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1998; to the Committee on Governmental Af-
fairs.

EC-922. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Energy, transmitting, pursuant to
law, the Department’s report under the In-
spector General Act for the period from April
1, 1998 through September 30, 1998; to the
Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-923. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the Department’s report under the
Inspector General Act for the period from
April 1, 1998 through September 30, 1998; to
the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-924. A communication from the Interim
District of Columbia Auditor, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report entitled ‘“‘Statu-
tory Audit of Advisory Neighborhood Com-
mission 2C for the Period October 1, 1995
through December 31, 1997”’; to the Commit-
tee on Governmental Affairs.

EC-925. A communication from the Execu-
tive Director of the Committee for Purchase
From People who are Blind or Severely Dis-
abled, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
of additions to and deletions from the Com-
mittee’s Procurement List dated December
22, 1998; to the Committee on Governmental
Affairs.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
committees were submitted:

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance:

Susan G. Esserman, of Maryland, to be
Deputy United States Trade Representative,
with the rank of Ambassador.

Timothy F. Geithner, of New York, to be
an Under Secretary of the Treasury.

Gary Gensler, of Maryland, to be an Under
Secretary of the Treasury.

Edwin M. Truman, of Maryland, to be a
Deputy Under Secretary of the Treasury.

David C. Williams, of Maryland, to be In-
spector General for Tax Administration, De-
partment of the Treasury. (New Position)

(The above nominations were re-
ported with the recommendation that
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi-
nees’ commitment to respond to re-
quests to appear and testify before any
duly constituted committee of the Sen-
ate.)

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and Mr.
SMITH of Oregon):

S. 294. A bill to direct the Secretary of the
Army to develop and implement a com-
prehensive program for fish screens and pas-
sage devices; to the Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works.

By Mr. LUGAR:

S. 295. A bill to amend part S of title | of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 to permit the use of certain
amounts for assistance to jail-based sub-
stance treatment programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. ROCKE-
FELLER, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mr. BURNS, Mr. BREAUX, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. CLELAND, Mr. THOMP-
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SON, Mr. KERRY, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. AKAKA,
Mr. ALLARD, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, and Mr. ROBB):

S. 296. A bill to provide for continuation of
the Federal research investment in a fiscally
sustainable way, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

By Mr. SHELBY:

S. 297. A bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, to authorize members of the
uniformed services to participate in the
Thrift Savings Plan, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs.

S. 298. A bill to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 (2 U.S.C. 431 et seq.) to
clarify that donations of hard and soft
money by foreign nationals are prohibited;
to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

By Mr. MCcCAIN (for himself,
INOUYE, and Mr. CONRAD):

S. 299. A bill to elevate the position of Di-
rector of the Indian Health Service within
the Department of Health and Human Serv-
ices to Assistant Secretary for Indian
Health, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. LOTT (for himself, Mr. NICKLES,
Ms. COLLINS, Mr. FRIST, Mr. GRAMM,
Mr. HAGEL, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr. ROTH,
Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. MACK, Mr. CRAIG,
Mr. COVERDELL, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr. ALLARD, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BOND,
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. BUNNING, Mr.
BURNS, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. COCHRAN,
Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. ENzI,
Mr. GORTON, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. GRASS-
LEY, Mr. GREGG, Mr. HATCH, Mr.
HELMS, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. LUGAR,
Mr. MCcCAIN, Mr. MURKOWSKI, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. SHELBY,
Mr. SmiITH of New Hampshire, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Ms. SNOWE, Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. THOMP-
SON, Mr. THURMOND, Mr. VOINOVICH,
and Mr. WARNER):

S. 300. A bill to improve access and choice
of patients to quality, affordable health care;
to the Committee on Health, Education,
Labor, and Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

S. 301. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, relating to mailability, false
representations, civil penalties, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
mental Affairs.

Mr.

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. ROBB (for himself and Mr.
CAMPBELL):

S. Res. 29. A resolution to designate the
week of May 2, 1999, as ‘“‘National Correc-
tional Officers and Employees Week’’; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. HELMS, and Mr. COVER-
DELL):

S. Con. Res. 3. A concurrent resolution
condemning the irregular interruption of the
democratic political institutional process in
Haiti; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. WYDEN (for himself and
Mr. SMITH of Oregon):
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S. 294. A bill to direct the Secretary
of the Army to develop and implement
a comprehensive program for fish
screens and passage devices; to the
Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

WATER DIVERSION PROTECTION AND FISHERIES

ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

e Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the leg-
islation | introduce today will help the
people of the Pacific Northwest address
one of the most important natural re-
source issues in the region: the restora-
tion of our majestic salmon runs. This
bill will lend a much-needed hand to
Oregonians and other Northwesterners
who have been working together to
find common sense solutions to pre-
serve this precious natural resource.

As many people know, any effort to
recover these salmon runs must be
both creative and comprehensive, due
to the complex nature of the salmon
life cycle. Salmon are hatched in fresh
water, migrate down streams and riv-
ers to the sea to grow and mature, and
then return to the streams of their
birth to spawn. This complex life cycle
exposes the fish to many hazards which
threaten their survival. If we are to
achieve our goal of restoring salmon
runs to healthy levels, we must iden-
tify and address the various causes of
salmon mortality.

One of the hazards facing salmon and
other fish is the diversion of water
from streams and rivers to irrigate ag-
ricultural crops. Migrating juvenile
fish, including endangered salmon and
bull trout, are killed when they are di-
verted from rivers and streams along
with water used for irrigation.

The common-sense solution to this
pervasive problem is to safely screen
the points of water diversion: to allow
water through while keeping fish out.
Despite existing State and Federal pro-
grams to assist with the installation of
fish screens, unscreened diversions con-
tinue to be a significant problem for
endangered fish in the Pacific North-
west.

My home state of Oregon has identi-
fied fish mortality caused by water di-
versions as a priority problem. One of
Oregon’s primary goals relating to
salmon restoration is to encourage the
installation of fish screens and passage
devices for water diversions on streams
and rivers. Oregon has developed a co-
operative program to assist in screen-
ing smaller diversions used on family
farms. However, the State cannot af-
ford to provide similar assistance for
larger sized diversions. That’s where
the Federal government can help.

This bill gives the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers new authority to help
irrigators make their water systems
safer for fish. Participation by
irrigators in the program will be vol-
untary and will require a sharing of the
cost.

I believe this legislation will be very
effective because irrigators from Or-
egon and the other Northwest states
have told me they want to make their
water systems more fish-friendly, but
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they need help to do so. This bill will
give them the help they need and will
greatly benefit the current efforts of
local irrigation districts and watershed
councils to conserve and protect our
fish runs.

I am pleased that this legislation is
cosponsored by Senator GORDON SMITH
and has support from all the Northwest
irrigation groups and literally dozens
of Northwest and national conserva-
tion and sport fishing groups, including
National Audubon Society, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Oregon Trout,
Trout Unlimited, American Rivers, Pa-
cific Coast Federation of Fishermen’s
Associations, and Northwest
Sportfishing Industries Association.

Despite our best efforts to restore
these salmon runs, they continue to de-
cline year after year. We need a fresh
approach to this problem—one that in-
volves the participation of the local
folks who are affected by conservation
efforts. This bill takes that approach.

Of course, a fish screen program
alone is not the missing clue to solve
our salmon problem. But this program,
along with others like the Clean Water
bill I introduced last session with Sen-
ator BURNS are pieces of the complete
puzzle.

Ultimately, it will take the inte-
grated efforts of all interests in our re-
gion to recover our salmon success-
fully. State, Tribal and local govern-
ments, local watershed councils, pri-
vate landowners and the Federal gov-
ernment will all need to work together.
Initiatives like this fish screen bill will
help forge the partnerships upon which
successful salmon recovery will be
based. |1 urge your support for this leg-
islation, so that the people of the Pa-
cific Northwest can continue their im-
portant work to restore this precious
natural resource.®

By Mr. LUGAR:

S. 295. A bill to amend part S of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968 to permit the
use of certain amounts for assistance
to jail-based substance treatment pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

JAIL-BASED SUBSTANCE ABUSE TREATMENT

PROGRAM

® Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | rise
today to offer legislation amending the
Residential Substance Abuse Treat-
ment program, known as R-SAT, to en-
able jurisdictions below the state level
to realize greater benefits from the
program. The R-SAT program allows
the Attorney General to make grants
for the establishment of treatment pro-
grams within local correctional facili-
ties, but only a few jurisdictions have
been able to take advantage of these
grants.

The legislation | am offering today
will solve this problem by establishing
a separate Jail-Based Substance Abuse
Treatment Program, or J-SAT. Under
this new program, states will be explic-
itly authorized to devote up to ten per-
cent of the funds they receive under R-
SAT to qualifying J-SAT programs.
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This legislation will provide match-
ing funds to jail-based treatment pro-
grams that meet several criteria. First,
the program must be at least three
months in length. This is the minimum
amount of time for a treatment pro-
gram to have the desired effect. To
qualify for funding, a program must
also have been in existence for at least
two years. This criterion is intended to
ensure that jurisdictions which have
already demonstrated a commitment
to treatment programs at the local
level receive first priority for funding.
It also ensures that scarce treatment
resources are allocated to programs
with a demonstrable track record of
success. The third criterion for pro-
grams seeking J-SAT funding is that
the treatment regimen must include
regular drug testing. This is necessary
to ensure that some objective measure
of the program’s success is available.
Grant recipients are also encouraged to
provide the widest range of aftercare
services possible, including job train-
ing, education and self-help programs.
These steps are necessary to leverage
the resources devoted to solving the
problem of substance abuse, and to give
individuals involved in treatment the
best possible chance for successful re-
habilitation.

I am offering this legislation because
substance abuse and problems arising
from it are putting a severe strain on
the resources of local jurisdictions
throughout the nation. This is not a
minor problem. The Office of National
Drug Control Policy indicates that ap-
proximately three-fourths of prison in-
mates—and over half of those in jails
or on probation—are substance abus-
ers, yet only a small percentage of in-
mates participate in treatment pro-
grams while they are incarcerated. The
time during which drug-using offenders
are in custody or under post-release
correctional supervision presents a
unique opportunity to reduce drug use
and crime through effective drug test-
ing and treatment programs.

Research indicates that programs
like J-SAT can help to reduce the
strain on our communities by cutting
drug use in half; by reducing other
criminal activity like shoplifting, as-
sault, and drug sales by up to 80 per-
cent; and by reducing arrests for all
crimes by up to 64 percent.

I would also note that jail-based
treatment programs are cost effective.
In 1994, the American Correctional As-
sociation estimated the annual cost of
incarceration at $18,330. The Office of

National Drug Control Policy states
that treatment while in prison and
under post-incarceration supervision

can reduce recidivism by roughly 50
percent. Thus, for every $1,800 the gov-
ernment invests in treatment, it saves
more than $9,000. Former Assistant
Health Secretary Philip Lee has esti-
mated that every dollar invested in
treatment can save $7 in societal and
medical costs.

For these reasons, | ask my col-
leagues to support the Jail-Based Sub-
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stance Abuse Treatment legislation |
am introducing today. | also ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be printed
in the RECORD.

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

S. 295

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

SECTION 1. JAIL-BASED SUBSTANCE ABUSE
TREATMENT PROGRAMS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Part S of title | of the
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act
of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796ff et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 1906. JAIL-BASED SUBSTANCE ABUSE
TREATMENT.

“‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

“(1) the term ‘jail-based substance abuse
treatment program’ means a course of indi-
vidual and group activities, lasting for a pe-
riod of not less than 3 months, in an area of
a correctional facility set apart from the
general population of the correctional facil-
ity, if those activities are—

““(A) directed at the substance abuse prob-
lems of prisoners; and

“(B) intended to develop the cognitive, be-
havioral, social, vocational, and other skills
of prisoners in order to address the substance
abuse and related problems of prisoners; and

“(2) the term ‘local correctional facility’
means any correctional facility operated by
a unit of local government.

“‘(b) AUTHORIZATION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Not less than 10 percent
of the total amount made available to a
State under section 1904(a) for any fiscal
year may be used by the State to make
grants to local correctional facilities in the
State for the purpose of assisting jail-based
substance abuse treatment programs estab-
lished by those local correctional facilities.

““(2) FEDERAL SHARE.—The Federal share of
a grant made by a State under this section
to a local correctional facility may not ex-
ceed 75 percent of the total cost of the jail-
based substance abuse treatment program
described in the application submitted under
subsection (c) for the fiscal year for which
the program receives assistance under this
section.

“‘(c) APPLICATIONS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—To0 be eligible to receive
a grant from a State under this section for a
jail-based substance abuse treatment pro-
gram, the chief executive of a local correc-
tional facility shall submit to the State, in
such form and containing such information
as the State may reasonably require, an ap-
plication that meets the requirements of
paragraph (2).

““(2) APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS.—Each ap-
plication submitted under paragraph (1) shall
include—

“(A) with respect to the jail-based sub-
stance abuse treatment program for which
assistance is sought, a description of the pro-
gram and a written certification that—

‘(i) the program has been in effect for not
less than 2 consecutive years before the date
on which the application is submitted; and

‘(i) the local correctional facility will—

“(1) coordinate the design and implementa-
tion of the program between local correc-
tional facility representatives and the appro-
priate State and local alcohol and substance
abuse agencies;

“(I1) implement (or continue to require)
urinalysis or other proven reliable forms of
substance abuse testing of individuals par-
ticipating in the program, including the test-
ing of individuals released from the jail-
based substance abuse treatment program
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who remain in the custody of the local cor-
rectional facility; and

“(11) carry out the program in accordance
with guidelines, which shall be established
by the State, in order to guarantee each par-
ticipant in the program access to consistent,
continual care if transferred to a different
local correctional facility within the State;

“(B) written assurances that Federal funds
received by the local correctional facility
from the State under this section will be
used to supplement, and not to supplant,
non-Federal funds that would otherwise be
available for jail-based substance abuse
treatment programs assisted with amounts
made available to the local correctional fa-
cility under this section; and

““(C) a description of the manner in which
amounts received by the local correctional
facility from the State under this section
will be coordinated with Federal assistance
for substance abuse treatment and aftercare
services provided to the local correctional
facility by the Substance Abuse and Mental
Health Services Administration of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services.

““(d) REVIEW OF APPLICATIONS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon receipt of an appli-
cation under subsection (c), the State shall—

“(A) review the application to ensure that
the application, and the jail-based residen-
tial substance abuse treatment program for
which a grant under this section is sought,
meet the requirements of this section; and

“(B) if so, make an affirmative finding in
writing that the jail-based substance abuse
treatment program for which assistance is
sought meets the requirements of this sec-
tion.

““(2) ApPPROVAL.—Based on the review con-
ducted under paragraph (1), not later than 90
days after the date on which an application
is submitted under subsection (c), the State
shall—

“(A) approve the application, disapprove
the application, or request a continued eval-
uation of the application for an additional
period of 90 days; and

“(B) notify the applicant of the action
taken under subparagraph (A) and, with re-
spect to any denial of an application under
subparagraph (A), afford the applicant an op-
portunity for reconsideration.

““(3) ELIGIBILITY FOR PREFERENCE WITH
AFTERCARE COMPONENT.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—INn making grants under
this section, a State shall give preference to
applications from local correctional facili-
ties that ensure that each participant in the
jail-based substance abuse treatment pro-
gram for which a grant under this section is
sought, is required to participate in an
aftercare services program that meets the
requirements of subparagraph (B), for a pe-
riod of not less than 1 year following the ear-
lier of—

‘(i) the date on which the participant com-
pletes the jail-based substance abuse treat-
ment program; or

“(ii) the date on which the participant is
released from the correctional facility at the
end of the participant’s sentence or is re-
leased on parole.

““(B) AFTERCARE SERVICES PROGRAM RE-
QUIREMENTS.—For purposes of subparagraph
(A), an aftercare services program meets the
requirements of this paragraph if the
program—

“(i) in selecting individuals for participa-
tion in the program, gives priority to indi-
viduals who have completed a jail-based sub-
stance abuse treatment program;

“(ii) requires each participant in the pro-
gram to submit to periodic substance abuse
testing; and

“(iif) involves the coordination between
the jail-based substance abuse treatment
program and other human service and reha-
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bilitation programs that may assist in the
rehabilitation of program participants, such
as—

“(1) educational and job training programs;

““(I1) parole supervision programs;

(1) half-way house programs; and

“(IV) participation in self-help and peer
group programs; and

““(iv) assists in placing jail-based substance
abuse treatment program participants with
appropriate community substance abuse
treatment facilities upon release from the
correctional facility at the end of a sentence
or on parole.

‘‘(e) COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION.—

‘“(1) COORDINATION.—Each State that
makes 1 or more grants under this section in
any fiscal year shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, implement a statewide commu-
nications network with the capacity to track
the participants in jail-based substance
abuse treatment programs established by
local correctional facilities in the State as
those participants move between local cor-
rectional facilities within the State.

““(2) CONSULTATION.—Each State described
in paragraph (1) shall consult with the Attor-
ney General and the Secretary of Health and
Human Services to ensure that each jail-
based substance abuse treatment program
assisted with a grant made by the State
under this section incorporates applicable
components of comprehensive approaches,
including relapse prevention and aftercare
services.

““(f) USE OF GRANT AMOUNTS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Each local correctional
facility that receives a grant under this sec-
tion shall use the grant amount solely for
the purpose of carrying out the jail-based
substance abuse treatment program de-
scribed in the application submitted under
subsection (c).

‘“(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Each local correc-
tional facility that receives a grant under
this section shall carry out all activities re-
lating to the administration of the grant
amount, including reviewing the manner in
which the amount is expended, processing,
monitoring the progress of the program as-
sisted, financial reporting, technical assist-
ance, grant adjustments, accounting, audit-
ing, and fund disbursement.

““(3) RESTRICTION.—A local correctional fa-
cility may not use any amount of a grant
under this section for land acquisition or a
construction project.

‘“(g) REPORTING REQUIREMENT; PERFORM-
ANCE REVIEW.—

‘“(1) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.—Not later
than March 1 of each year, each local correc-
tional facility that receives a grant under
this section shall submit to the Attorney
General, through the State, a description
and evaluation of the jail-based substance
abuse treatment program carried out by the
local correctional facility with the grant
amount, in such form and containing such
information as the Attorney General may
reasonably require.

‘“(2) PERFORMANCE REVIEW.—The Attorney
General shall conduct an annual review of
each jail-based substance abuse treatment
program assisted under this section, in order
to verify the compliance of local correc-
tional facilities with the requirements of
this section.

““(h) NO EFFECT ON STATE ALLOCATION.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
affect the allocation of amounts to States
under section 1904(a).”.

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents for title I of the Omnibus Crime
Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 (42
U.S.C. 3711 et seq.) is amended, in the matter
relating to part S, by adding at the end the
following:
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Jail-based substance abuse treat-
ment.”.®

“1906.

By Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr.

ROCKEFELLER, Mr. DOMENICI,
Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. GRAMM,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BURNS, Mr.
BREAUX, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr.
CLELAND, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. DEWINE, Mr.
KERREY, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. ALLARD, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. ROBERTS, and Mr.
RoBB):

S. 296. A bill to provide for continu-
ation of the Federal research invest-
ment in a fiscally sustainable way, and
for other purposes; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

FEDERAL RESEARCH INVESTMENT ACT OF 1999
® Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, | rise
today to introduce legislation that
would elevate Congress’ commitment
to technological innovation and long-
term economic growth. The Federal
Research Investment Act specifically
targets federally-funded, civilian re-
search and development (R&D), while
establishing greater accountability
mechanisms for both Congress and the
White House. The bill would bolster the
aggregate amount of federal funding
for R&D over an 1l-year period. Al-
though this legislation passed the Sen-
ate by unanimous consent last year,
the rush to finish the 1999 federal budg-
et kept it from reaching the floor of
the House of Representatives and the
President’s desk.

Senator ROCKEFELLER, my partner in
this endeavor, and | are not discour-
aged. We believe that we laid a solid
foundation to build on by getting this
legislation through the Senate last
year. Now, we intend to persistently
advocate for increased funding levels
for basic R&D until they are realized.
This legislation is the product of nu-
merous hearings, caucus events, fo-
rums, and meetings with scientists and
scholars from across the country. We
have been working closely together on
this legislation and feel that now, more
than ever, Congress must advocate for
greater R&D funding to preserve the
future economic prosperity of our na-
tion.

Innovation is a key element of eco-
nomic growth in the United States.
Economists widely agree that more
than 50 percent of our economic growth
is directly linked to technological in-
novation. It is the principle driving
force behind our long-term growth and
our rising standard of living. Tech-
nology contributes to economic growth
through the creation of new jobs, new
goods and services, new capital and
even new industries.

The Federal Government plays a crit-
ical role in driving the innovation
process in the United States. The ma-
jority of the Federal Government’s
basic R&D is directed toward critical
missions to serve the public interest in
areas including health, environmental
pollution control, space exploration,
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and national defense. Federal funds
support nearly 60 percent of the na-
tion’s basic research, with a similar
share performed in colleges and univer-
sities. Congressional support reflects a
consensus that although basic research
is the foundation for many innova-
tions, the rate of return to society gen-
erated by investments in R&D is sig-
nificantly larger than the benefits that
can be captured by the performing in-
stitution.

The National Institutes of Health
(NIH) received the largest dollar in-
crease in history in the fiscal year (FY)
1999 federal budget. The agency re-
ceived a record 14.1 percent increase in
its R&D budget, nearly $2 billion. Due
to steady increases every year, the NIH
R&D budget is now 28 percent larger in
inflationary-adjusted terms than it was
in FY 1994.

NIH’s overwhelming support by Con-
gress reflects a growing popular move-
ment both in the Senate and House to
double funding for NIH over the next
five years. Many of my colleagues,
eager to fund the biotechnology that
enables our citizens to live longer,
more healthy lives, are embracing this
crusade. | believe, however, many of
them are missing the critical link that
exists between the breakthrough ad-
vances we are experiencing today and
what has enabled them to occur. The
funding surge of R&D in the sciences in
the 1960’s created a wealth of research
opportunities for scientists throughout
the nation. Since that time though,
funding has declined steadily with no
hint of a reversal of that downward
trend. If we are to dedicate ourselves to
advancement of biotechnology and all
the benefits that it will afford, we must
support it with solid funding for the
basic sciences. One truly depends upon
the other. And that critical link, | be-
lieve, has been lost in the revolution of
health care policy.

Fiscal constraints due to recent ef-
forts to balance the federal budget
threaten the U.S. R&D infrastructure.
This is due to both a long-term prob-
lem of the ever-increasing level of
mandatory spending of discretionary
funding that must be allocated across
an increasing range of programs. Now,
for the first time in nearly three dec-
ades, the Federal Government has at-
tained a budget surplus of $70 billion in
1998. Additionally, the Congressional
Budget Office estimates a budget sur-
plus of approximately $1.5 trillion over
the next ten years. As Congress debates
how to allocate surplus funds, serious
consideration must be given to federal
research and development investment.

As a result of the current monetary
environment in Congress and the desire
to utilize the surplus prudently, I am
confident that investing in basic R&D,
and in turn the technological innova-
tion of the future, is a proper use of the
federal taxpayers dollars. Furthermore,
the increased funding called for in this
legislation is coupled with a judicious
strategy for federal investment and
strong accountability mechanisms to
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help guide the Administration and Con-
gress. Nothing less is acceptable.

Mr. President, despite its modest
share of total U.S. R&D funding, the
Federal Government continues to play
a vital role in the nation’s R&D enter-
prise. With dramatic decreases in U.S.
defense R&D spending in the post Cold-
War era, devoting attention to civilian
basic research is more critical now
than ever before. This pivotal need for
a resurgence in basic R&D investments
is evident when we further consider our
nation’s increased dependency on tech-
nology and the global competition that
threatens our sustained leadership po-
sition. R&D drives the innovation proc-
ess, which in turn drives the U.S. econ-
omy. Now is not the time to turn our
backs on the nation’s future prosper-
ity.e
® Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, |
would like to join Senator FRIST and
other distinguished colleagues in intro-
ducing the Federal Research Invest-
ment Act. This legislation will set a
long-term vision for federal funding of
research and development programs so
that the United States can continue to
be the world leader in high-tech indus-
tries.

One only needs to look as far as the
front page of the newspaper to see the
effect of high-technology on our coun-
try. New drugs are becoming available
for fighting cancer; new communica-
tion hardware is allowing more people
to connect to the internet; and ad-
vances in fuel-cell technology are lead-
ing to low-emission, high-efficiency al-
ternative fuel vehicles. In fact, seventy
percent of all patent applications cite
non-profit or federally-funded research
as a core component to the innovation
being patented. People are living
longer, with a higher quality of life, in
a better economy due to processes, pro-
cedures, and equipment which are
based on federally-funded research.

What | am afraid of is that many peo-
ple are not aware that these products
do not simply appear out of nowhere.
They are the result of a basis of knowl-
edge which has been built up by re-
searchers supported by federal funding.
American companies pull from this
knowledge base in order to develop the
latest high-tech products which you
and | read about in the paper and see
on our store shelves every day.

I view this knowledge base as a bank.
The U.S. government puts in modest
amounts of funding in the form of sup-
port for scientific research. The pay-
back comes from the economic growth
which is produced as this knowledge is
turned into actual products by Amer-
ican companies.

In fact, a large part of the current
rosy economic situation is due to our
dominant high-tech industries. High-
tech companies are currently respon-
sible for one-third of our economic out-
put and half of our economic growth.
However, if we are to continue at this
pace, we need to support the fundamen-
tal, pre-competitive research critical
to these industries, at the necessary
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levels, and in a stable manner from
year to year, and we need to do so now.

In the last session of the 105th Con-
gress Senators FRIST, BINGAMAN,
DoMENICI, GRAMM, BREAUX, BURNS, and
I introduced S. 2217, the Federal Re-
search Investment Act, and previous to
that Senators DoOMENICI and BINGAMAN,
introduced S. 1305, the National Re-
search Investment Act. Both S. 1305
and S. 2217 have been extremely suc-
cessful in galvanizing members of the
scientific and engineering community
to pull together and work construc-
tively towards a common ideal. In ad-
dition, it has brought together the co-
sponsors of these bills and moved them
forward as a group with their original
idea. S. 2217 passed without dissent in
the Senate at the end of last session,
and gained 36 co-sponsors—18 Demo-
crats and 18 Republicans. Our aim, in
re-introducing the Federal Research
Investment Act, is to now take the
next step in this process, bringing to
fruition the goals of our bill.

The Federal Research Investment
Act is a long-term vision for federal
R&D funding. It creates legislative lan-
guage which stresses the importance of
R&D funding to the strength of our na-
tion’s innovation infrastructure. It
also sets out guidelines for Congress to
use in prioritizing funding decisions.

Just three years ago, federal science
funding was in a serious decline and
fewer than half a dozen members of
Congress gave it any attention, but
now as a significant consequence of
both S. 1305 and S. 2217 the trend, at
least in the last two years, seems to
have reversed and a universal spirit of
cooperation for strong R&D funding is
developing on all fronts. In the last two
years the science budget has increased
above inflation. In particular, for Fis-
cal Year 1999, an unprecedented 10% in-
crease in civilian R&D funding was ap-
propriated. Yet, we appear to be in a
crisis situation once again due to unex-
pected budgetary constraints resulting
from last year’s appropriations. Thus,
we need to continue our fight to imple-
ment the R&D budgetary guidelines in
our bill. This uncertainty in the level
of R&D funding from year to year can
be as detrimental to the health of the
scientific enterprise as a lack of ade-
quate funding levels. It will be a sad
day for our nation, and its future eco-
nomic prosperity, if we manage to lose
what progress we have made to date.

Based on a careful review and analy-
sis of our past history, our bill author-
izes an annual funding increase of 5.5%,
starting in the year 2000 and going
through 2010, for federally-funded, ci-
vilian, R&D programs. This would in-
crease federal R&D spending to 2.6% of
total, overall budget by 2010, a near
doubling in R&D funding from 1998 lev-
els. In order to make sure that these
increases are fully incorporated into
budgetary process we request that the
President include these increases in his
annual budget request to Congress.

We are currently in an economic up-
turn. This continues to be a perfect
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time to increase funding for R&D so
that we can continue this growth. |
have faith that, as long as the eco-
nomic situation allows it, my thought-
ful and wise colleagues will support in-
creasing R&D funding to the levels
that we have laid out in this bill. How-
ever, | am also a realist. | realize that
the economy may not always remain as
strong as it is right now. That is why
we have introduced a funding firewall.
Without this firewall 1 am seriously
concerned that history will repeat
itself. In the past, R&D funding is one
of the first things that has been cut
during times of crisis. This is the
wrong approach. | believe that cutting
R&D funding levels below a bare mini-
mum level causes serious, long-term
harm to the R&D infrastructure in the
United States. Our firewall would not
allow this to happen. It is not meant as
a goal, it is meant as a bare minimum
which should only be implemented in
the leanest of years.

Many, if not most, recent ‘quantum
leaps’ in knowledge have occurred at
the interface between traditional dis-
ciplines of research. Therefore, we leg-
islatively mandate that this funding
increase must be macroscopically bal-
anced, so that there is not preferential
growth of one agency, program or field
of study at the expense of other, equal-
ly qualified and deserving agencies.
One of the original reasons that | start-
ed to get involved with technology
issues such as EPSCoR and EPSCoT,
was because | believe that technology
should be shared by everyone, not just
those in Silicon Valley or the Route 128
corridor in Boston. Therefore, this bill
should not be seen as a means of pro-
moting elitist science but as a mecha-
nism for allowing for diversity in our
national innovation infrastructure.

Finally, so that we are able to assure
other Members of Congress and the
general public that this money author-
ized by this Act would be well spent,
we have included accountability meas-
ures which will assure that there is no
waste of federal money on out-dated, or
ill-conceived projects. This bill puts
into place a system of accountability
for each affected agency. Our bill insti-
tutes a study by the National Academy
of Sciences to determine how to effec-
tively measure the progress of R&D
based agencies and then have them in-
stitute performance measures based on
these metrics. This will allow increases
in funding without concerns over
wasteful spending being generated.

In conclusion, with the help of Sen-
ators GRAMM, LIEBERMAN, DOMENICI,
and BINGAMAN, Senator FRIST and |
have put together a long-term vision
for federal R&D funding which we hope
will instigate real increases in federal
funding for research and development.
Federally-funded research has been,
and will continue to be, a driving
power behind our economic success. If
we are to maintain and enhance our
current economic prosperity we must
make sure that research programs are
funded at adequate levels in a consist-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

ent long-term manner. | urge my col-
leagues to support this bill.e

e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I'm
pleased to see the Federal Research In-
vestment Act introduced in the 106th
Congress. This bill is one that I've sup-
ported throughout its history, because
it addresses the health of our nation’s
science and technology base.

Our science and technology base is
vital to the nation’s future. Any num-
ber of studies have confirmed its im-
portance. As one excellent example,
the National Innovation Summit, orga-
nized by MIT last March with the
Council on Competitiveness, confirmed
that the integrity of that base is one of
the cornerstones to our future eco-
nomic prosperity. At that Summit,
many of the nation’s top CEOs empha-
sized that the nation’s climate for in-
novation is a major determinant of our
ability to maintain and advance our
high standard of living and strong
economy.

Advanced technologies are respon-
sible for driving half of our economic
growth since World War II, and that
growth has developed our economy into
the envy of the world. We need to con-
tinually refresh our stock of new prod-
ucts and processes that enable good
jobs for our citizens in the face of in-
creasing global challenges to all our
principal industries.

This bill emphasizes a broad range of
research targets, from fundamental
and frontier exploration, through pre-
competitive engineering research. This
emphasis on a spectrum of research
maturity is absolutely critical. The na-
tion is not well served by a focus on so-
called “*basic’ research that can open
new fields, but then leave those fields
without resources to develop new ideas
to a pre-competitive stage applicable
to future commercial products and
processes.

The new bill addresses a spectrum of
research fields with its emphasis on ex-
panding S&T funding in many agen-
cies. We need technical advances in
many fields simultaneously. In more
and more cases, the best new ideas are
not flowing from explorations in a sin-
gle narrow field, but instead are com-
ing from inter-disciplinary studies that
bring experts from diverse fields to-
gether for fruitful collaboration. This
is especially evident in medical and
health fields, where combinations of
medical science with many other speci-
alities are critical to the latest health
care advances.

This new bill has additional features
that were critical components of last
year’s S. 2217. It proposes to utilize the
National Academy of Science in devel-
oping approaches to evaluation of pro-
gram and project performance. This
should lead to better understanding of
how Government Performance Results
Act goals and scientific programs can
be best coordinated. The new role for
the National Academy can help define
criteria to guide decisions on continued
and future funding. The bill also sets
up procedures to use these evaluations
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to terminate federal programs that are
not performing at acceptable levels.

The new bill incorporates a set of
well-developed principles for federal
funding of science and technology.
These principles were developed by our
Senate Science and Technology Cau-
cus. Those principles, when carefully
applied, can lead to better choices
among the many opportunities for fed-
eral S&T funding. The new bill also in-
corporates recommendations for inde-
pendent merit-based review of federal
S&T programs, which should further
strengthen them.

Many aspects of the Federal Re-
search Investment Act support and
compliment key points in the study re-
leased by Representative VERN EHLERS
last year. His study, ‘“Unlocking our