ratio 
which taxpayer’s revenue interest in the pro-
duction bears to the aggregate of the rev-
enue interests of all operating interest own-
ers in the production. 

‘‘(2) OPERATING INTEREST REQUIRED.—Any 
credit under this section may be claimed 
only on production which is attributable to 
the holder of an operating interest. 

‘‘(3) PRODUCTION FROM NONCONVENTIONAL 
SOURCES EXCLUDED.—In the case of produc-
tion from a qualified marginal well which is 
eligible for the credit allowed under section 
29 for the taxable year, no credit shall be al-
lowable under this section unless the tax-
payer elects not to claim the credit under 
section 29 with respect to the well.’’. 

(b) CREDIT TREATED AS BUSINESS CREDIT.—
Section 38(b) (relating to current year busi-
ness credit), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at the end of 
paragraph (22), by striking the period at the 
end of paragraph (23) and inserting ‘‘, plus’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(24) the marginal oil and gas well produc-
tion credit determined under section 
45M(a).’’. 

(c) NO CARRYBACK OF MARGINAL OIL AND 
GAS WELL PRODUCTION CREDIT BEFORE EF-
FECTIVE DATE.—Section 39(d) (relating to 
transition rules), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(19) NO CARRYBACK OF MARGINAL OIL AND 
GAS WELL PRODUCTION CREDIT BEFORE EFFEC-
TIVE DATE.—No portion of the unused busi-
ness credit for any taxable year which is at-
tributable to the marginal oil and gas well 
production credit determined under section 
45M may be carried back to a taxable year 
ending before October 1, 2004.’’. 

(d) COORDINATION WITH SECTION 29.—Sec-
tion 29(a) (relating to allowance of credit) is 
amended by striking ‘‘There’’ and inserting 
‘‘At the election of the taxpayer, there’’. 

(e) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1, as amended by this 
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Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 45M. Credit for producing oil and gas 
from marginal wells.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to produc-
tion in taxable years beginning after Sep-
tember 30, 2004. 
SEC. 812. NATURAL GAS GATHERING LINES 

TREATED AS 7-YEAR PROPERTY. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 168(e)(3)(C) (defin-

ing 7-year property) is amended by striking 
‘‘and’’ at the end of clause (i), by redesig-
nating clause (ii) as clause (iii), and by in-
serting after clause (i) the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(ii) any natural gas gathering line, and’’. 
(b) NATURAL GAS GATHERING LINE.—Sec-

tion 168(i) (relating to definitions and special 
rules), as amended by this Act, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new para-
graph: 

‘‘(17) NATURAL GAS GATHERING LINE.—The 
term ‘natural gas gathering line’ means—

‘‘(A) the pipe, equipment, and appur-
tenances used to deliver natural gas from the 
wellhead or a commonpoint to the point at 
which such gas first reaches—

‘‘(i) a gas processing plant, 
‘‘(ii) an interconnection with a trans-

mission pipeline certificated by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission as an inter-
state transmission pipeline, 

‘‘(iii) an interconnection with an intra-
state transmission pipeline, or 

‘‘(iv) a direct interconnection with a local 
distribution company, a gas storage facility, 
or an industrial consumer, or 

‘‘(B) any other pipe, equipment, or appur-
tenances determined to be a gathering line 
by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commis-
sion. 

(c) ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM.—The table con-
tained in section 168(g)(3)(B) (relating to spe-
cial rule for certain property assigned to 
classes) is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to subparagraph (C)(i) the fol-
lowing new item:
‘‘(C)(ii) ............................................... 14’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to property 
placed in service after September 30, 2004, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 813. EXPENSING OF CAPITAL COSTS IN-

CURRED IN COMPLYING WITH ENVI-
RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
SULFUR REGULATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part VI of subchapter B 
of chapter 1 (relating to itemized deductions 
for individuals and corporations), as amend-
ed by this Act, is amended by inserting after 
section 179B the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 179C. DEDUCTION FOR CAPITAL COSTS IN-

CURRED IN COMPLYING WITH ENVI-
RONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
SULFUR REGULATIONS. 

‘‘(a) TREATMENT AS EXPENSE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A small business refiner 

may elect to treat any qualified capital costs 
as an expense which is not chargeable to cap-
ital account. Any qualified cost which is so 
treated shall be allowed as a deduction for 
the taxable year in which the cost is paid or 
incurred. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The aggregate costs 

which may be taken into account under this 
subsection for any taxable year with respect 
to any facility may not exceed the applicable 
percentage of the qualified capital costs paid 
or incurred for the taxable year with respect 
to such facility. 

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
clause (ii), the applicable percentage is 75 
percent. 

‘‘(ii) REDUCED PERCENTAGE.—In the case of 
any facility with average daily refinery runs 
or average retained production for the period 
described in subsection (b)(2) in excess of 
155,000 barrels, the percentage described in 
clause (i) shall be reduced (but not below 
zero) by the product of—

‘‘(I) such percentage (before the applica-
tion of this clause), and 

‘‘(II) the ratio of such excess to 50,000 bar-
rels. 

‘‘(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) QUALIFIED CAPITAL COSTS.—The term 
‘qualified capital costs’ means any costs 
which—

‘‘(A) are otherwise chargeable to capital 
account, and 

‘‘(B) are paid or incurred for the purpose of 
complying with the Highway Diesel Fuel 
Sulfur Control Requirement of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, as in effect on 
the date of the enactment of this section, 
with respect to a facility placed in service by 
the taxpayer before such date. 

‘‘(2) SMALL BUSINESS REFINER.—The term 
‘small business refiner’ means, with respect 
to any taxable year, a refiner of crude oil—

‘‘(A) which, within the refinery operations 
of the business, employs not more than 1,500 
employees on any day during such taxable 
year, and 

‘‘(B) the average daily refinery run or aver-
age retained production of which for all fa-
cilities of the taxpayer for the 1-year period 
ending on the date of the enactment of this 
section did not exceed 410,000 barrels. 

‘‘(c) COORDINATION WITH OTHER PROVI-
SIONS.—Section 280B shall not apply to 
amounts which are treated as expenses under 
this section. 

‘‘(d) BASIS REDUCTION.—For purposes of 
this title, the basis of any property shall be 
reduced by the portion of the cost of such 
property taken into account under sub-
section (a). 

‘‘(e) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of 
this section, all persons treated as a single 
employer under subsection (b), (c), (m), or (o) 
of section 414 shall be treated as a single em-
ployer.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Section 263(a)(1), as amended by this 

Act, is amended by striking ‘‘or’’ at the end 
of subparagraph (H), by striking the period 
at the end of subparagraph (I) and inserting 
‘‘, or’’, and by inserting after subparagraph 
(I) the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) expenditures for which a deduction is 
allowed under section 179C.’’. 

(2) Section 263A(c)(3) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘179C,’’ after ‘‘section’’. 

(3) Section 312(k)(3)(B), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by striking ‘‘or 179B’’ each 
place it appears in the heading and text and 
inserting ‘‘179B, or 179C’’. 

(4) Section 1016(a), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of 
paragraph (33), by striking the period at the 
end of paragraph (34) and inserting ‘‘, and’’, 
and by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(35) to the extent provided in section 
179C(d).’’. 

(5) Section 1245(a), as amended by this Act, 
is amended by inserting ‘‘179C,’’ after 
‘‘179B,’’ both places it appears in paragraphs 
(2)(C) and (3)(C). 

(6) The table of sections for part VI of sub-
chapter B of chapter 1, as amended by this 
Act, is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 179B the following new 
item:

‘‘Sec. 179C. Deduction for capital costs in-
curred in complying with Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency 
sulfur regulations.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
paid or incurred after December 31, 2002, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 814. ENVIRONMENTAL TAX CREDIT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subpart D of part IV of 
subchapter A of chapter 1 (relating to busi-
ness-related credits), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new section: 
‘‘SEC. 45N. ENVIRONMENTAL TAX CREDIT. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of section 
38, the amount of the environmental tax 
credit determined under this section with re-
spect to any small business refiner for any 
taxable year is an amount equal to 5 cents 
for every gallon of low-sulfur diesel fuel pro-
duced at a facility by such small business re-
finer during such taxable year. 

‘‘(b) MAXIMUM CREDIT.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For any small business 

refiner, the aggregate amount determined 
under subsection (a) for any taxable year 
with respect to any facility shall not exceed 
the applicable percentage of the qualified 
capital costs paid or incurred by such small 
business refiner with respect to such facility 
during the applicable period, reduced by the 
credit allowed under subsection (a) with re-
spect to such facility for any preceding year. 

‘‘(2) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subparagraph (B), the applicable percentage 
is 25 percent. 

‘‘(B) REDUCED PERCENTAGE.—The percent-
age described in subparagraph (A) shall be 
reduced in the same manner as under section 
179C(a)(2)(B)(ii). 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The terms ‘small busi-
ness refiner’ and ‘qualified capital costs’ 
have the same meaning as given in section 
179C. 

‘‘(2) LOW-SULFUR DIESEL FUEL.—The term 
‘low-sulfur diesel fuel’ means diesel fuel con-
taining not more than 15 parts per million of 
sulfur. 

‘‘(3) APPLICABLE PERIOD.—The term ‘appli-
cable period’ means, with respect to any fa-
cility, the period beginning on the day after 
the date of the enactment of this section and 
ending with the date which is 1 year after 
the date on which the taxpayer must comply 
with the applicable EPA regulations with re-
spect to such facility. 

‘‘(4) APPLICABLE EPA REGULATIONS.—The 
term ‘applicable EPA regulations’ means the 
Highway Diesel Fuel Sulfur Control Require-
ments of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, as in effect on the date of the enact-
ment of this section. 

‘‘(d) CERTIFICATION.—
‘‘(1) REQUIRED.—Not later than the date 

which is 30 months after the first day of the 
first taxable year in which a credit is al-
lowed under this section with respect to a fa-
cility, the small business refiner shall obtain 
a certification from the Secretary, in con-
sultation with the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency, that the 
taxpayer’s qualified capital costs with re-
spect to such facility will result in compli-
ance with the applicable EPA regulations. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS OF APPLICATION.—An appli-
cation for certification shall include rel-
evant information regarding unit capacities 
and operating characteristics sufficient for 
the Secretary, in consultation with the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency, to determine that such qualified 
capital costs are necessary for compliance 
with the applicable EPA regulations. 

‘‘(3) REVIEW PERIOD.—Any application shall 
be reviewed and notice of certification, if ap-
plicable, shall be made within 60 days of re-
ceipt of such application. In the event the 
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Secretary does not notify the taxpayer of the 
results of such certification within such pe-
riod, the taxpayer may presume the certifi-
cation to be issued until so notified. 

‘‘(4) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—With re-
spect to the credit allowed under this sec-
tion—

‘‘(A) the statutory period for the assess-
ment of any deficiency attributable to such 
credit shall not expire before the end of the 
3-year period ending on the date that the pe-
riod described in paragraph (3) ends with re-
spect to the taxpayer, and 

‘‘(B) such deficiency may be assessed be-
fore the expiration of such 3-year period not-
withstanding the provisions of any other law 
or rule of law which would otherwise prevent 
such assessment. 

‘‘(e) CONTROLLED GROUPS.—For purposes of 
this section, all persons treated as a single 
employer under subsection (b), (c), (m), or (o) 
of section 414 shall be treated as a single em-
ployer. 

‘‘(f) COOPERATIVE ORGANIZATIONS.—
‘‘(1) APPORTIONMENT OF CREDIT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a coopera-

tive organization described in section 1381(a), 
any portion of the credit determined under 
subsection (a) for the taxable year may, at 
the election of the organization, be appor-
tioned among patrons eligible to share in pa-
tronage dividends on the basis of the quan-
tity or value of business done with or for 
such patrons for the taxable year. 

‘‘(B) FORM AND EFFECT OF ELECTION.—An 
election under subparagraph (A) for any tax-
able year shall be made on a timely filed re-
turn for such year. Such election, once made, 
shall be irrevocable for such taxable year. 

‘‘(2) TREATMENT OF ORGANIZATIONS AND PA-
TRONS.—

‘‘(A) ORGANIZATIONS.—The amount of the 
credit not apportioned to patrons pursuant 
to paragraph (1) shall be included in the 
amount determined under subsection (a) for 
the taxable year of the organization. 

‘‘(B) PATRONS.—The amount of the credit 
apportioned to patrons pursuant to para-
graph (1) shall be included in the amount de-
termined under subsection (a) for the first 
taxable year of each patron ending on or 
after the last day of the payment period (as 
defined in section 1382(d)) for the taxable 
year of the organization or, if earlier, for the 
taxable year of each patron ending on or 
after the date on which the patron receives 
notice from the cooperative of the apportion-
ment. 

‘‘(3) SPECIAL RULES FOR DECREASE IN CRED-
ITS FOR TAXABLE YEAR.—If the amount of the 
credit of a cooperative organization deter-
mined under subsection (a) for a taxable year 
is less than the amount of such credit shown 
on the return of the cooperative organization 
for such year, an amount equal to the excess 
of—

‘‘(A) such reduction, over 
‘‘(B) the amount not apportioned to such 

patrons under paragraph (1) for the taxable 
year,

shall be treated as an increase in tax im-
posed by this chapter on the organization. 
Such increase shall not be treated as tax im-
posed by this chapter for purposes of deter-
mining the amount of any credit under this 
chapter or for purposes of section 55.’’. 

(b) CREDIT MADE PART OF GENERAL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT.—Section 38(b) (relating to cur-
rent year business credit), as amended by 
this Act, is amended by striking ‘‘plus’’ at 
the end of paragraph (23), by striking the pe-
riod at the end of paragraph (24) and insert-
ing ‘‘, plus’’, and by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(25) in the case of a small business refiner, 
the environmental tax credit determined 
under section 45N(a).’’. 

(c) DENIAL OF DOUBLE BENEFIT.—Section 
280C (relating to certain expenses for which 
credits are allowable), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(e) ENVIRONMENTAL TAX CREDIT.—No de-
duction shall be allowed for that portion of 
the expenses otherwise allowable as a deduc-
tion for the taxable year which is equal to 
the amount of the credit determined for the 
taxable year under section 45N(a).’’. 

(d) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections for subpart D of part IV of sub-
chapter A of chapter 1, as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new item:

‘‘Sec. 45N. Environmental tax credit.’’.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to expenses 
paid or incurred after December 31, 2002, in 
taxable years ending after such date. 
SEC. 815. DETERMINATION OF SMALL REFINER 

EXCEPTION TO OIL DEPLETION DE-
DUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (4) of section 
613A(d) (relating to limitations on applica-
tion of subsection (c)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(4) CERTAIN REFINERS EXCLUDED.—If the 
taxpayer or 1 or more related persons en-
gages in the refining of crude oil, subsection 
(c) shall not apply to the taxpayer for a tax-
able year if the average daily refinery runs 
of the taxpayer and such persons for the tax-
able year exceed 60,000 barrels. For purposes 
of this paragraph, the average daily refinery 
runs for any taxable year shall be deter-
mined by dividing the aggregate refinery 
runs for the taxable year by the number of 
days in the taxable year.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to taxable 
years ending after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 816. MARGINAL PRODUCTION INCOME LIMIT 

EXTENSION. 
Section 613A(c)(6)(H) (relating to tem-

porary suspension of taxable income limit 
with respect to marginal production) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ and inserting 
‘‘2007’’. 
SEC. 817. AMORTIZATION OF DELAY RENTAL PAY-

MENTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 167 (relating to 

depreciation) is amended by redesignating 
subsection (h) as subsection (i) and by insert-
ing after subsection (g) the following new 
subsection: 

‘‘(h) AMORTIZATION OF DELAY RENTAL PAY-
MENTS FOR DOMESTIC OIL AND GAS WELLS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any delay rental pay-
ment paid or incurred in connection with the 
development of oil or gas wells within the 
United States (as defined in section 638) shall 
be allowed as a deduction ratably over the 
24-month period beginning on the date that 
such payment was paid or incurred. 

‘‘(2) HALF-YEAR CONVENTION.—For purposes 
of paragraph (1), any payment paid or in-
curred during the taxable year shall be treat-
ed as paid or incurred on the mid-point of 
such taxable year. 

‘‘(3) EXCLUSIVE METHOD.—Except as pro-
vided in this subsection, no depreciation or 
amortization deduction shall be allowed with 
respect to such payments. 

‘‘(4) TREATMENT UPON ABANDONMENT.—If 
any property to which a delay rental pay-
ment relates is retired or abandoned during 
the 24-month period described in paragraph 
(1), no deduction shall be allowed on account 
of such retirement or abandonment and the 
amortization deduction under this sub-
section shall continue with respect to such 
payment. 

‘‘(5) DELAY RENTAL PAYMENTS.—For pur-
poses of this subsection, the term ‘delay 
rental payment’ means an amount paid for 

the privilege of deferring development of an 
oil or gas well under an oil or gas lease.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to amounts 
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning 
after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 818. AMORTIZATION OF GEOLOGICAL AND 

GEOPHYSICAL EXPENDITURES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 167 (relating to 

depreciation), as amended by this Act, is 
amended by redesignating subsection (i) as 
subsection (j) and by inserting after sub-
section (h) the following new subsection: 

‘‘(i) AMORTIZATION OF GEOLOGICAL AND GEO-
PHYSICAL EXPENDITURES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any geological and geo-
physical expenses paid or incurred in connec-
tion with the exploration for, or develop-
ment of, oil or gas within the United States 
(as defined in section 638) shall be allowed as 
a deduction ratably over the 24-month period 
beginning on the date that such expense was 
paid or incurred. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL RULES.—For purposes of this 
subsection, rules similar to the rules of para-
graphs (2), (3), and (4) of subsection (h) shall 
apply.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
263A(c)(3) is amended by inserting ‘‘167(h), 
167(i),’’ after ‘‘under section’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall apply to costs 
paid or incurred in taxable years beginning 
after September 30, 2004. 
SEC. 819. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF 

CREDIT FOR PRODUCING FUEL 
FROM A NONCONVENTIONAL 
SOURCE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 29 (relating to 
credit for producing fuel from a nonconven-
tional source) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subsection: 

‘‘(h) EXTENSION FOR OTHER FACILITIES.—
‘‘(1) OIL AND GAS.—In the case of a well or 

facility for producing qualified fuels de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub-
section (c)(1) which was drilled or placed in 
service after September 30, 2004, and before 
January 1, 2007, notwithstanding subsection 
(f), this section shall apply with respect to 
such fuels produced at such well or facility 
before the close of the 3-year period begin-
ning on the date that such well is drilled or 
such facility is placed in service. 

‘‘(2) FACILITIES PRODUCING FUELS FROM AG-
RICULTURAL AND ANIMAL WASTE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of facility 
for producing liquid, gaseous, or solid fuels 
from qualified agricultural and animal 
wastes, including such fuels when used as 
feedstocks, which was placed in service after 
September 30, 2004, and before January 1, 
2007, this section shall apply with respect to 
fuel produced at such facility before the 
close of the 3-year period beginning on the 
date such facility is placed in service. 

‘‘(B) QUALIFIED AGRICULTURAL AND ANIMAL 
WASTE.—For purposes of this paragraph, the 
term ‘qualified agricultural and animal 
waste’ means agriculture and animal waste, 
including by-products, packaging, and any 
materials associated with the processing, 
feeding, selling, transporting, or disposal of 
agricultural or animal products or wastes. 

‘‘(3) WELLS PRODUCING VISCOUS OIL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a well for 

producing viscous oil which was placed in 
service after September 30, 2004, and before 
January 1, 2007, this section shall apply with 
respect to fuel produced at such well before 
the close of the 3-year period beginning on 
the date such well is placed in service. 

‘‘(B) VISCOUS OIL.—The term ‘viscous oil’ 
means heavy oil, as defined in section 
613A(c)(6), except that—

‘‘(i) ‘22 degrees’ shall be substituted for ‘20 
degrees’ in applying subparagraph (F) there-
of, and 
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‘‘(ii) in all cases, the oil gravity shall be 

measured from the initial well-head samples, 
drill cuttings, or down hole samples. 

‘‘(C) WAIVER OF UNRELATED PERSON RE-
QUIREMENT.—In the case of viscous oil, the 
requirement under subsection (a)(2)(A) of a 
sale to an unrelated person shall not apply 
to any sale to the extent that the viscous oil 
is not consumed in the immediate vicinity of 
the wellhead. 

‘‘(4) FACILITIES PRODUCING REFINED COAL.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a facility 

described in subparagraph (C) for producing 
refined coal which was placed in service after 
September 30, 2004, and before January 1, 
2007, this section shall apply with respect to 
fuel produced at such facility before the 
close of the 5-year period beginning on the 
date such facility is placed in service. 

‘‘(B) REFINED COAL.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term ‘refined coal’ means a 
fuel which is a liquid, gaseous, or solid syn-
thetic fuel produced from coal (including lig-
nite) or high carbon fly ash, including such 
fuel used as a feedstock. 

‘‘(C) COVERED FACILITIES.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A facility is described in 

this subparagraph if such facility produces 
refined coal using a technology which results 
in—

‘‘(I) a qualified emission reduction, and 
‘‘(II) a qualified enhanced value. 
‘‘(ii) QUALIFIED EMISSION REDUCTION.—For 

purposes of this subparagraph, the term 
‘qualified emission reduction’ means a reduc-
tion of at least 20 percent of the emissions of 
nitrogen oxide and either sulfur dioxide or 
mercury released when burning the refined 
coal (excluding any dilution caused by mate-
rials combined or added during the produc-
tion process), as compared to the emissions 
released when burning the feedstock coal or 
comparable coal predominantly available in 
the marketplace as of January 1, 2003. 

‘‘(iii) QUALIFIED ENHANCED VALUE.—For 
purposes of this subparagraph, the term 
‘qualified enhanced value’ means an increase 
of at least 50 percent in the market value of 
the refined coal (excluding any increase 
caused by materials combined or added dur-
ing the production process), as compared to 
the value of the feedstock coal. 

‘‘(iv) QUALIFYING ADVANCED CLEAN COAL 
TECHNOLOGY UNITS EXCLUDED.—A facility de-
scribed in this subparagraph shall not in-
clude a qualifying advanced clean coal tech-
nology unit (as defined in section 48A(b)). 

‘‘(5) COALMINE GAS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—This section shall apply 

to coalmine gas—
‘‘(i) captured or extracted by the taxpayer 

during the period beginning after September 
30, 2004, and ending before January 1, 2007, 
and 

‘‘(ii) utilized as a fuel source or sold by or 
on behalf of the taxpayer to an unrelated 
person during such period. 

‘‘(B) COALMINE GAS.—For purposes of this 
paragraph, the term ‘coalmine gas’ means 
any methane gas which is—

‘‘(i) liberated during or as a result of coal 
mining operations, or 

‘‘(ii) extracted up to 10 years in advance of 
coal mining operations as part of a specific 
plan to mine a coal deposit. 

‘‘(C) SPECIAL RULE FOR ADVANCED EXTRAC-
TION.—In the case of coalmine gas which is 
captured in advance of coal mining oper-
ations, the credit under subsection (a) shall 
be allowed only after the date the coal ex-
traction occurs in the immediate area where 
the coalmine gas was removed.

‘‘(D) NONCOMPLIANCE WITH POLLUTION 
LAWS.—This paragraph shall not apply to the 
capture or extraction of coalmine gas from 
coal mining operations with respect to any 
period in which such coal mining operations 
are not in compliance with applicable State 

and Federal pollution prevention, control, 
and permit requirements.

‘‘(6) SPECIAL RULES.—In determining the 
amount of credit allowable under this sec-
tion solely by reason of this subsection—

‘‘(A) FUELS TREATED AS QUALIFIED FUELS.—
Any fuel described in paragraph (2), (3), (4), 
or (5) shall be treated as a qualified fuel for 
purposes of this section. 

‘‘(B) DAILY LIMIT.—The amount of qualified 
fuels sold during any taxable year which 
may be taken into account by reason of this 
subsection with respect to any project shall 
not exceed an average barrel-of-oil equiva-
lent of 200,000 cubic feet of natural gas per 
day. Days before the date the project is 
placed in service shall not be taken into ac-
count in determining such average. 

‘‘(C) CREDIT AMOUNT.—The dollar amount 
applicable under subsection (a)(1) shall be $3 
(and the inflation adjustment under sub-
section (b)(2) shall not apply to such 
amount).’’. 

(b) CLARIFICATION OF PLACED IN SERVICE 
DATE FOR CERTAIN LANDFILL GAS FACILI-
TIES.—Section 29(d) (relating to other defini-
tions and special rules), as amended by this 
Act, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(10) CLARIFICATION OF PLACED IN SERVICE 
DATE FOR CERTAIN LANDFILL GAS FACILITIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a landfill 
placed in service on or before the date of the 
enactment of this paragraph—

‘‘(i) a facility for producing qualified fuel 
from such landfill shall include all wells, 
pipes, and related components used to col-
lect landfill gas, and 

‘‘(ii) production of landfill gas from such 
landfill attributable to wells, pipes, and re-
lated components placed in service after 
such date of enactment shall be treated as 
produced from a facility placed in service on 
the date such wells, pipes, and related com-
ponents were placed in service. 

‘‘(B) LANDFILL GAS.—The term ‘landfill gas’ 
means gas described in subsection 
(c)(1)(B)(ii) and derived from the biodegrada-
tion of municipal solid waste.’’. 

(c) EXTENSION FOR CERTAIN FUEL PRODUCED 
AT EXISTING FACILITIES.—Section 29(f)(2) (re-
lating to application of section) is amended 
by inserting ‘‘(January 1, 2006, in the case of 
any coke, coke gas, or natural gas and by-
products produced by coal gasification from 
lignite in a facility described in paragraph 
(1)(B))’’ after ‘‘January 1, 2003’’. 

(d) STUDY OF COALBED METHANE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the 

Treasury shall conduct a study regarding the 
effect of section 29 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 on the production of coalbed 
methane. 

(2) CONTENTS OF STUDY.—The study under 
paragraph (1) shall estimate the total 
amount of credits under section 29 of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 claimed annu-
ally and in the aggregate which are related 
to the production of coalbed methane since 
the date of the enactment of such section 29. 
Such study shall report the annual value of 
such credits allowable for coalbed methane 
compared to the average annual wellhead 
price of natural gas (per thousand cubic feet 
of natural gas). Such study shall also esti-
mate the incremental increase in production 
of coalbed methane which has resulted from 
the enactment of such section 29, and the 
cost to the Federal Government, in terms of 
the net tax benefits claimed, per thousand 
cubic feet of incremental coalbed methane 
produced annually and in the aggregate since 
such enactment. 

(e) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

paragraph (2), the amendments made by this 
section shall apply to fuel sold after Sep-

tember 30, 2004, in taxable years ending after 
such date. 

(2) EXISTING FACILITIES.—The amendments 
made by subsection (c) shall apply to fuel 
sold after December 31, 2002, in taxable years 
ending after such date.

SA 2939. Mr. KENNEDY (for himself 
and Mr. DASCHLE) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize and 
improve the program of block grants to 
States for temporary assistance for 
needy families, improve access to qual-
ity child care, and for other purposes; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. FAIR MINIMUM WAGE. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be 
cited as the ‘‘Fair Minimum Wage Act of 
2004’’. 

(b) INCREASE IN THE MINIMUM WAGE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6(a)(1) of the Fair 

Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
206(a)(1)) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(1) except as otherwise provided in this 
section, not less than—

‘‘(A) $5.85 an hour, beginning on the 60th 
day after the date of enactment of the Fair 
Minimum Wage Act of 2004; 

‘‘(B) $6.45 an hour, beginning 12 months 
after that 60th day; and 

‘‘(C) $7.00 an hour, beginning 24 months 
after that 60th day;’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by paragraph (1) shall take effect 60 
days after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(c) APPLICABILITY OF MINIMUM WAGE TO THE 
COMMONWEALTH OF THE NORTHERN MARIANA 
ISLANDS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 206) 
shall apply to the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands. 

(2) TRANSITION.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (1), the minimum wage applicable to 
the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands under section 6(a)(1) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 (29 U.S.C. 
206(a)(1)) shall be—

(A) $3.55 an hour, beginning on the 60th day 
after the date of enactment of this Act; and 

(B) increased by $0.50 an hour (or such less-
er amount as may be necessary to equal the 
minimum wage under section 6(a)(1) of such 
Act), beginning 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act and every 6 months 
thereafter until the minimum wage applica-
ble to the Commonwealth of the Northern 
Mariana Islands under this subsection is 
equal to the minimum wage set forth in such 
section. 

SA 2940. Ms. CANTWELL submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
by her to the bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize 
and improve the program of block 
grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families, improve access 
to quality child care, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 

TITLE ll—UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION 

SEC. ll01. EXTENSION OF THE TEMPORARY EX-
TENDED UNEMPLOYMENT COM-
PENSATION ACT OF 2002. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 208 of the Tem-
porary Extended Unemployment Compensa-
tion Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 
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30), as amended by Public Law 108–1 (117 
Stat. 3) and the Unemployment Compensa-
tion Amendments of 2003 (Public Law 108–26; 
117 Stat. 751), is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(2), by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘June 30, 
2004’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘De-
cember 31, 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘June 30, 
2004’’; 

(3) in subsection (b)(2)—
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘DECEMBER 

31, 2003’’ and inserting ‘‘JUNE 30, 2004’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘December 31, 2003’’ and in-

serting ‘‘June 30, 2004’’; and 
(4) in subsection (b)(3), by striking ‘‘March 

31, 2004’’ and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2004’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 

made by this section shall take effect as if 
included in the enactment of the Temporary 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 Stat. 21) and 
shall apply with respect to payments for 
weeks of unemployment beginning on or 
after the date of enactment this Act. 
SEC. ll02. ADDITIONAL REVISION TO CURRENT 

TEUC–X TRIGGER. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(c)(2)(B) of the 

Temporary Extended Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–147; 116 
Stat. 30) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(B) such a period would then be in effect 
for such State under such Act if—

‘‘(i) section 203(d) of such Act were applied 
as if it had been amended by striking ‘5’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘4’; and 

‘‘(ii) with respect to weeks of unemploy-
ment beginning after December 27, 2003—

‘‘(I) paragraph (1)(A) of such section 203(d) 
did not apply; and 

‘‘(II) clause (ii) of section 203(f)(1)(A) of 
such Act did not apply.’’. 

(b) APPLICATION.—Section 203(c)(2)(B)(ii) of 
the Temporary Extended Unemployment 
Compensation Act of 2002 (Public Law 107–
147; 116 Stat. 30), as added by subsection (a), 
shall apply with respect to payments for 
weeks of unemployment beginning on or 
after the date of enactment this Act. 
SEC. ll03. TEMPORARY STATE AUTHORITY TO 

WAIVE APPLICATION OF 
LOOKBACKS UNDER THE FEDERAL-
STATE EXTENDED UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION ACT OF 1970. 

For purposes of conforming with the provi-
sions of the Federal-State Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1970 (26 
U.S.C. 3304 note), a State may, during the pe-
riod beginning on the date of enactment of 
this Act and ending on June 30, 2004, waive 
the application of either subsection (d)(1)(A) 
of section 203 of such Act or subsection 
(f)(1)(A)(ii) of such section, or both. 

SA 2941. Mr. BAUCUS (for himself 
and Mr. THOMAS) submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 1637, to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to comply 
with the World Trade Organization rul-
ings on the FSC/ETI benefit in a man-
ner that preserves jobs and production 
activities in the United States, to re-
form and simplify the international 
taxation rules of the United States, 
and for other purposes; which was or-
dered to lie on the table; as follows:

At the end of the bill, add the following: 

TITLE V—WOOL TRUST FUND 
SEC. 501. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF 

PROVISIONS RELATING TO THE 
WOOL RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, 
AND PROMOTION TRUST FUND. 

(a) EXTENSION OF TEMPORARY DUTY REDUC-
TIONS.—

(1) HEADING 9902.51.11.—Heading 9902.51.11 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘2005’’ and inserting ‘‘2010’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘17.5 %’’ and inserting ‘‘10 
%’’. 

(2) HEADING 9902.51.12.—Heading 9902.51.12 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(3) HEADING 9902.51.13.—Heading 9902.51.13 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(4) HEADING 9902.51.14.—Heading 9902.51.14 of 
the Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States is amended by striking ‘‘2005’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2010’’. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF LIMITATION ON QUAN-
TITY OF IMPORTS.—

(1) NOTE 15.—U.S. Note 15 to subchapter II 
of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff Sched-
ule of the United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘2002’’; 
(B) by striking ‘‘year 2003’’ and all that fol-

lows through the end period and inserting 
the following: ‘‘years 2003 and 2004, and 
5,500,000 square meter equivalents in cal-
endar year 2005 and each calendar year there-
after for the benefit of manufacturers of 
men’s and boys’ suits.’’. 

(2) NOTE 16.—U.S. Note 16 to subchapter II 
of chapter 99 of the Harmonized Tariff Sched-
ule of the United States is amended—

(A) by striking ‘‘and’’ after ‘‘2002’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘year 2003’’ and all that fol-

lows through the end period and inserting 
the following: ‘‘years 2003 and 2004, and 
5,000,000 square meter equivalents in cal-
endar year 2005 and each calendar year there-
after for the benefit of manufacturers of 
men’s and boys’ suits, and 2,000,000 square 
meter equivalents in calendar year 2005 and 
each calendar year thereafter for the benefit 
of manufacturers of worsted wool fabric suit-
able for use in men’s and boys’ suits.’’. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(A) SUNSET STAGED REDUCTION REQUIRE-

MENT.—Paragraph (2) of section 501(a) of the 
Trade and Development Act of 2000 (Public 
Law 106–200; 114 Stat. 299) is amended by add-
ing before the period ‘‘for goods entered, or 
withdrawn from warehouse for consumption, 
before January 1, 2005’’. 

(B) ALLOCATION OF TARIFF-RATE QUOTAS.—
Subsection (e) of section 501 of the Trade and 
Development Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–200; 
114 Stat. 200) is amended—

(i) by inserting ‘‘for manufacturers of 
men’s and boys’ suits’’ after ‘‘implementing 
the limitation’’; and 

(ii) by inserting at the end the following 
new sentence: ‘‘In implementing the limita-
tion for manufacturers of worsted wool fab-
ric on the quantity of worsted wool fabrics 
under heading 9902.51.12 of the Harmonized 
Tariff Schedule of the United States, as re-
quired by U.S. Note 16 of subchapter II of 
chapter 99 of such Schedule, for the entry, or 
withdrawal from warehouse for consumption, 
the Secretary of Commerce shall prescribe 
regulations to allocate fairly the quantity of 
worsted wool fabrics required under United 
States note 16 of such schedule to manufac-
turers who weave worsted wool fabric in the 
United States.’’. 

(C) SUNSET AUTHORITY TO MODIFY LIMITA-
TION ON QUANTITY.—Subsection (b) of section 
504 of the Trade and Development Act of 2000 
(Public Law 106–200; 114 Stat. 301) is repealed 
effective January 1, 2005. 

(c) EXTENSION OF DUTY REFUNDS AND WOOL 
RESEARCH TRUST FUND.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The United States Cus-
toms Service shall make 5 additional pay-
ments to each manufacturer that receives a 
payment under section 505 of the Trade and 

Development Act of 2000 (Public Law 106–200; 
114 Stat. 303) during calendar year 2005, and 
that, not later than March 1 of each year of 
an additional payment, provides an affidavit 
that it remains a manufacturer in the United 
States as of January 1 of the year of that 
payment. Each payment shall be equal to the 
amount of the payment received for calendar 
year 2005 as follows: 

(A) The first payment to be made after 
January 1, 2006, but on or before April 15, 
2006. 

(B) The second, third, fourth, and fifth pay-
ments to be made after January 1, but on or 
before April 15, of each of the following 4 cal-
endar years. 

(2) EXTENSION OF WOOL RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, AND PROMOTION TRUST FUND.—Section 
506(f) of the Trade and Development Act of 
2000 (Public Law 106–200; 114 Stat. 304) is 
amended by striking ‘‘2006’’ and inserting 
‘‘2011’’. 

(3) COMMERCE AUTHORITY TO PROMOTE DO-
MESTIC EMPLOYMENT.—The Secretary of Com-
merce shall provide grants through Decem-
ber 31, 2010 to manufacturers of worsted wool 
fabric in the amount of $2,666,000 annually to 
manufacturers of worsted wool fabric of the 
kind described in heading 9902.51.12 of the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 
States during calendar years 1999, 2000, and 
2001, and $2,666,000 annually to manufactur-
ers of worsted wool fabric of the kind de-
scribed in heading 9902.51.11 of the Har-
monized Tariff Schedule of the United States 
during such calendar years, allocated based 
on the percentage of each manufacturer’s 
production of the fabric described in such 
heading for such 3 years compared to the 
production of such fabric for all such appli-
cants who qualify under this paragraph for 
such grant category. Any grant awarded by 
the Secretary under this section shall be 
final and not subject to appeal or protest. 

(4) SPECIAL RULE FOR SUCCESSOR-IN-INTER-
EST.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Any person that becomes 
a successor-in-interest to a manufacturer en-
titled to payment, under title V of the Trade 
and Development Act of 2002 (Public Law 
106–200; 114 Stat. 299) or this title, shall be el-
igible to claim payments as if the successor-
in-interest was the original claimant with-
out regard to section 3727 of title 31, United 
States Code. The right to claim payment as 
a successor-in-interest under the preceding 
sentence shall be effective as if the right was 
included in section 505 of the Trade and De-
velopment Act of 2000. 

(B) STATUS AS SUCCESSOR-IN-INTEREST.—A 
person may become a successor-in-interest 
for purposes of subparagraph (A) pursuant 
to—

(i) an assignment of the claim for payment 
under title V of the Trade and Development 
Act of 2002; 

(ii) an assignment of the original claim-
ant’s right to manufacture under the same 
trade name as the original claimant; 

(iii) a reorganization; or 
(iv) some other legally recognized manner. 
(5) AUTHORIZATION.—There is authorized to 

be appropriated and is hereby appropriated 
out of amounts in the general fund of the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated such 
sums as are necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of this subsection. 

(6) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The grants described 
in paragraph (3) shall commence on or after 
January 1, 2005, and before December 31, 2010. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a)(1)(B) shall apply to 
goods entered, or withdrawn from warehouse 
for consumption, on or after January 1, 2005. 
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SEC. 502. LABELING OF WOOL PRODUCTS TO FA-

CILITATE COMPLIANCE AND PRO-
TECT CONSUMERS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 4 of the Wool 
Products Labeling Act of 1939 (15 U.S.C. 
68b(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) In the case of a wool product stamped, 
tagged, labeled, or otherwise identified in 
any one of the following subparagraphs, the 
average fiber diameter may be subject to a 
variation of 0.25 microns, and may be subject 
to such other standards or deviations as pre-
scribed by regulation by the Commission: 

‘‘(A) ‘Super 80’s’ or ‘80’s’ if the average 
fiber diameter thereof does not average 19.5 
microns or finer. 

‘‘(B) ‘Super 90’s’ or ‘90’s’ if the average 
fiber diameter thereof does not average 19.0 
microns or finer. 

‘‘(C) ‘Super 100’s’ or ‘100’s’ if the average 
fiber diameter thereof does not average 18.5 
microns or finer. 

‘‘(D) ‘Super 110’s’ or ‘110’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 18.0 microns or finer. 

‘‘(E) ‘Super 120’s’ or ‘120’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 17.5 microns or finer. 

‘‘(F) ‘Super 130’s’ or ‘130’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 17.0 microns or finer. 

‘‘(G) ‘Super 140’s’ or ‘140’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 16.5 microns or finer. 

‘‘(H) ‘Super 150’s’ or ‘150’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 16.0 microns or finer. 

‘‘(I) ‘Super 160’s’ or ‘160’s’ if the average di-
ameter of wool fiber thereof does not average 
15.5 microns or finer. 

‘‘(J) ‘Super 170’s’ or ‘170’s’ if the average di-
ameter of wool fiber thereof does not average 
15.0 microns or finer. 

‘‘(K) ‘Super 180’s’ or ‘180’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 14.5 microns or finer. 

‘‘(L) ‘Super 190’s’ or ‘190’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 14.0 microns or finer. 

‘‘(M) ‘Super 200’s’ or ‘200’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 13.5 microns or finer. 

‘‘(N) ‘Super 210’s’ or ‘210’s’ if the average 
diameter of wool fiber thereof does not aver-
age 13.0 microns or finer.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by this section shall apply to wool 
products manufactured on or after January 
1, 2005.

SA 2942. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize 
and improve the program of block 
grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families, improve access 
to quality child care, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows:

On page 341, between lines 8 and 9, insert 
the following: 
SEC. ll. ELECTRONIC DISBURSEMENT OF 

CHILD SUPPORT PAYMENTS TO FAM-
ILIES. 

Section 454A(g) (42 U.S.C. 654a(g)) is 
amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) ELECTRONIC DISBURSEMENT REQUIRE-
MENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than October 
1, 2008, each State disbursement unit oper-
ated under section 454B shall implement a 
system to electronically disburse, through 
direct deposit or a widely accessible card-
based system, all child support collections 
disbursed to families under that section. 

‘‘(B) STATE OPTION TO REQUIRE CARD-BASED 
PAYMENT.—A State may require a payment 
recipient to accept payment through a card-
based system if the recipient has declined to 
accept payment by direct deposit or does not 
have an account to which payment may be 
made by direct deposit. 

‘‘(C) OPT-OUT.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), a State disbursement unit may 
maintain a nonelectronic system for dis-
bursing child support collections to custodial 
parents under section 454B after October 1, 
2008, if the State notifies the Secretary in 
writing by October 1, 2008, that the State in-
tends to maintain such a system.’’. 
SEC. ll. OPTIONAL EXPANSION OF STATE DIS-

BURSEMENT UNIT TO CREATE A 
CENTRALIZED PAYMENT LOCATION 
FOR ALL CHILD SUPPORT WAGE 
WITHHOLDING. 

Section 454B(a)(1)(B) (42 U.S.C. 
654b(a)(1)(B)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or, at 
State option, all support orders, regardless 
of date issued,’’ after ‘‘in which the support 
order is initially issued in the State on or 
after January 1, 1994,’’. 

SA 2943. Mr. CORNYN (for himself 
and Mr. BINGAMAN) submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 4, to reauthorize 
and improve the program of block 
grants to States for temporary assist-
ance for needy families, improve access 
to quality child care, and for other pur-
poses; which was ordered to lie on the 
table; as follows:

On page 355, between lines 3 and 4, insert 
the following: 
SEC. 603. CLARIFICATION OF AUTHORITY OF 

STATES AND LOCAL AUTHORITIES 
TO PROVIDE HEALTH CARE TO IMMI-
GRANTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 411 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity 
Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1621) is 
amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—
(A) by striking paragraphs (1) and (3); and 
(B) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (4) 

as paragraphs (1) and (2), respectively; 
(2) in subsection (c)—
(A) in paragraph (1)—
(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph 

(A), by striking ‘‘(2) and (3)’’ and inserting 
‘‘(2), (3), and (4)’’; and 

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking 
‘‘health,’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph 

‘‘(4) Such term does not include any health 
benefit for which payments or assistance are 
provided to an individual, household, or fam-
ily eligibility unit by an agency of a State or 
local government or by appropriated funds of 
a State or local government.’’; and 

(3) in subsection (d), by inserting ‘‘or who 
otherwise is not a qualified alien (as defined 
in subsections (b) and (c) of section 431)’’ 
after ‘‘United States’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by subsection (a) shall apply to health 
care furnished before, on, or after the date of 
enactment of this Act.

f 

NOTICE OF HEARING 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for the infor-
mation of the Senate and the public 
that the following hearing has been 
scheduled before the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources. 

The hearing will be held on May 11, 
2004, at 10 a.m. in room SD–366. 

The purpose of this hearing is to gain 
an understanding of the impacts and 
costs of last year’s fires and then look 
forward to the potential 2004 fire sea-
son. The hearing will give all Com-
mittee members a solid understanding 
of the problems faced last year and 
what problems the agencies and the 
land they oversee may face this next 
season, including aerial fire fighting 
assets and crew, and overhead avail-
ability. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearings, 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, 
Washington, D.C. 20510–6150. 

For further information, please con-
tact Frank Gladies (202–224–2878) or 
Amy Millet (202–224–7556).

f 

PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the privilege 
of the floor be granted to the following 
Finance Committee fellows and interns 
during consideration of H.R. 4, the wel-
fare bill: Shannon Augare, Steve 
Beasley, Jane Bergeson, Diana Birkett, 
Simon Chabel, Jodi George, Tyson Hill, 
Scott Landes, Pascal Niedermann, Jer-
emy Seidlitz, Matt Stokes, and Trace 
Thaxton. 

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in addi-
tion, I ask unanimous consent that the 
following staff members of Senator 
GRASSLEY be granted the privilege of 
the floor for the duration of the debate 
on H.R. 4: Trenton Norman, Jarret 
Heil, and Jill Gotts. 

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Abigail 
Kurland of Senator DODD’s staff be 
granted floor privileges during the con-
sideration of H.R. 4. 

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

The Senator from Kentucky. 

f 

MEASURE READ THE FIRST 
TIME—S. 2250 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
understand that S. 2250 is at the desk. 
I ask for its first reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read the bill by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows:

A bill (S. 2250) to extend the Temporary 
Extended Unemployment Compensation Act 
of 2002, and for other purposes.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask for its second reading in order to 
place the bill on the calendar. 
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Under the provisions of rule XIV, I 

object to my own request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. The bill will be read a 
second time on the next legislative 
day. 

f 

ORDERS FOR TUESDAY, MARCH 30, 
2004 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
adjourn until 9:45 a.m. tomorrow, Tues-
day, March 30. 

I further ask unanimous consent that 
following the prayer and pledge, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
Journal of proceedings be approved to 
date, the time for the two leaders be 
reserved for their use later in the day 
and the Senate then begin a period of 
morning business for up to 60 minutes, 
with the first 30 minutes under the 
control of the Democratic leader or his 
designee, and the final 30 minutes 
under the control of the majority lead-
er or his designee; provided that fol-
lowing morning business the Senate re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4, the wel-
fare reform reauthorization bill, and 
that the time until 12:15 be equally di-
vided between the two leaders or their 
designees; provided further that at 
12:15 p.m. the Senate proceed to a vote 
in relation to the Snowe amendment as 

provided under the previous order. I 
further ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate recess tomorrow following 
the conclusion of the vote on the 
Snowe amendment for the weekly 
party luncheons.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, either I 
misheard or my distinguished col-
league misspoke. I think he said 9:40, 
and I think it is 9:45 we come in tomor-
row, just so that is clear in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. I thought I had 
said 9:45. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nine 
forty-five for the RECORD. 

Is there objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Tomorrow, fol-
lowing morning business, the Senate 
will resume consideration of H.R. 4, the 
welfare reform reauthorization bill. 
Under a previous agreement, at 12:15 
p.m., the Senate will vote on the pend-
ing Snowe amendment on childcare. 
The vote on the Snowe amendment will 
be the first vote of tomorrow’s session. 
For the remainder of the day, the Sen-
ate will continue debate on the welfare 
reauthorization bill. 

As the majority leader stated earlier 
today, we hope that Senators will offer 
relevant amendments to the bill so we 
can finish this important legislation 
this week. 

Additional rollcall votes are expected 
tomorrow afternoon as we try to make 
progress on the underlying welfare re-
authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the 
Senator calls the Senate to conclusion, 
we have on our side a significant num-
ber of people who wish to speak in the 
morning. This is just to give notice to 
all the offices that we have no objec-
tion to anyone who wants to speak, but 
the time will be drastically limited 
from the time we have been told they 
want to speak because we will not be 
able to change the 12:15 time because of 
our party caucuses. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:45 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment under the previous order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 7:02 p.m., adjourned until Tuesday, 
March 30, 2004, at 9:45 a.m. 
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HONORING JAMES ‘‘JIM’’ 
VANDERFORD 

HON. JON C. PORTER 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Mr. James ‘‘Jim’’ Vanderford for his 
many years of service to Lake Mead National 
Recreation Area (NRA). Mr. Vanderford is 
both an amazing ambassador for the National 
Park Service and Lake Mead NRA and a dedi-
cated public servant. I have worked with Jim 
throughout my career and am also proud to 
call him one of my good friends. 

After serving our Nation in the U.S. Marines 
from 1960–1963, Mr. Vanderford began his ci-
vilian Federal career with the Bureau of Land 
Management in 1971. In May of 1974, he ac-
cepted a position at Lake Mead NRA and 
began his long career of service at one of Ne-
vada’s most important natural resources. He 
has served as the Chief of Maintenance and 
Engineering since August of 1994. 

During his 30 years of service at Lake Mead 
NRA, Mr. Vanderford designed and supervised 
the construction and upgrade of many of the 
park’s facilities, including picnic areas, launch 
ramps, courtesy docks, restrooms, and water 
and wastewater treatment facilities. He also 
supervised millions of dollars in Federal High-
way Administration road construction projects. 

The work Jim Vanderford did during his time 
at Lake Mead NRA has impacted each one of 
the more than 9 million people that visit Lake 
Mead each year. His work ethic and institu-
tional knowledge will be greatly missed. 

I wish Jim the very best in his retirement 
and look forward to seeing him and his wife 
Jeri Lynn as they continue to reside in Boulder 
City, Nevada. I am proud of all that Jim has 
done for Southern Nevada and commend him 
for all his years of service.

f 

CONGRATULATING 2004 CENTRAL 
VALLEY COMMON THREADS 
AWARD WINNERS 

HON. GEORGE RADANOVICH 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. RADANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Lillian Draxler, Debbie 
Jacobsen, Margaret Jensen, Mary Wickstrom 
and Bernice Woolf, the recipients of the 2004 
Central Valley Common Threads Award. This 
award is presented to women in agriculture 
who have made a remarkable contribution to 
their community through volunteer work and 
philanthropy. 

Lillian Draxler has been dedicated to the 
dairy industry her entire life. She helped es-
tablish the JCJ Dairy 30 years ago. For 38 
years, Lillian has been engaged in the 4-H 
program both in Fresno and Kings counties 

serving in every capacity and coordinating 
every major event on the 4-H calendar. She 
provides leadership and funding to the Make-
A-Wish Foundation, helps the Kings County 
Dairywomen amass scholarship funds for 
needy agriculture students, and is involved 
with the Dairy Herd Improvement Association. 
Lillian also assists the Farm Bureau and its 
Education and Agriculture Together programs. 

Debbie Jacobsen has been active in the 
grape and teaching industry for more than 20 
years. She is one of several principles in the 
family-owned J&L Vineyards and is teaching 
at Washington Union High School. Debbie cur-
rently serves as president of the Fresno Coun-
ty Farm Bureau and is the first woman to hold 
the position. She is a leader in the Farm Bu-
reau’s Ag in the Classroom program, speaking 
in classrooms and inviting school tours to her 
farm. She serves as co-chairman of the Fres-
no Fair Ag Education Fabulous Food Machine. 
Debbie is also on the Board of Directors for 
the California Foundation for Agriculture in the 
Classroom and received the group’s pres-
tigious Volunteer Educator Award in 1995. 

Margaret Jensen has been involved in agri-
culture throughout her life. She helped plant 
and develop the pistachio industry in Madera 
County and was involved in the first commer-
cial citrus planting in Madera County in 1958. 
Margaret is involved with Fresno State’s Ag 
One Foundation and has been a member of 
the Fresno County Farm Bureau since 1935. 
She has contributed to numerous projects that 
have helped to benefit Fresno and the entire 
San Joaquin Valley. Some of these include 
the Break the Barriers building fund and help-
ing to fully fund the chapel at Children’s Hos-
pital of Central California, a place that pro-
vides comfort and quiet for all faiths. Mary 
Wickstrom has been a tireless advocate for 
agricultural advancement during her life. She 
established her own dairy in Chicago and, 
along with 11 other dairy families, formed the 
Hilmar Cheese Company. For several years, 
Mary shared the buying duties for items to be 
sold there. She is devoted to the preservation 
of productive farmland through good land use 
planning, and she puts those values to work. 
Mary participates as a member of the Merced 
County Planning Commission and as a charter 
member of the Merced County California 
Women for Agriculture. Mary has also been in-
volved in the Hilmar FFA Booster Club and 
served as a leader in the 4-H program. 

Bernice Woolf has been involved in numer-
ous agricultural activities during the course of 
her life. She served three terms as a board 
member of the California Agricultural Edu-
cation Advisory Board and currently serves on 
the board of the family businesses, Woolf 
Farming and Woolf Enterprises. These entities 
have her involved in the production, proc-
essing, and marketing of numerous agricul-
tural products. Bernice is also a member of 
the Central Valley Chapter California Women 
for Agriculture, American Agri-Women, and 
served as director of Children’s Hospital of 
Central California, the Fresno Arts Museum, 
and the Fresno City/County Historical Society. 

She also contributed to West Hills Community 
College Farm of the Future. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to recognize the 2004 
Central Valley Common Threads Award win-
ners. These women have shown outstanding 
involvement, not only in agriculture but also in 
strengthening their respective communities. I 
urge my colleagues to join me in wishing 
these honorees a bright future and continued 
success.

f 

IN MEMORY OF SGT. 1ST CLASS 
RICHARD STEVEN GOTTFRIED 

HON. IKE SKELTON 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, it is with sad-
ness that I inform the House of the death of 
Sgt. 1st Class Richard Steven Gottfried of 
Lake Ozark, Missouri. Sgt. Gottfried was killed 
when the Humvee he was riding in was hit by 
a bomb near Tikrit, Iraq. 

In Sgt. Gottfried’s family, miliary service was 
a tradition. His grandfather was a prisoner of 
war during World War II, his father was 
wounded in Vietnam, and his brother retired 
from the service. He was proud to serve his 
country, and he did so with courage and dis-
tinction. 

Sgt. Gottfried was posthumously awarded 
the Bronze Star and the Purple Heart. But 
these medals were by no means the extent of 
the honor bestowed upon him. The more than 
400 people who attended his funeral, the tears 
of pain and the sounds of laughter as friends 
and family remembered the good times they 
shared with Steven all commemorated a life of 
kindness and service to others. 

Mr. Speaker, when Sgt. Gottfried was killed 
he was nearing 20 years of service to his 
country in the U.S. Army and was preparing to 
retire. I know the Members of the House will 
join me in extending heartfelt condolences to 
his wife, Mary Jo; his son, Eric; and his 
daughter, Ashley.

f 

CONGRATULATIONS TO STEWART 
E. SUTIN, PH.D. 

HON. MELISSA A. HART 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to congratulate Stewart E. 
Sutin, Ph.D., upon his appointment as presi-
dent of the Community College of Allegheny 
County (CCAC). I am confident that Dr. Sutin 
will be an excellent addition to CCAC, as well 
as to the community of southwestern Pennsyl-
vania. 

Dr. Sutin was previously employed by Mel-
lon Financial Corp. as the senior vice presi-
dent and head of the international department. 
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He is a member of the Research Advisory 
Committee for Carnegie Mellon University and 
a member of the Bosch Institute for Applied 
Studies in International Management, one of 
Germany’s largest international corporations. 
Dr. Sutin also serves on the advisory boards 
for the Center for International Studies, the 
Center for International Business Studies, and 
the Center for Latin American Studies, all at 
Duquesne University. Currently, he is a part-
time lecturer at the Katz School of Business at 
the University of Pittsburgh. 

Dr. Sutin brings extraordinary management 
experience, including a history of working with 
CEOs and motivating large and diverse staffs. 
He has energized business, as well as devel-
oped strong ties to all levels of the Pittsburgh 
business community, including significant rela-
tionships with area business and community 
leaders. One of Dr. Sutin’s main focuses will 
be to ensure that CCAC’s educational pro-
grams and workforce development initiatives 
meet local, national, and international eco-
nomic trends. This will help to ensure that the 
nearly 81,000 credit and noncredit students 
that annually attend CCAC will remain among 
the region’s most prepared to meet the chal-
lenges of the business world. 

I ask my colleagues to join with me in com-
memorating Stewart E. Sutin, Ph.D., for his re-
cent appointment as the new president of 
Community College of Allegheny County. His 
success serves as an inspiration to all of west-
ern Pennsylvania, as well as CCAC.

f 

HONORING CORPORAL ROBERT 
TOMCZAK FOR HIS ACTIONS 
DURING OPERATION IRAQI FREE-
DOM 

HON. JON C. PORTER 
OF NEVADA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor the bravery and courage of Marine Re-
serve Corporal Robert Tomczak for serving 
our Nation during Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
For his actions in the face of heavy fire from 
the enemy, Corporal Tomczak was recently 
awarded the Bronze Star. I offer my thanks 
and the thanks of all Nevadans for Corporal 
Tomczak’s dedication to his fellow Marines 
and for his willingness to serve our country in 
battle. 

Corporal Tomczak served as the machine 
gun team leader for the Las Vegas-based Fox 
Company, 2nd Battalion, 23rd Marines. In the 
face of heavy enemy fire, Tomczak fought 
bravely and honorably to disrupt a flank as-
sault and to silence incoming rocket-propelled 
grenade fire. While firing from behind sand-
bags, an armed gunman in a vehicle rammed 
his position, and falling sandbags from the ve-
hicle’s impact caused Corporal Tomczak to 
temporarily lose hold of his weapon. While still 
under enemy fire, he crossed into the open to 
retrieve his weapon and redeploy against the 
enemy. 

Southern Nevada is proud to have men like 
Corporal Tomczak serving in our Nation’s 
armed services. It is my distinct honor to com-
mend Corporal Tomczak for all that he has 
done in his service to our country and for the 
State of Nevada.

TRIBUTE TO THE LIFE OF ROBERT 
N. BROWN 

HON. MIKE PENCE 
OF INDIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. PENCE. Mr. Speaker, Robert N. 
Brown’s story began in Columbus 83 years 
ago on May 7, 1920, when he became the 
second baby born at the Bartholomew County 
Hospital. He was born the son of Raymond S. 
and Anna Newell Brown. He married Alice 
Elizabeth ‘‘Betty’’ Frantz on Aug. 9, 1947, in 
Columbus. He married Eloise Albert Sears on 
May 7, 1994, in Columbus. He was preceded 
in death by his parents; his first wife on Au-
gust 19, 1991; and a sister, Elizabeth Mar-
shall. 

And Bob Brown was a family man who 
loved his family. He is survived by his second 
wife, of Columbus; a son, Jeffrey N. Brown of 
Columbus; daughters, Peggy A. Brown of 
Fountain Hills, Arizona, Rebecca E. Brown 
Thompson of Christchurch, New Zealand, and 
Susan A. Brown of Downers Grove, Illinois; 
stepchildren, Susan Sears of Briarcliff Manor, 
New York, and B.J. Sears of Los Angeles; a 
brother, Dr. Richard Brown of Phoenix; grand-
children, Zoran and Alex Gvojic, both of 
Downers Grove, Sarah DeClue of Chandler, 
Arizona, Erin Boggs of Scottsdale, Arizona, 
Cameron Thompson of Christchurch, and 
Christi and Ian Brown, both of Columbus; and 
two step grandchildren, Kelsey and Sayre 
Sundberg, both of Briarcliff Manor. 

Please know that each of you have our 
deepest sympathies and prayers in your loss. 

His daughter Susan told me this week, ‘‘Dad 
always had time for us, and until I grew up, I 
never knew how unusual that was.’’

His professional accomplishments are 
equally extraordinary. 

Mr. Brown was the former publisher of The 
Republic newspaper and chairman of Home 
News Enterprises. 

A Purdue University graduate, he was a 
U.S. Army veteran serving in World War II and 
during the Korean War. 

He was named to the Indiana Newspaper 
Hall of Fame and received the Community 
Service Award from the Chamber of Com-
merce and the Mayor’s Arts Award.

Professionally, he served as president of 
Hoosier State Press Association and the In-
land Daily Press Association and was deeply 
involved in the American Newspaper Pub-
lishers Association and the American Press In-
stitute. 

He was an inventor, obtaining patents for a 
copy-cutting device and a composing room 
system for classified advertising. 

Among his community affiliations were Bar-
tholomew County Hospital Board trustee, Hos-
pital Foundation, North Christian Church, 
United Way, Rotary Club, Heritage Fund, Co-
lumbus School Foundation, Foundation for 
Youth, Columbus Jaycees and the Boys Club 
Council. He and his wife, Betty, established 
the Robert and Betty Brown Awards for Vocal 
Excellence. An instrumental scholarship also 
was added. 

And we will enjoy the product of that philan-
thropy throughout this service. 

His story ended Friday, March 19, 2004, at 
Shell Point Pavilion in Fort Myers, Florida. 

But that hardly tells the story. There is so 
much more to tell because Bob Brown was 

also a hero and an inventor and that story 
needs to be told as well. 

Bob Brown was a soldier. After graduating 
from Purdue in May of 1941 Bob Brown went 
to work but would write in the family history, 
‘‘Overshadowing everything we did was an 
ominous cloud of war.’’ 

Duty called. He enlisted in Army in 1942. 
Enrolled in the army school of advanced elec-
tronics at Chicago University and 2nd Lt Bob 
Brown, US Army Signal Corp reported to Fort 
Monmouth, New Jersey on 3 Dec 1942. An 
engineer by training, Lt Brown was schooled 
to operate a dramatic new top-secret tech-
nology known as Radar. 

On 22 January 1944, Lt Bob Brown shipped 
out for the European theatre aboard the 
Queen Mary. He arrived in England and 
helped assemble Starting Point, the first early 
warning radar system in the history of modern 
warfare. 

And he was there on 6 June 1944: D-Day. 
He wrote of that experience in the family his-
tory and I quote generously from his account 
of that time:

One of the most dramatic days of my life 
was 6 June 1944. I awoke to a deafening roar 
and leaped out of my pup tent to find the sky 
filled with planes from horizon to horizon. 
There were bombers and fighters from the 
Allied countries of every size . . . All were 
either going or returning across the channel. 
‘My God! It’s here’—the long awaited inva-
sion had actually come. We knew we were 
part of it, but when and where? 

On 10 June 1944, four days later, the word 
came down. ‘‘Board an assigned landing craft 
with all vehicles at dawn 11 June and be pre-
pared to land at Omaha Beach.’’ The tension 
and excitement were unbearable. Our time 
had really come . . . As the beach neared, we 
all became quiet with apprehension. What 
would it be like to face enemy fire? 

When we arrived at the beach we were re-
lieved to see the fighting had moved in land 
. . . For 100 miles around us, including the 
southern coast of England, the northern 
coast of France and the Channel between I 
could clearly see every ship in the water and 
many vehicles moving on the land. 

. . . For that brief period the magnitude of 
the operation overwhelmed me. We had actu-
ally landed in France! This invasion had to 
be the greatest feat in history.

Lt. Brown would serve courageously from 
D–Day to the Battle of the Bulge. After WWII, 
he returned to the service during the Korean 
War to train new heroes in the use of radar in 
combat operations at bases around the coun-
try. 

Years later, as the illness that would take 
his life clouded his mind, according to Peggy, 
it was the memories of his service in World 
War II that, ‘‘Were the last memories to go.’’ 
Almost until the end, he spoke with affection 
of the men and the times when his generation 
won freedom for the people of Europe and 
every generation that would follow. 

His son Jeff told me that even 50 years 
later, ‘‘He felt his military service in World War 
II was the greatest contribution of his life.’’ 

And he was right. Lt. Brown was a hero. 
Accordingly, and in recognition of his serv-

ice to the people of France, I have been au-
thorized to posthumously present the Medal of 
the Jubilee of Liberty, minted on the 50th anni-
versary of the D–Day invasion to Robert N. 
Brown on behalf of the Regional Council of 
Normandy and the grateful people of France 
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for his heroism in Normandy France during 
Operation Overlord in June of 1944. 

And Bob Brown was an inventor. Having 
studied electrical engineering at Purdue Uni-
versity and serving as a radar technical officer 
during World War II, Brown was fascinated by 
new technologies and gadgets. 

And while he held two patents on labor-
saving newspaper-production devices, it went 
deeper than that. 

As his son Jeff told me this week. ‘‘He was 
an inventor. He wanted to invent something 
So he invented a newspaper.’’ 

Brown had succeeded his father Raymond 
Brown as publisher of the family-owned news-
paper in Columbus, the Evening Republican 
(now called The Republic). Ambition and en-
trepreneurial spirit motivated Bob Brown in the 
early 1960s to start a newspaper from scratch, 
rather than buying an existing newspaper. It 
was, as Jeff would tell me this week, ‘‘His de-
fining professional moment.’’ 

Foreseeing Johnson County’s booming pop-
ulation growth in the decades ahead, Brown 
founded his newspaper, the Daily Journal, to 
cover the entire county. 

Brown spearheaded construction of the 
Daily Journal’s first ever glassed-in plant on 
US 31, the first newspaper in the nation to be 
built from the ground up with the then innova-
tive offset-press technology. 

The ‘‘Journal Hill’’ site north of Franklin took 
shape Sept. 14, 1962. The 11,000-square foot 
glass-enclosed building allowed passers-by on 
US 31 to see the new Goss Suburban offset 
press inside. 

Offset printing was a technological leap for-
ward. After a newspaper page was compos-
ited, it was photographed and the negative 
was rendered into a thin plate for the printing 
press. The innovation was less time-con-
suming and labor-intensive than the old ‘‘hot-
type’’ printing method. 

Publishers from all over the country came to 
Journal Hill to marvel at the new technology 
and this showman’s glass wall display of the 
presses. Today virtually every major news-
paper in America reflects both of these Brown 
innovations. 

The first issue of the Daily Journal rolled off 
the press on July 22, 1963. Afternoon delivery 
was the norm at the time. From the start, his 
colleagues attest, Mr. Brown set the tone for 
the Daily Journal’s news coverage: Fairness to 
all and special treatment for none. 

Howard ‘‘Bud’’ Herron, former editor and 
later publisher of the Daily Journal and now 
publisher of The Republic in Columbus, noted 
Brown’s push for employees to excel. 

Herron recalled that Brown gave editors and 
publishers the freedom to make their own 
news judgments. 

‘‘He was a believer in the total integrity of 
the news operation,’’ Herron said. 

And Bob Brown was a gentle man. As Doro-
thy Hayes, one of the Daily Journal’s original 
employees, recalled last week in a story that 
demonstrated the rare combination of kind-
ness and high standards that characterized his 
life. ‘‘He was a perfectionist, and you tried so 
hard to do everything the way he wanted it 
done.’’

Hayes, now 70, remembered that Brown in-
sisted on certain rules. 

‘‘He had this thing about Scotch tape. He 
didn’t like it,’’ she recalled. 

Hayes, who had just turned 30, had whim-
sically Scotch-taped a clipping stating ‘‘Don’t

trust anyone over 30’’ to her cash register. 
The boss was not amused. 

Brown wandered over and was talking to 
Hayes; and during the conversation, he non-
chalantly scraped off the Scotch tape with his 
fingernail. 

‘‘He never said a word to me, but I got the 
message: ‘Do not use Scotch tape,’ ’’ Hayes 
laughed. ‘‘He was very meticulous,’’ she 
added compellingly. ‘‘He was the kindest man 
I’ve ever met, and the most fair.’’

And so he was. When I met Mr. Brown as 
a floppy haired junior highschooler, I was 
taken aback by his genuine interest in me and 
my future. He listened to my ideas and ambi-
tions and always took time to gently challenge 
my plans and my thinking with a grandfatherly 
touch. I can still hear his voice during count-
less sessions in the Brown family living room, 
following one of my pronouncements about 
how I saw things, when he would gently say, 
‘‘Mike, you might want to look at that a little 
differently.’’

Bob Brown was a gentle man, an inventor, 
a hero and a family man. 

But make no mistake about it, Bob Brown 
was a leader too. 

As Bud Herron said, ‘‘He didn’t tiptoe 
through life. Everywhere he went he left 
broad, bold footprints.’’ 

And perhaps his peer and personal friend, 
Mr. J. Irwin Miller put it best when he said, 
‘‘Today this community lost one of its great 
sons.’’ The former Cummins Inc. Chairman 
went on to say, ‘‘The fact that The Republic is 
a thriving, fourth-generation family business is 
a testament to Bob’s leadership, vision and 
hard work. He will be greatly missed by his 
family and by all of us who were honored to 
know him personally.’’ 

His devotion to his family, his service to 
America, his personal kindness; and his bold 
vision for his enterprise and our community 
are all the elements of a life of great quality. 

It is written, ‘‘No greater love has a man 
than this that he should lay down his life for 
his friends.’’ 

Bob Brown put his life on the line for his na-
tion, and laid down the balance of his life for 
his family, his community and the people of 
the enterprise to which he was born . . . 
namely . . . his friends. 

And we, his friends, bid him this tender fare-
well with hearts overflowing with gratitude to 
God for the privilege of having known this man 
. . . Confident that just a few days ago, this 
good man—his mind and memory restored—
his body young and strong again—as he did 
so many years ago, stepped onto the sands of 
another shore into the warm embrace of Ray-
mond, Anna, Betty and Elizabeth and heard 
those deserved words, ‘‘Well done, thou good 
and faithful servant.’’

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2005

SPEECH OF 

HON. RANDY NEUGEBAUER 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 25, 2004

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the concurrent resolution (H. 

Con. Res. 393) establishing the congressional 
budget for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2005 and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2004 and 2006 
through 2009:

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Chairman, Con-
gress does not have an income problem. 
What we have is a spending problem. We 
don’t need to increase taxes, as the alter-
native budgets propose. What we need to do 
is hold down spending in order to start reduc-
ing this deficit. 

My constituents are simply taxed-out. I can’t 
go back to them and say that instead of allow-
ing the tax relief approved in 2001 and 2003 
to continue, we plan to let their taxes go back 
up so that Congress can spend more. 

Which priorities come first? The priorities of 
families out there working hard and small busi-
nesses striving to expand and create jobs or 
the priorities of those who want more govern-
ment spending? I believe the priorities of our 
families and small businesses come first, but 
others just don’t seem to get it. 

As a small business owner, I know how im-
portant tax relief is to the growth of small busi-
ness, the economy and for job creation. We’re 
on the right track with economic growth and 
job creation, and we need to continue down 
that path. Passing a budget alternative that in-
creases taxes moves our country and the 
economy in the wrong direction. We need to 
continue to grow the American economy—not 
the American government. 

The Republican budget gets our spending 
under control, cutting the deficit in half over 
four years without reducing our national de-
fense, homeland security or veterans care. It 
acknowledges that out of the trillions of dollars 
in Federal spending, there is waste and abuse 
we can cut without diminishing effective and 
useful programs and benefits. Our budget sets 
sound priorities and gives us the means to fol-
low through on them. 

As we consider these budget alternatives 
today, the bottom line is that all of the Demo-
cratic alternatives raise taxes in order to grow 
spending. The Republican budget does not 
raise taxes and reduces spending. It’s not 
hard to guess which alternative my constitu-
ents prefer.

f 

ARIZONA’S VFW VOICE OF 
DEMOCRACY ESSAY 

HON. RICK RENZI 
OF ARIZONA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. RENZI. Mr. Speaker, it gives me great 
pleasure to announce that Arizona’s winning 
essayist for VFW Voice of Democracy writing 
contest is Stephanie Hall, from Lakeside, Ari-
zona in the First Congressional District. 

In her essay, Stephanie recalls her grand-
father’s memories of his service to the Nation 
and the lessons of responsibility, patriotism 
and duty he taught her through his stories. 
Stephanie pledges to honor the memory of her 
grandfather and the legacy of those who 
served before him to safeguard the principles 
which they fought to defend. 

I commend Stephanie for a thoughtful 
essay, and include it here in the RECORD for 
my colleague’s attention.
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MY COMMITMENT TO AMERICA’S FUTURE 

As I helped my grandma pack my 
grandpa’s belongings, I spotted an old, famil-
iar shirt that Grandpa had loved to wear. I 
picked up the shirt, pressed my face into its 
folds, and breathed deeply. It smelled of 
mothballs, coffee beans, and Grandpa. Sud-
denly, all the emotions I had been fighting to 
contain all day welled up inside of me and 
threatened to seep out in the form of tears. 
I pressed the shirt tighter against my face. 
How I missed this wonderful man. I could 
hardly walk a step through my grandparent’s 
house without being reminded of some mem-
ory. I remembered Grandpa cheering me on 
enthusiastically as I played baseball in the 
backyard. I remembered my excitement 
when Grandpa taught me how to build sand 
tunnels on the beach. But of all the memo-
ries, my fondest were those spent sitting 
next to Grandpa in his big chair, listening to 
his stories. For some reason, the stories that 
most captivated me were of my grandpa’s es-
capades fighting in the Korean War. It as-
tounded me that, not only had my grandpa 
wanted to fight, he even lied about his eye 
problem so that he could join the conflict. I 
asked him once why he didn’t just stay home 
where it was safe. His answer was profound 
and has never left me. He stated simply, 
‘‘Honey, I owe such a great debt to this coun-
try for the freedom and opportunities she 
has given me. My father was born in Norway 
and my mother was born in Ireland. They 
came here to provide a better life for me. I 
wanted to do my part to make sure that 
those same freedoms and opportunities I 
have been blessed with, were available for 
my children and grandchildren to enjoy.’’ 

My grandpa, as well as so many other dedi-
cated men and women who fought for our 
country, completely embody to me the quote 
by Thomas Paine which states, ‘‘If there be 
trouble, let it be in my day, that my child 
may have peace.’’ My generation would not 
have been able to enjoy so many of the op-
portunities, privileges, and peaceful times in 
our day had our forefathers not made a com-
mitment to preserve them in theirs. Just as 
so many battles have been fought in the past 
to preserve America’s future, today we are 
still fighting for the same reason. However, 
the battles we fight on a daily basis are of a 
different kind. Sometimes they’ve even so 
subtle that we don’t eves recognize our foes. 

The youth of today are under constant 
bombardment from many such disguised en-
emies. From the many harmful images por-
trayed by the media, to the dangerous sub-
stances readily available from our peers, it is 
evident that daily life for the average teen-
ager has become a battleground. Yet the 
youth of today are destined to become the 
leaders of tomorrow. If we are to successfully 
carry on the bright torch of freedom, then 
we must prepare ourselves today. We need to 
be an active member of our community by 
becoming involved in community service, ac-
tivities, or programs. We need to be aware of 
the world around us, so that we will be able 
to make educated decisions when we enter 
the voting pool. It is also very important to 
pursue a quality education, so that we will 
be able to find success and have A stronger 
voice in the decisions we make. We must 
ready ourselves to step forth and overcome 
the challenges that will inevitably face us. 
For after all, as Wycleaf Jean stated, ‘‘We 
must be the change that we wish to see in 
the world.’’ 

I am like my grandpa in that I too owe 
such a great debt to my country. My grandpa 
was given opportunities that his parents 
never had, and he used every opportunity to 
its utmost and then gave back by serving his 
country and improving the lives of his fel-
lowmen. I have even more privileges, free-

doms, and opportunities because of the path 
previously paved by my grandpa. I enjoy lux-
uries he never did. I have time and resources 
he never had. By following my grandpa’s ex-
ample and by using my opportunities to be 
the best I can be, I will be prepared to serve 
my country in various capacities, to have a 
greater influence for good on those around 
me, and to show my commitment to Amer-
ica’s future. I will not let the sacrifices of 
our forefathers be in vain. 

I will show my gratitude for the sacrifices 
made by my grandpa, along with so many 
other great men and women, by taking ad-
vantage of the many privileges given to me. 
These privileges came at a very dear price, 
paid for with pain, blood, and even human 
lives. By taking advantage of the many op-
portunities I have been given, just as my 
Grandpa, I too will be able to preserve the 
many freedoms and opportunities that I have 
been blessed with for my children and all fu-
ture generations to enjoy.

f 

DR. DOROTHY I. HEIGHT—A 
SALUTE ON HER 92ND BIRTHDAY 

HON. CHARLES B. RANGEL 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute one of the major leaders of the Civil 
Rights Movement of the 1960’s, Dr. Dorothy I. 
Height, as she celebrates her 92nd birthday. 
As an African-American teacher and social ac-
tivist, Dr. Height has secured her place in 
American society as a true liberator of black 
America. 

Born on March 24, 1912, in Richmond, Vir-
ginia, she was educated in the public school 
system in Rankin, Pennsylvania. Dr. Height 
established herself at a very early age as a 
student with exceptional oratorical skills. 
Those skills earned her a scholarship to New 
York University where she received her bach-
elor’s and master’s in 4 years. 

Dr. Height began her career working as a 
caseworker with the New York City Welfare 
Department. At the age of 25 she became a 
volunteer with the National Council of Negro 
Women while working simultaneously with the 
National Young Women’s Christian Associa-
tion (YWCA). Dr. Height developed leadership-
training activities for volunteers and staff, and 
developed programs to promote interracial 
education. 

In 1957 Dr. Height was named President of 
the Council of Negro Women, a position she 
held until 1997. While serving as President 
she worked closely with Dr. Martin Luther 
King, Jr., Roy Wilkins, Whitney Young, and A. 
Philip Randolph. She encouraged President 
Dwight D. Eisenhower to desegregate schools 
and President Lyndon B. Johnson to appoint 
African American women to positions in gov-
ernment. 

As one of the major leaders of the Civil 
Rights Movement Dr. Height held many impor-
tant positions such as being appointed as a 
consultant on African affairs to the secretary of 
state, and serving on the President’s Com-
mittee on the Employment of the Handi-
capped.

Secretary of Health and Human Services 
Louis Sullivan recently appointed Dr. Height to 
the Advisory Council of the White House Initia-
tive on Historically Black Colleges and Univer-
sities, and by President Bush to the National 
Advisory Council on Aging. 

Dr. Height received a number of awards for 
her outstanding contributions, including: 
Woman of the Year from Ladies Home Journal 
(1974), induction into The National Women’s 
Hall of Fame (1993), Springarn Medal from 
the National Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People (1993), William L. Dawson 
Award for ‘‘decades of public service to people 
of color and particularly women’’ from the 
Congressional Black Caucus, Presidential 
Medal of Freedom by President Clinton, and 
holds honorary degrees from more than 20 
universities, including Harvard, Howard, 
Princeton, and Tuskegee Institute. 

At the height of nearly 70 years of service 
Dr. Height is the author of a new book: ‘‘Open 
Wide The Freedom Gates: A Memoir.’’ She 
continues to promote the importance of unity 
in black family life by organizing the Black 
Family Reunion Celebration, which continues 
to preserve the traditional values of the Afri-
can-American family. Dr. Height is still active 
socially and professionally and serves as 
President Emeritus of the National Council of 
Negro Women (NCNW).

f 

IN TRIBUTE OF GREEK 
INDEPENDENCE DAY 

HON. MARTIN T. MEEHAN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
celebrate the 183rd anniversary of Greek 
Independence Day. 

On March 25, 1821, the people of Greece 
rose up against the oppressive rule of the 
Ottoman Turks. For 8 years, the Greeks strug-
gled for freedom and democratic self-govern-
ance until their independence was secured in 
1829. The success of this struggle—after al-
most 400 years of Turkish domination—dem-
onstrates the remarkable ability of human 
beings to overcome enormous obstacles in the 
path to freedom. 

The United States and Greece share a deep 
commitment to democracy and rule of law. 
American political thought was influenced just 
as much by Greek philosophy as the Greek 
revolution of 1821 was inspired by the Amer-
ican fight for freedom in 1776. In fact, Greek 
intellectuals used the U.S. Constitution as the 
basis for the constitution they drafted in the 
1820s. 

The common struggles of our countries 
have forged a bond that spans the genera-
tions. The friendship between the United 
States and Greece is based on a common 
heritage and shared values. Greece has stood 
by the United States as a steadfast ally during 
World War II, the Korean War, the Cold War, 
the Persian Gulf War, and now, the war on 
terrorism. 

The citizens of Greece are preparing to host 
the 2004 Olympic Games, an honor that holds 
particular historical significance. Beginning in 
776 B.C., the Olympic Games were held in the 
valley of Olympia in Greece every four years 
for almost 1200 years. 

The modern Olympic Games were created 
by Baron Pierre de Coubertin and inspired by 
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the ancient games. First staged in 1896 in 
Athens, the games attracted about 245 ath-
letes to participate in 43 events. At the Sydney 
2000 Games, more than 10,000 athletes took 
part in 300 events. 

The Olympic Movement has survived wars, 
boycotts and terrorism to become a symbol of 
the ability of the people of all nations to come 
together in peace and friendship. And in 2004, 
the games return to their birthplace. 

The Greek Government has made tremen-
dous progress in recent months to improve the 
security infrastructure for the upcoming games 
and wish them the best as they prepare for 
the challenge of hosting the world’s premiere 
athletic event. 

I represent a large and active Greek-Amer-
ican community, and I have been proud to 
support U.S. participation in negotiations over 
Cyprus, the fight for freedom and human 
rights for all Cypriots, the inclusion of Greece 
in the Visa Waiver Pilot Program, and the 
presentation of the Congressional Gold Medal 
to His All Holiness Patriarch Bartholomew. 

I congratulate the people of Greece on the 
anniversary of their independence, and I look 
forward to working together with Greek-Ameri-
cans and the Greek Government on issues of 
mutual interest in the years ahead.

f 

HONORING KASEY MILLISKI 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay 
tribute to Kasey Milliski upon her nomination 
as a Jefferson Award finalist. Ms. Milliski is a 
volunteer at the Ronald McDonald House 
Charities. The Ronald McDonald House pro-
vides a ‘‘home-away-from-home’’ for families 
of children being treated at nearby hospitals, 
and she has dedicated herself to helping 
many Delaware families in need. 

Ms. Milliski’s passion for volunteer work was 
born out of her own personal hardhships. In 
turn, she continues to reach out to sick chil-
dren and their families with kindness and com-
passion. Ms. Milliski’s simple approach to 
helping others is genuine and has a profound 
impact on many. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Ms. Milliski upon her nomination as a finalist 
for the Jefferson Award. She is truly worthy of 
this honor.

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

HON. NEIL ABERCROMBIE 
OF HAWAII 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Speaker, on 
March 25, 2004, because of my leave of ab-
sence, I was unable to vote on legislation. 
Had I been present, I would have voted as fol-
lows: 

Rollcall 84, Previous Question on H. Con. 
Res. 393, ‘‘no’’; 

Rollcall 85, H.R. 3786, allowing the Treas-
ury to print documents for foreign govern-
ments, ‘‘yes’’; 

Rollcall 86, H.R. 2993, Extend the Com-
memorative Coin Act, ‘‘yes’’; 

Rollcall 87, H.R. 254, North American De-
velopment Bank, ‘‘yes’’; 

Rollcall 88, H. Con. Res. 393, Budget Reso-
lution, Congressional Black Caucus Substitute, 
‘‘no’’; 

Rollcall 89, H. Con. Res. 393, Stenholm/
Blue Dog Substitute, ‘‘yes’’; 

Rollcall 90, H. Con. Res. 393, Spratt/Demo-
cratic Substitute, ‘‘yes’’; 

Rollcall 91, H. Con. Res. 393, H. Con. Res. 
393, Final Passage, ‘‘no’’; 

Rollcall 92, H.R. 3095, Allowing Local Offi-
cials to Order the Lowering of the U.S. Flag to 
Honor Deaths of Current or Past Local Gov-
ernment Employees, ‘‘yes’’.

f 

HONORING MRS. NANCY O’CONNOR 
OF BUENA VISTA, COLORADO 

HON. BOB BEAUPREZ 
OF COLORADO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. BEAUPREZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor a woman of great spirit and integrity. 

Mrs. Nancy O’Connor has been a friend of 
mine for many years. She has utilized her 
passion for our democratic system to assist 
many Republicans like myself by serving on 
various campaigns. Nancy is one of the most 
sincere and generous individuals I have had 
the pleasure of knowing. 

In addition to her 20 years of hard work for 
the good of the Republican Party, Nancy is 
the wife of Mr. Richard O’Connor and a won-
derful mother to Mrs. Roxanne Hansen and 
Ms. Amber O’Connor. Nancy and Richard 
moved to Chaffee County, Colorado in 1971 to 
establish Hummingbird Hill Ranch and have 
been active community members ever since. 

Nancy has also been a respected real es-
tate broker for over 30 years. She has been 
the recipient of many awards for her dedica-
tion, including the recognition as fifth in the 
nation for sales under United County Real Es-
tate in 2003 and fourth in the nation for 2002. 
She is also a respected Rotarian, member of 
the Chaffee County Republican Women and 
has been the Chairwoman of the Chaffee 
County Republican Party for 16 years. 

Nancy has been a leader for many commu-
nity service efforts in her community. For 12 
years she has given her time and her wonder-
ful talents as a cook to raising money for the 
Buena Vista High School Presidential Class-
room project. She has helped many young 
men and women in her community to partici-
pate in this extraordinary experience by spon-
soring the annual lasagna dinner with the 
Chaffee County Republican Women, and mak-
ing enough homemade lasagna every year to 
feed an average of 250 people. 

During her two-year term as President of 
the Buena Vista Rotary Club, in addition to 
winning the Humanitarian Service to Mankind 
Award, Nancy also led an effort to restructure 
the playground at Columbine Park for the kids 
of Buena Vista. Her efforts raised enough 
money to buy new equipment and not only 
add fun for local youth, but improved the com-
munity atmosphere as well. 

To say the least, Nancy is an extraordinary 
woman with a very kind heart. She brightens 
the day of anyone she encounters and is al-

ways willing to offer a helping hand to those 
in need. To this day, she continues to send 
homemade cookies to myself and the other 
Colorado Republican delegation to say thank 
you for what we do. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to take this 
opportunity to say thank you to Nancy for all 
that she does.

f 

HONORING JIM ELLISON 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay 
tribute to Jim Ellison upon his nomination as 
a Jefferson Award finalist. For over 25 years, 
Mr. Ellison has aided Delawareans who are 
confronting personal crises. As a volunteer for 
CONTACT, Delaware’s crisis line, Mr. Ellison 
has logged a state record of 8,553 hours, 
many of which he accumulated during the 11 
p.m. to 7 a.m. shift. 

Mr. Ellison’s lifetime of service has had no 
limit. Prior to becoming a volunteer, he worked 
29 years as a revenue officer for the Internal 
Revenue Service. Mr. Ellison also served in 
the Army Air Corps and from January 1944 
until August 1945, Mr. Ellison cleaned ma-
chine guns for B–24 bombers. 

Jim Ellison’s tireless dedication to the well-
being of others should serve as an inspiration 
to us all. He is a most worthy candidate for 
the Jefferson Award and a truly outstanding 
Delawarean and American. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Mr. Ellison upon his nomination as a finalist 
for the Jefferson Award. May we all learn 
from, and exemplify, his selflessness.

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF RICHIE PEREZ 

HON. NYDIA M. VELÁZQUEZ 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
on the floor of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives to pay tribute to the life of Richie Perez—
a longtime community activist who lived in 
Brooklyn. 

Richie Perez was a fighter. He fought for 
the rights of all people, and he fought against 
the devastating inequities that plague our soci-
ety. He fought for the poor, the 
disenfranchised, the downtrodden—and gave 
them a voice. 

His passion for activism began in the 1960s 
as a former member of the community-based 
organization for Puerto Rican empowerment 
called the Young Lords Party. He most re-
cently founded the National Congress for 
Puerto Rican rights, acting as the co-chair of 
its Justice Committee, which works with fami-
lies of victims of racial discrimination and po-
lice brutality. 

He was a mentor to many and a hero to 
even more. He imparted his ideas and phi-
losophies onto others by teaching classes on 
the Puerto Rican experience in New York, 
mass media and social policy at New York 
City’s Hunter College. Not only was he an ac-
tivist and a teacher, but he was an author as 
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well, publishing several groundbreaking written 
works. 

Richie Perez was a truth-seeker. Wherever 
he went, he spoke the truth, lived by the truth, 
and inspired the truth in others. He embodied 
the meaning of righteousness and what is 
good and real in our local communities. He 
believed in giving people a second chance, 
and in fighting back against the injustices that 
had imperiled them. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
honor Richie Perez, and join with my col-
leagues in the House of Representatives to 
recognize his extraordinary life.

f 

TRIBUTE TO THE NFA CONVEN-
TION IN ORLANDO, FLORIDA 

HON. RIC KELLER 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
take a moment to recognize the National 
Franchisee Association (NFA), the association 
of Burger King franchisees. The NFA will be in 
Orlando May 3–6, 2004 for its 12th Annual 
Convention and Tradeshow. I am delighted 
the NFA has chosen once again to return to 
Orlando. In fact, this will be the third time the 
NFA has visited Orlando with nearly 3,500 
Burger King franchisees, vendors, and other 
participants. With its theme parks and attrac-
tions, Orlando is one of our Nation’s premier 
vacation and convention destinations—it’s 
clear to see why groups like NFA want to re-
turn to Orlando over and over again. The 
theme of this year’s NFA convention, ‘‘The 
Magic of the Fire,’’ is quite apropos as it com-
bines the ‘‘Magic’’ of Orlando and the entre-
preneurial ‘‘Fire’’ of the Burger King 
franchisees. 

Two Burger King franchisees, in particular, 
have been instrumental in bringing the Burger 
King family to Orlando. They are Julian Jo-
sephson and Dominick Vespoli. 

Julian Josephson, the Chairman of the NFA, 
has a story very similar to many of our immi-
grant ancestors who brought their entrepre-
neurial spirit to this country seeking a brighter 
future. Julian moved to the United States from 
Johannesburg, South Africa in 1978. Since 
then, he and his business partner Stanley 
Smiedt, have built a successful business that 
includes nearly 40 Burger King Restaurants in 
Southern California, Texas, New Mexico, and 
Colorado. Julian has not only provided excep-
tional leadership to the NFA as chairman and 
vice president, he has served his community 
through numerous initiatives. Julian has been 
a dedicated husband and father to his wife 
Jenny and their children Heidi and Anthony. 
Julian and Jenny are the proud grandparents 
of Maya Silberstein. 

Dominick Vespoli is the Convention Chair-
man. Dominick grew up in Jersey City, New 
Jersey and began working in Burger King res-
taurants in 1974. He worked in a variety of 
jobs learning the skills needed to run success-
ful restaurants. In 1990, Dominick became a 
Burger King franchisee. He, and his business 
partner Nathan Blau, now own and operate 10 
successful Burger King restaurants in New 
Jersey. Dominick has been a dedicated hus-
band and father to his wife Celenia and their 
two sons, Jason and James. 

The restaurant industry as a whole employs 
12 million men and women, a significant driv-
ing force for our economy. I commend Julian 
and Dominick, and their fellow franchise own-
ers, for their contributions to job creation and 
economic growth. These entrepreneurs are 
the backbone of our economy. I wish to thank 
them for their outstanding service to the NFA 
and their commitment to their communities. I 
look forward to seeing them both and the 
other Burger King franchisees when they visit 
Orlando in May.

f 

HONORING JEFFREY BUSCH 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay 
tribute to Jeffrey Busch upon his selection as 
the Jefferson Award winner in Delaware. Mr. 
Busch is the founder and chairman of Safe 
Blood for Africa, an organization dedicated to 
stemming the tide of HIV and AIDS in sub-Sa-
haran Africa. With true innovative spirit, he 
has brought a business approach to the 
logistical problems of getting safe blood to this 
region. Mr. Busch is not only a commendable 
American citizen, he is an exemplary citizen of 
the world. 

With the utmost humility, Mr. Busch ensures 
safe blood for transfusions in 20 sub-Saharan 
African nations. His organization also protects 
Africans from the spread of such diseases as 
hepatitis B and C and syphilis. One would 
never know to speak to Mr. Busch that he has 
likely spared thousands of Africans from the 
dangers of HIV and AIDS. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Jeffrey Busch upon his selection as the Jeffer-
son Award winner in Delaware. His selfless-
ness serves as an example to us all. Further-
more, it has been my sincere privilege to know 
Mr. Busch personally, and I am very proud to 
that he is a Delawarean.

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE AMERICAN 
LEGION 

HON. JOHN SHIMKUS 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
honor of the American Legion, a noble organi-
zation, chartered by Congress in 1919. The 
American Legion turned 85 this week and its 
members across our Nation are celebrating 
this historic event. 

I’m proud to report that my home district 
celebrated this occasion recently at an event 
hosted by Retired Air Force Colonel Ted Buck 
of Mt. Vernon. He served 22 years active duty 
including 30 months during the Vietnam War. 
He received two Distinguished Flying Crosses, 
The Vietnamese Gallantry Cross with a Silver 
Star and the Purple Heart. He was also 
awarded the Legion of Merit award for his duty 
as a pilot for Dr. Henry Kissinger on his his-
toric shuttle diplomacy. 

I mention Colonel Buck by name because 
he puts a face on an organization made up of 

many heroic men and women who, like Colo-
nel Buck, have put their lives on the line for 
this Nation. While patriotism and support for 
our men and women in uniform comes in and 
out of favor here in Washington, D.C. our Na-
tion is blessed to have an organization that 
exists to meet the needs of our veterans. I 
consider myself fortunate to be a member of 
the American Legion and I’m honored to have 
the opportunity to wish them a happy 85th 
birthday. I speak for all of my colleagues in 
wishing the American Legion many more 
years to continue their work to insure appro-
priate respect for the American veteran and 
their families.

f 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON 
THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2005

SPEECH OF 

HON. BILL SHUSTER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 25, 2004

The House in Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union had under 
consideration the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 393) establishing the congressional 
budget for the United States Government for 
fiscal year 2005 and setting forth appropriate 
budgetary levels for fiscal years 2004 and 2006 
through 2009:

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Chairman, a few days 
ago, I reluctantly voted for the budget resolu-
tion that was thoroughly debated on the 
House floor. My reluctance in voting for the 
budget was based on one main cause, my 
concern for our nation’s veterans. Even 
though we increased funding in veterans’ care 
once again, I believe there was further room 
for improvement. 

The budget that we passed is a step for-
ward in the areas of deficit reduction and 
spending control. I am heartened by our ef-
forts to cap some areas of government spend-
ing but disappointed that we continue to de-
bate the proper level of veterans’ funding. In 
the past months, there has been great discus-
sion in the funding that these brave individuals 
who have sacrificed so much for our country 
will receive from the VA. With that discussion, 
I believe that we should never lose sight of 
what these veterans have accomplished and 
what they have meant to our Nation’s free-
dom. 

As this process moves forward, I believe 
that there are additional areas of the budget 
that can be curtailed to further supplement our 
veterans’ funding needs. For example, we 
should continue to scrutinize our massive for-
eign aid budget for savings that can be re-
turned to the U.S. shores and to the veterans’ 
needs. 

In the end, I voted for this budget because 
we must continue the process and we will 
have opportunities to improve our veterans’ 
funding. Additionally, to delay this budget 
means we delay our national defense and our 
homeland security priorities. To delay this 
budget risks not having a budget at all and 
that leaves no barriers to government spend-
ing. In a time of war, we can not allow that to 
happen. 

We must all work hard to improve the budg-
et before it comes to conference. I hope that 
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at that point we will all be able to vote for the 
budget without reservation and with the con-
fidence that our Nation’s veterans have been 
properly cared for by the government.

f 

HONORING JOANNE GLAUSER 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay 
tribute to Joanne Glauser upon her nomination 
as a Jefferson Award finalist. Mrs. Glauser is 
the co-founder of the Delaware chapter of 
Shoes That Fit and truly exemplifies the Amer-
ican spirit. After reading an article about chil-
dren who were too poor to have clothes that 
fit properly, Joanne decided to take action. 
Five years later, she was named ‘‘top volun-
teer in the nation’’ by the executive director of 
Shoes That Fit. 

In only the last 4 years, Mrs. Glauser’s 
chapter has provided over 35,000 items to 
needy children in Delaware. Her selflessness 
and dedication have touched the lives of thou-
sands who may otherwise have gone without. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Mrs. Glauser upon her nomination as a finalist 
for the Jefferson Award. May she continue to 
serve as an example to us all.

f 

CHILD NUTRITION IMPROVEMENT 
AND INTEGRITY ACT 

SPEECH OF 

HON. FRED UPTON 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Wednesday, March 24, 2004

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, obesity and poor 
nutritional habits are growing problems in our 
Nation, particularly among our children and 
adolescents. Health costs alone will be strato-
spheric in the near future due to the poor eat-
ing habits of our youth. 

The very foods children need for good nutri-
tion are often grown in their own communities. 
Farm to Cafeteria projects across the country 
link farmers with local schools to serve stu-
dents the freshest possible foods as part of 
the National School Lunch Program. When 
combined with nutrition education, farm visits, 
and school gardens, children learn to enjoy 
and even get excited about eating healthy—
and at the same time family farmers strength-
en their markets and community ties. While 
Farm to Cafeteria projects have proven cost-
effective over time, schools often need assist-
ance to cover the initial staff resources, train-
ing, and equipment required for a successful 
project. 

To respond to this need, our colleague RON 
KIND and I have introduced the bipartisan 
Farm to Cafeteria Projects Act (H.R. 2626) 
that is now a part of this bill. The Farm-To-
Cafeteria provision establishes a $10 million 
competitive grant program to provide schools 
with up to $100,000 to cover these costs and 
garner long-term benefits for children, farmers, 
and their communities during the term of the 
reauthorization. 

I ask my colleagues to vote for this piece of 
legislation, to show the country that we care 
about what our children are eating.

TRIBUTE TO THE NORTHWEST 
BRONX COMMUNITY AND CLER-
GY COALITION ON THEIR 30TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

HON. JOSÉ E. SERRANO 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to pay tribute to the 
Northwest Bronx Community and Clergy Coali-
tion as they celebrate their 30th anniversary. 

Formed in 1974, the NWBCCC is a 501(c)3 
organization with the mission of uniting area 
residents to identify common problems and 
empowering them to work together to solve 
them. The NWBCCC unites nine neighbor-
hood organizations and a youth organization, 
Sistas and Brothas United, in an effort to im-
prove the neighborhoods of the Bronx. They 
seek to influence the most important decisions 
that are made within their community, such as 
private investment patterns, the delivery of 
government services and major land use con-
siderations. 

This important organization is engaged in 
several initiatives aimed at improving housing 
and education. The NWBCCC Housing Com-
mittee provides tenant organizing assistance 
to over 75 tenant associations, resulting in 
hundreds of repairs and reinvestments to 
buildings each year. NWBCCC has also 
worked extensively to reduce overcrowding in 
schools. In 1999 and 2000 the organization’s 
efforts led to the construction of over six new 
schools and annexes. 

Mr. Speaker, what impresses me the most 
about this organization is its commitment to 
youth. Sistas and Brothas United, the youth 
organization within NWBCCC, has made great 
strides to help develop the minds of the youth 
in my community. SBU organizes hundreds of 
neighborhood youth to build youth leadership 
in order to identify local problems and work to 
bring about solutions. SBU’s work currently fo-
cuses on school reform, campaigns to ren-
ovate abandoned buildings to become schools 
and youth centers, and efforts to improve 
parks and traffic safety. 

In an effort to raise the consciousness of 
people within their community, some of the 
members of SBU have begun to compose and 
perform thought provoking and insightful po-
etry. The following is a poem that was written 
by Jorman Nunez and Jacklyn Torres, active 
members of SBU.
JN: Jacky And I are going to tell ya some-

thing from our prospective so listen to 
our lyrics 

JT: Jorman got something to tell yall now, 
so Jorman let em hear it 

JN: Asthma rates have been going up and all 
I do is gasp and pant 

What are they doing to fix this? They’re 
building another filtration plant 

And what amazes me is in the Bronx they 
want to do it 

Using the excuse of in a couple of years our 
water’s going to be polluted 

Trying to take the Bronx down well we don’t 
want to destroy her 

Besides . . . the only reason it’s going to get 
polluted is cause they’re constantly 
letting development be done over our 
water

so they’re basically polluting our water and 
trying to fix it later as a solution 

And build a plant to put smoke in there air 
and cause more pollution 

There’s something else I want to say ladies 
and gents 

Check this out look at this environmental 
statement 

Planning to build it in our low class area 
cause the statement say they should 

And rejected putting it in another place just 
cause it was a white upper class neigh-
borhood 

We have to do whatever in our power to stop 
this by all means 

Cause I’m tired of seeing all this atrocious 
disappointing scenes 

JT: Attention every one, ladies and gentle-
men gather round 

The other night I’m writing a poem and my 
ceiling’s fallin down 

Now yall must be wondering if my landlord 
is a clown 

Well his name’s * * * * *, so how does that 
sound 

Since the landlord don’t wanna help with the 
infestation of rats 

I guess the only solution is to buy 10,000 cats 
And as the funds for us go up, the neighbor-

hood’s still in strife 
Unfortunately, because of this, a small child 

lost his life 
Even after this, we remain on the same path 
How many more casualties will we have, you 

do the math 
So until these the problems are solved, don’t 

even think of us relaxin 
Cuz I still can’t understand why a slumlord 

lives in a mansion 
So I’ve said what yall need to know until we 

see better days 
But my turn is over so Jorman say what you 

gotta say 
JN: This has been keeping me up and I can’t 

even rest 
I just need to get a couple of things off my 

chest 
the Governor is probably annoyed and thinks 

he’s being mistreated 
Shouldn’t we be angry whenever he says edu-

cation is vital and doesn’t even mean it 
Politicians get angry when we get so mad we 

shiver and shudder 
But don’t we have a right to be angry when 

we have books older than my grand-
mother 

Governor I got something to tell you only 
once there won’t be a sequel 

We never are going to stop bothering you 
until all education is equal 

Governor when I see you I’m going to be 
mean with my salutation 

You’re going to hear all of the angry voices 
of the minorities that you said only 
need an 8th grade education 

I think you and the position of governor 
should start doing its separation 

Cause the last time I checked governors 
aren’t suppose to gamble with our edu-
cation 

They’re suppose to help with problems that 
come along until they see no 

But I guess he just rather be gambling with 
our future in one of his casinos 

But listen I’m done I don’t want to waste 
more of your time 

Jacky it’s your turn give them a piece of 
your mind 

JT: Soldiers of society trying to keep their 
eyes on me 

In their hands is my education 
And I blindly search for academic salvation 
Though I have no books to read, no chairs to 

sit in, no room to breathe 
And yall say keep your head up 
Well, to tell you the truth, I’m fed up 
Even the Governor says we don’t need col-

lege 
All we need is an eight-grade education? 
Yeah, that’s enough knowledge 
Though my sarcasm seems amusing, 
It’s dripping with the truth 
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Why does the government fail to realize the 

importance of our youth? 
Governor, I have some things I’d like to say 
But they would be inappropriate 
So Jorman, it’s your turn to play 
JN: Jacky ya kind of mad ya need to rest 
At least both of us got that stress off our 

chest
So that’s just a part of what we know I hope 

this wasn’t a loss 
I just want to let ya see a couple of our 

points get across 
JT: Yo Jorman look at their faces, don’t 

they look kind of stunned? 
JN: And that was just us two imagine all of 

us as one anniversary 
JT: Man, if they only knew the power they 

hold in their hearts and in their voices 
JN: Together they have the power to move 

mountains its all up to there choices 
JT: So Jorman don’t you think it’s about 

time they get involved? 
JN: Yeah cause if all of us unite all out prob-

lems would be solved 
JT: Yeah, we should follow the examples of 

Rosa Parks, Malcolm X, and Dr. King 
JN: Cause they all fought for what they be-

lieved in and now they’re letting free-
dom ring 

JN & JT: You have power in a lot of things, 
don’t listen to all their lies 

Cuz no one can ever take away your right to 
organize

This powerful poem demonstrates the level 
of awareness these youth possess and their 
strong commitment to empowering their com-
munity. 

Mr. Speaker, through housing and education 
initiatives as well as youth empowerment pro-
grams the NWBCCC continues to provide in-
valuable service to the people of the Bronx. 
For their 30 years of service, I ask that my 
colleagues join me in honoring this remarkable 
organization.

f 

HONORING MEGHAN PASRICHA 

HON. MICHAEL N. CASTLE 
OF DELAWARE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 29, 2004

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, it is with great 
pleasure that I rise today to honor and pay 
tribute to Meghan Pasricha upon her nomina-
tion as a Jefferson Award finalist. Ms. 
Pasricha is founder of the successful Anti-To-
bacco Action Club at Sanford School in 
Hockessin, Delaware. As a 10th grader, 
Meghan started her organization with 12 mem-
bers and a goal: raising teenage awareness of 
tobacco-related health hazards. 

Her hard work has paid off and today 
Meghan is the State chairwoman of the Kick 
Butts Generation, an anti-tobacco organization 
with over 4,000 local members. Ms. Pasricha’s 
dedication to educating people about the dan-
gers of tobacco is limitless. She recently gave 
a presentation at the World Conference on To-
bacco in Heis, Finland, and has reached out 
to groups of children in places as far away as 
Mhau, India. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend and congratulate 
Ms. Pasricha upon her nomination as a finalist 
for the Jefferson Award. Her determination 
and drive to educate and empower others 
serves as an example to us all. She is truly 
worthy of this honor.

SENATE COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Title IV of Senate Resolution 4, 
agreed to by the Senate on February 4, 
1977, calls for establishment of a sys-
tem for a computerized schedule of all 
meetings and hearings of Senate com-
mittees, subcommittees, joint commit-
tees, and committees of conference. 
This title requires all such committees 
to notify the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest—designated by the Rules Com-
mittee—of the time, place, and purpose 
of the meetings, when scheduled, and 
any cancellations or changes in the 
meetings as they occur. 

As an additional procedure along 
with the computerization of this infor-
mation, the Office of the Senate Daily 
Digest will prepare this information for 
printing in the Extensions of Remarks 
section of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on Monday and Wednesday of each 
week. 

Meetings scheduled for Tuesday, 
March 30, 2004 may be found in the 
Daily Digest of today’s RECORD. 

MEETINGS SCHEDULED 

MARCH 31

9:30 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tions of Stephen L. Johnson, of Mary-
land, to be Deputy Administrator of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
Ann R. Klee, of Virginia, to be an As-
sistant Administrator, Charles John-
son, of Utah, to be Chief Financial Offi-
cer, Benjamin Grumbles, of Virginia, to 
be an Assistant Administrator, all of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, 
and Gary Lee Visscher, of Maryland, to 
be a Member of the Chemical Safety 
and Hazard Investigation Board. 

SD–406
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine the nomina-
tion of Paul V. Applegarth, of Con-
necticut, to be Chief Executive Officer, 
Millennium Challenge Corporation, De-
partment of State. 

SD–419
Armed Services 
Personnel Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the Defense 
authorization request for fiscal year 
2005, focusing on active and Reserve 
military and civilian personnel pro-
grams. 

SR–232A 
10 a.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To resume hearings to examine the cur-

rent investigations and regulatory ac-
tions regarding the mutual fund indus-
try focusing on soft-dollar practices. 

SD–538
Appropriations 
Defense Subcommittee 

To hold a closed hearing to examine pro-
posed budget estimates for fiscal year 
2005 for intelligence and world wide 
threat assessment. 

S–407, Capitol 
Appropriations 
Energy and Water Development Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
the Department of Energy’s Office of 
Environmental Management, Office of 
Civilian Radioactive Waste Manage-

ment, and Office of Environment, Safe-
ty and Health. 

SD–138
1:30 p.m. 

Environment and Public Works 
Transportation and Infrastructure Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine the role of 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 
meeting the nation’s water resource 
needs in the 21st century. 

SD–406
2 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Legislative Branch Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
the Senate Sergeant at Arms and the 
United States Capitol Police. 

SD–138
2:30 p.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
To continue hearings to examine the cur-

rent investigations and regulatory ac-
tions regarding the mutual fund indus-
try focusing on fund costs and distribu-
tion practices. 

SD–538
Foreign Relations 
European Affairs Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine the effects 
of the Madrid Terrorist Attacks on 
U.S. European cooperation in the war 
on terrorism. 

SD–419
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
HIV/AIDS treatment and prevention 
programs. 

SD–124
Intelligence 

Closed business meeting to consider 
pending intelligence matters. 

SH–219

APRIL 1

9:30 a.m. 
Environment and Public Works 
Clean Air, Climate Change, and Nuclear 

Safety Subcommittee 
To hold an oversight hearing to examine 

the implementation of the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards for par-
ticulate matter and ozone. 

SD–406
Armed Services 

To hold hearings to examine the pro-
posed Defense Authorization Request 
for fiscal year 2005, focusing on the 
military strategy and operational re-
quirements of the unified and regional 
commands; to be followed by a possible 
closed session in SR–222. 

SD–106
Foreign Relations 

To hold hearings to examine Convention 
on International Interests in Mobile 
Equipment and Protocol to Convention 
on International Interests in Mobile 
Equipment on Matters Specific to Air-
craft Equipment, concluded at Cape 
Town, South Africa, on November 16, 
2001 (Treaty Doc. 108–10), Additional 
Protocol Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the 
Government of Romania Concerning 
the Reciprocal Encouragement and 
Protection of Investment of May 28, 
1992, signed at Brussels on September 
22, 2003 (Treaty Doc. 108–13), Additional 
Protocol Between the United States of 
America and the Republic of Bulgaria 
Amending the Treaty Between the 
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United States of America and the Re-
public of Bulgaria Concerning the En-
couragement and Reciprocal Protec-
tion of Investment of September 23, 
1992, signed at Brussels on September 
22, 2003 (Treaty Doc. 108–15), Protocol 
Between the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Republic of Estonia to the Trea-
ty for the Encouragement and Recip-
rocal Protection of Investment of April 
19, 1994, signed at Brussels on October 
24, 2003 (Treaty Doc. 108–17), Additional 
Protocol Between the United States of 
America and the Czech Republic to the 
Treaty Between the United States of 
America and the Czech and Slovak 
Federal Republic Concerning the Re-
ciprocal Encouragement and Protec-
tion of Investment of October 22, 1991, 
signed at Brussels on December 10, 2003 
(Treaty Doc. 108–18), Additional Pro-
tocol Between the United States of 
America and the Slovak Republic to 
the Treaty Between the United States 
of America and the Czech and Slovak 
Federal Republic Concerning the Re-
ciprocal Encouragement and Protec-
tion of Investment of October 22, 1991, 
signed at Brussels on September 22, 
2003 (Treaty Doc. 108–19), Additional 
Protocol Between the Government of 
the United States of America and the 
Government of the Republic of Latvia 
to the Treaty for the Encouragement 
and Reciprocal Protection of Invest-
ment of January 13, 1995, signed at 
Brussels on September 22, 2003 (Treaty 
Doc. 108–20), Additional Protocol Be-
tween the Government of the United 
States of America and the Government 
of the Republic of Lithuania to the 
Treaty for the Encouragement and Re-
ciprocal Protection of Investment of 
January 14, 1998, signed at Brussels on 
September 22, 2003 (Treaty Doc. 108–21), 
and Additional Protocol Between the 
United States of America and the Re-
public of Poland to the Treaty Between 
the United States of America and the 
Republic of Poland Concerning Busi-
ness and Economic Relations of March 
21, 1990, signed at Brussels on January 
12, 2004 (Treaty Doc. 108–22). 

SD–419
Appropriations 
Interior Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
the Indian Health Service, Department 
of Health and Human Services. 

SD–124
Judiciary 

Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SD–226
Appropriations 
Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
the National Institutes of Health. 

SH–216
10 a.m. 

Appropriations 
Transportation Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine future chal-
lenges facing the United States Postal 
Service. 

SD–138

Appropriations 
VA, HUD, and Independent Agencies Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. 

SD–628
1:30 p.m. 

Appropriations 
Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re-

lated Agencies Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine proposed 

budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
programs under its jurisdiction. 

SD–192
2 p.m. 

Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Business meeting to mark up the pro-

posed Federal Housing Enterprise Reg-
ulatory Reform Act of 2004. 

SD–538
2:30 p.m. 

Judiciary 
Immigration, Border Security and Citizen-

ship Subcommittee 
To hold hearings to examine securing our 

borders under a temporary guest work-
er program. 

SD–226
Armed Services 
Readiness and Management Support Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine the pro-

posed Defense Authorization Request 
for fiscal year 2005, focusing on mili-
tary installation programs. 

SR–232A 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation 
Science, Technology, and Space Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine NASA fiscal 

year 2005 budget request. 
SR–253

Veterans’ Affairs 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-

tions of Robert N. Davis, to be a Judge 
of the United States Court of Appeals 
for Veterans Claims, and Pamela M. 
Iovino, of the District of Columbia, to 
be an Assistant Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs for Congressional Affairs. 

SR–418

APRIL 2

9:30 a.m. 
Armed Services 
Emerging Threats and Capabilities Sub-

committee 
To hold hearings to examine the pro-

posed Defense Authorization Request 
for fiscal year 2005, focusing on the De-
partment of Defense Counternarcotics 
Program; to be followed by a closed 
session in SR–232A. 

SR–222

APRIL 7

10 a.m. 
Indian Affairs 

Business meeting to consider pending 
calendar business. 

SR–485

APRIL 8

2:30 p.m. 
Foreign Relations 
European Affairs Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine anti-Semi-
tism. 

SD–419

Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
foreign operations. 

SD–138
Energy and Natural Resources 
National Parks Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine National 
Park Service concessions program, in-
cluding implementation of the Na-
tional Park Service Concessions Man-
agement Improvement Act (Public Law 
105–391). 

SD–366

APRIL 21

2:30 p.m. 
Appropriations 
Foreign Operations Subcommittee 

To hold hearings to examine proposed 
budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 for 
foreign assistance and to combat inter-
national terrorism. 

SD–124

APRIL 27

10 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold an oversight hearing to examine 
sustainable, low emission, electricity 
generation. 

SD–366

MAY 11

10 a.m. 
Energy and Natural Resources 

To hold hearings to examine the impacts 
and costs of last year’s fires, focusing 
on the problems faced last year and 
what problems agencies and the land 
they oversee may face next season, in-
cluding aerial fire fighting assests and 
crew, and overhead availability. 

SD–366

SEPTEMBER 21

10 a.m. 
Veterans’ Affairs 

To hold joint hearings with the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs to ex-
amine the legislative presentation of 
the American Legion. 

345 CHOB 

CANCELLATIONS 

MARCH 31

10 a.m. 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions 

Business meeting to consider pending 
nominations. 

SD–430

POSTPONEMENTS 

Judiciary 
To hold hearings to examine the nomina-

tions of William Duane Benton, of Mis-
souri, to be United States Circuit 
Judge for the Eighth Circuit, Robert 
Bryan Harwell, to be United States 
District Judge for the District of South 
Carolina, and George P. Schiavelli, to 
be United States District Judge for the 
Central District of California. 

SD–226
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Daily Digest
Senate 

Chamber Action 
Routine Proceedings,                                Pages S3219–S3313

Measures Introduced: Nine bills and one resolu-
tion were introduced, as follows: S. 2246–2254, and 
S. Res. 325.                                                                   Page S3294

Measures Reported: 
S. 1307, to authorize the Secretary of the Interior, 

acting through the Bureau of Reclamation, to assist 
in the implementation of fish passage and screening 
facilities at non-Federal water projects, with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. (S. Rept. 
No. 108–249) 

S. 1355, to authorize the Bureau of Reclamation 
to participate in the rehabilitation of the Wallowa 
Lake Dam in Oregon, with an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute. (S. Rept. No. 108–250) 

S. 1421, to authorize the subdivision and dedica-
tion of restricted land owned by Alaska Natives, 
with an amendment in the nature of a substitute. (S. 
Rept. No. 108–251) 

H.R. 2696, to establish Institutes to demonstrate 
and promote the use of adaptive ecosystem manage-
ment to reduce the risk of wildfires, and restore the 
health of fire-adapted forest and woodland eco-
systems of the interior West. (S. Rept. No. 
108–252)                                                                        Page S3294 

Welfare Reform Reauthorization: Senate began 
consideration of H.R. 4, to reauthorize and improve 
the program of block grants to States for temporary 
assistance for needy families, improve access to qual-
ity child care, taking action on the following amend-
ment proposed thereto:                Pages S3219–54, S3256–78 

Pending: 
Grassley (for Snowe) Amendment No. 2937, to 

provide additional funding for child care. 
                                                                                    Pages S3260–74 

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding that at 12:15 p.m., on Tuesday, March 30, 
2004, Senate vote in relation to the Grassley (for 
Snowe) Amendment No. 2937 (listed above); pro-

vided further, that no second degree amendments be 
in order thereto prior to the vote.                     Page S3278

A unanimous-consent agreement was reached pro-
viding for further consideration of the bill at 10:45 
a.m., on Tuesday, March 30, 2004.                  Page S3313

Messages From the House:                               Page S3293

Measures Referred:                                                 Page S3293

Measures Read First Time:                               Page S3293 

Executive Communications:                     Pages S3293–94 

Additional Cosponsors:                               Pages S3294–96 

Statements on Introduced Bills/Resolutions: 
                                                                                    Pages S3296–99 

Additional Statements:                                Pages S3292–93 

Amendments Submitted:                     Pages S3299–S3312 

Privilege of the Floor:                                          Page S3312 

Adjournment: Senate convened at 1 p.m., and ad-
journed at 7:02 p.m., until 9:45 a.m., on Tuesday, 
March 30, 2004. (For Senate’s program, see the re-
marks of the Acting Majority Leader in today’s 
Record on page S3313.) 

Committee Meetings 
(Committees not listed did not meet) 

DEFENSE SCIENCE 
Committee on Armed Services: Committee met in closed 
session to receive a briefing on defense science and 
technology programs and capabilities from Benjamin 
P. Riley III, Assistant Deputy Under Secretary of 
Defense for Advanced Systems and Concepts (Force 
Protection); Captain Michel Knollnann, Military 
Deputy Operational Requirements, Office of the 
Deputy Under Secretary of Defense (Advanced Sys-
tems and Concepts); and Colonel Joseph L. Votel, 
Deputy Director Information Operations, Directorate 
for Operations Readiness and Mobilization.
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House of Representatives 
Chamber Action 
Measures Introduced: 5 public bills, H.R. 
4050–4054; and; 3 resolutions, H. Con. Res. 400, 
and H. Res. 581–582 were introduced.         Page H1643 

Additional Cosponsors:                                       Page H1643 

Reports Filed: Reports were filed today as follows: 
H. Res. 580, providing for the consideration of 

H.R. 3966, to amend title 10, United States Code, 
and the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to improve 
the ability of the Department of Defense to establish 
and maintain Senior Reserve Officer Training Corps 
units at institutions of higher education, to improve 
the ability of students to participate in Senior ROTC 
programs, and to ensure that institutions of higher 
education provide military recruiters entry to cam-
puses and access to students that is at least equal in 
quality and scope to that provided to any other em-
ployer (H. Rept. 108–451); and                         Page H1642

H.R. 3550. A bill to authorize funds for Federal-
aid highways, highway safety programs, and transit 
programs, and for other purposes, with an amend-
ment (Rept. 108–452 Pt. 1). 
Speaker: Read a letter from the Speaker wherein he 
appointed Representative Harris to act as Speaker 
Pro Tempore for today.                                           Page H1595 

Recess: The House recessed at 12:55 p.m. and re-
convened at 2 p.m.                                                    Page H1597 

Commission on the Review of the Overseas Mili-
tary Facility Structure of the United States—Ap-
pointment: Read a letter from the Minority Leader 
wherein she appointed retired Army Lt. General 
H.G. (Pete) Taylor to the Commission on the Re-
view of the Overseas Military Facility Structure of 
the United States.                                                      Page H1598 

Suspensions: The House agreed to suspend the rules 
and pass the following measures: 

Providing for the conveyance of a decommis-
sioned National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration ship to the Utrok Atoll local government: 
Agreed to the Senate amendments to H.R. 2584, to 
provide for the conveyance to the Utrok Atoll local 
government of a decommissioned National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration ship, by a 2/3 yea-
and-nay vote of 379 yeas to 1 nay, Roll No. 94—
clearing the measure for the President; 
                                                         Pages H1598–H1600, H1611–12 

Vaughn Gross Post Office Building Designation 
Act: H.R. 3723, to designate the facility of the 
United States Postal Service located at 8135 Forest 

Lane in Dallas, Texas, as the ‘‘Vaughn Gross Post 
Office Building’’, by a 2/3 yea-and-nay vote of 379 
yeas with none voting ‘‘nay’’, Roll No. 95; and 
                                                                      Pages H1600–01, H1612

Maxine S. Postal United States Post Office 
Building Designation Act: H.R. 3917, to designate 
the facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 695 Marconi Boulevard in Copiague, New 
York, as the ‘‘Maxine S. Postal United States Post 
Office’’. 
Recess: The House recessed at 2:29 p.m. and recon-
vened at 6:30 p.m.                                            Pages H1601–02 

Budget Resolution for FY 2005—Order of Busi-
ness: Agreed to take from the Speaker’s table, S. 
Con. Res. 95 and to strike all after the enacting 
clause and insert in lieu thereof the text of H. Con. 
Res. 393 as adopted by the House.          Pages H1602–11 

Meeting Hour: Agreed that when the House ad-
journ today, it adjourn to meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow, 
March 30, for morning hour debate as though after 
May 31, 2004, thereafter to resume its session at 10 
a.m.                                                                                   Page H1611 

Senate Message: Message received from the Senate 
today appears on page H1597. 
Senate Referral: S. 2241 was ordered held at the 
desk.                                                                                  Page H1597

Quorum Calls—Votes: Two yea-and-nay votes de-
veloped during the proceedings today and appear on 
pages H1611–12 and H1612. There were no 
quorum calls. 
Adjournment: The House met at 12:30 p.m. and 
adjourned at 10:56 p.m. 

Committee Meetings 
ROTC AND MILITARY RECRUITER EQUAL 
ACCESS TO CAMPUS ACT 
Committee on Rules: Granted, by voice vote, a closed 
rule providing 1 hour of debate on H.R. 3966, 
ROTC and Military Recruiter Equal Access to Cam-
pus Act of 2004, in the House equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Armed Services. The 
rule waives all points of order against consideration 
of the bill (except those arising under the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974). The rule provides that 
the amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Armed Services 
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now printed in the bill shall be considered as adopt-
ed. Finally, the rule provides one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. Testimony was 
heard from Representative Rogers of Alabama.
f 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS FOR TUESDAY, 
MARCH 30, 2004 

(Committee meetings are open unless otherwise indicated) 

Senate 
Committee on Appropriations: Subcommittee on District 

of Columbia, to hold hearings to examine the deficiencies 
at the District of Columbia’s Youth Services Administra-
tion, 9:30 a.m., SD–192. 

Subcommittee on Military Construction, to hold hear-
ings to examine proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 
2005 for Defense-wide and Air Force military construc-
tion programs, 10 a.m., SD–138. 

Subcommittee on Homeland Security, to hold hearings 
to examine proposed budget estimates for fiscal year 2005 
for border security and enforcement and immigration 
services, 10 a.m., SD–124. 

Committee on Armed Services: to hold closed hearings to 
examine the second interim report of the Iraq Survey 
Group, 9:30 a.m., S–407, Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Airland, to hold hearings to examine 
the proposed Defense Authorization Request for fiscal 
year 2005 and the Future Years Defense Program, focus-
ing on Army aviation programs, 2 p.m., SR–232A. 

Full Committee, to receive a closed briefing on oper-
ations and intelligence, 4:30 p.m., SR–222. 

Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs: busi-
ness meeting to consider S. 2238, to amend the National 
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 to reduce losses to properties 
for which repetitive flood insurance claim payments have 
been made, and the nomination of Alphonso R. Jackson, 
of Texas, to be Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, 2 p.m., SD–538. 

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation: Sub-
committee on Aviation, to hold closed hearings to exam-
ine aviation security, 9:30 a.m., SR–253. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine the 
nominations of Theodore William Kassinger, of Mary-
land, to be Deputy Secretary of Commerce, Deborah 
Hersman, of Virginia, to be a Member of the National 
Transportation Safety Board, Thomas Hill Moore, of Flor-
ida, to be a Commissioner of the Consumer Product Safe-
ty Commission, A. Paul Anderson, of Florida, and Joseph 
E. Brennan, of Maine, both to be a Federal Maritime 
Commissioner, and Jack Edwin McGregor, of Con-
necticut, to be a Member of the Advisory Board of the 
Saint Lawrence Seaway Development Corporation, 2:30 
p.m., SR–253. 

Committee on Energy and Natural Resources: to hold hear-
ings to examine the implementation of the Energy Em-
ployees Occupational Illness Compensation Program Act 
of 2000, 10 a.m., SD–366. 

Subcommittee on National Parks, to hold oversight 
hearings to examine National Heritage Areas, including 

findings and recommendations of the General Accounting 
Office, the definition of a National Heritage Area, the 
definition of national significance as it relates to National 
Heritage Areas, recommendations for establishing Na-
tional Heritage Areas as units of the National Park Sys-
tem, recommendations for prioritizing proposed studies 
and designations, and options for developing a National 
Heritage Area Program within the National Park Service, 
2:30 p.m., SD–366. 

Committee on Foreign Relations: to hold hearings to exam-
ine the nominations of John J. Danilovich, of California, 
to be Ambassador to Brazil, and Craig A. Kelly, of Cali-
fornia, to be Ambassador to Chile, 10 a.m., SD–419. 

Committee on Governmental Affairs: Financial Manage-
ment, the Budget, and International Security, to hold 
hearings to examine the Federal government’s role in em-
powering Americans to make informed financial deci-
sions, 2:30 p.m., SD–342. 

Committee on Indian Affairs: to hold oversight hearings 
to examine Inter-Tribal Timber Council’s Indian Forest 
Management Assessment Team report, 9 a.m., SR–485. 

Full Committee, to hold hearings to examine S. 868, 
to amend the Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Restora-
tion Act to provide for the cultural restoration and eco-
nomic self-sufficiency of the Confederation Tribes of 
Coos, Lower Umpqua, and Siuslaw Indians of Oregon, 10 
a.m., SR–485. 

Select Committee on Intelligence: to hold closed hearings to 
examine certain intelligence matters, 2:30 p.m., SH–219. 

House 
Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Com-

merce, Justice, State, Judiciary and Related Agencies, on 
NOAA, 10 a.m., and on Members of Congress, 2 p.m., 
H–309 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Defense, on U.S. Air Force, 10 a.m., 
2212 Rayburn and, executive, on U.S. Air Force Acquisi-
tion, 1:30 p.m., H–140 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Homeland Security, on Science and 
Technology, 10 a.m., 2362A Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Labor, Health and Human Services, 
Education and Related Agencies, to continue appropria-
tion hearings, 10 a.m., 2358 Rayburn. 

Committee on Armed Services, Subcommittee on Projection 
Forces, hearing on Navy Force Structure and Ship Con-
struction, 1 p.m., 2212 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Readiness, hearing on Logistics: Les-
sons from OPERATION IRAQI FREEDOM and Logis-
tics Transformation, 2 p.m., 2118 Rayburn. 

Committee on Financial Services, Subcommittee on Finan-
cial Institutions and Consumer Credit and the Sub-
committee on Housing and Community Opportunity, 
joint hearing entitled ‘‘Subprime Lending: Defining the 
Market and Its Customers,’’ 10 a.m., 2128 Rayburn. 

Committee on Government Reform, Subcommittee on Civil 
Service and Agency Organization, hearing entitled ‘‘A 
System Rued: Inspecting Food,’’ 3 p.m., 2203 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and 
Human Resources, hearing entitled ‘‘Measuring the Effec-
tiveness of Drug Addiction Treatment,’’ 2 p.m., 2247 
Rayburn. 
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Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging Threats 
and International Relations, hearing entitled ‘‘Does the 
‘Total Force’ Add Up? The Impact of Health Protection 
Programs on Guard and Reserve Units,’’ 10 a.m., 2154 
Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Technology, Information Policy, 
Intergovernmental Relations and the Census, hearing en-
titled ‘‘Telecommunication and SCADA: Secure Links or 
Open Portals to the Security of the Nation’s Critical In-
frastructure,’’ 2 p.m., 2154 Rayburn. 

Committee on International Relations, hearing on the Bush 
Administration and Nonproliferation: A New Strategy 
Emerges, 11 a.m., 2172 Rayburn. 

Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on the Con-
stitution, oversight hearing on The Defense of Marriage 
Act, 10 a.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism, and Homeland Se-
curity, hearing on S. 1743, Private Security Officer Em-
ployment Authorization Act of 2003; followed by a 
markup of the following bills: S. 1301, Video Voyeurism 
Prevention Act of 2004; H.R. 1678, Anti-Hoax Ter-
rorism Act of 2004; H.R. 1731, Identity Theft Penalty 
Enhancement Act; and H.R. 3866, Anabolic Steroid Con-
trol Act of 2004, 1 p.m., 2141 Rayburn. 

Committee on Resources, Subcommittee on Energy and 
Mineral Resources, hearing on the following bills: H.R. 
3796, Abandoned Mine Lands Reclamation Reform Act 
of 2004; and H.R. 3778, Abandoned Mine Reclamation 
Program Extension and Reform Act of 2004, 10 a.m., 
1324 Longworth. 

Committee on Rules, to consider H.R. 3550, Transpor-
tation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, 2 p.m., H–313 
Capitol. 

Committee on Science, Subcommittee on Research, hearing 
and markup of H.R. 4030, Congressional Medal for Out-
standing Contributions in Math and Science Education 
Act, 10 a.m., 2318 Rayburn. 

Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Sub-
committee on Water Resources and Environment, over-
sight hearing on Inconsistent Regulation of Wetlands and 
Other Waters, 10 a.m., 2167 Rayburn. 

Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, Subcommittee on Health, 
hearing on the Department of Veterans Affairs providing 
certain veterans with a prescription-only health care ben-
efit, 10 a.m., 334 Cannon. 

Committee on Ways and Means, Subcommittee on Over-
sight, hearing on 2004 Tax Return Filing Season and the 
IRS Budget for Fiscal Year 2005, 3 p.m., 1100 Long-
worth. 

Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, executive, hear-
ing on Counterterrorism Budget, 2 p.m., H–405 Capitol. 

Subcommittee on Terrorism and Homeland Security, 
executive, hearing on Nuclear, Biological, Chemical, Ra-
diological Threats to the Homeland, 11 a.m., H–405 
Capitol. 

Select Committee on Homeland Security. Subcommittee on 
Cybersecurity, Science and Research and Development, 
hearing entitled ‘‘Homeland Cybersecurity and DHS En-
terprise Architecture Budget Hearing for Fiscal Year 
2005,’’ 10 a.m., 2325 Rayburn.
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Next Meeting of the SENATE 

9:45 a.m., Tuesday, March 30

Senate Chamber 

Program for Tuesday: After the transaction of any 
morning business (not to extend beyond 10:45 a.m.), Sen-
ate will continue consideration of H.R. 4, Welfare Re-
form Reauthorization, with a vote on Snowe Amendment 
No. 2937 to occur at 12:15 p.m.; following which, Sen-
ate will recess until 2:15 p.m. for their respective party 
conferences.

Next Meeting of the HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

9 a.m., Tuesday, March 30

House Chamber 

Program for Tuesday: Consideration of suspensions: 
(1) H. Res. 558, Welcoming the accession of Bulgaria, 

Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, and Slo-

venia to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO); 

(2) H.R. 3036, Department of Justice Appropriations 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 2004 through 2006; 

(3) S. 2231, A bill to reauthorize the Temporary As-
sistance for Needy Families block grant program through 
June 30, 2004; 

(4) S. 2241, To reauthorize certain school lunch and 
child nutrition programs through June 30, 2004; 

(5) S. 2057, To require the Secretary of Defense to re-
imburse members of the United States Armed Forces for 
certain transportation expenses incurred by the members 
in connection with leave under the Central Command 
Rest and Recuperation Leave Program before the program 
was expanded to include domestic travel; 

(6) H.R. 3104, To provide for the establishment of 
campaign medals to be awarded to members of the 
Armed Forces who participate in Operation Enduring 
Freedom or Operation Iraqi Freedom; and 

(7) H. Con. Res. 386, Congratulating the United 
States Air Force Academy on its 50th Anniversary and 
recognizing its contributions to the Nation. 

Consideration of H.R. 3966, ROTC and Military Re-
cruiter Equal Access to Campus Act of 2004 (closed 
rules, one hour of general debate) 
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